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the Wilhelmine era. Written against the backdrop of a lively amd ongoing
debate on the relative 'modernity' of the Kaiserreich, it concentrates an the
years after 1900, but includes a hrief review of earlier developments. The
main focus falls on two separate but related movements, whose members
campaigned to improve the character of industrial buildings for political,
cammercial and environmental, as well as aesthetic reasons; the 'Heimatschutz'
movement, which emerged at the turn of the century, and the German 'Wérkhmd',
founded in 1907.

Both organisations developed in opposition to the stylistic
historicism which was such a feature of architecture and design in the secord
half of the 19th century. The reformers, who included writers, industrialists
and politicians as well as architects, sought architectural forms more
'warthy' of the German 'Burgertum' than the 'dishonest' historical facades,
applied to buildings regardless of function o location, which had
characterised the Second Empire's 'Grunderzeit'.

The thesis documents a number of industrial strutures disquised as
medieval fortresses or baroque palaces, but calls into question the assumption

that the use of such 'pre-industrial' styles to legitimise modern functional
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buildings was a manifestation of the German bourgeoisie's 'feudalisation'.
Historicism in 19th century architecture was a ocomplex phenomenon, and one
which affected countries with very different social and political structures,
ot least the United States of America. It has, moreover, proved difficult to
ascertain the extent to which historicist industrial architecture was
oconceived as a deliberate expression of campany policy: one must be wary of
reading too much into the intentions of 19th century industrialists and their
huilders.

Nevertheless, the peculiar tendency of heavy industrial and mining
conpanies to continue building in historicist forms long after it had ceased
to be fashionable - indeed, well into the present century - does indicate a
conscious and oonsistent attempt to communicate a specific message, both to
the warkforce and to the public at large. In their use of a distinctive
architectural wocabulary, traditionally associated with the army, church and
royal court, the giants of German heavy industry wished to express their
strength, solidity and longevity, lut the preponderance of towers and
battlements -~ illustrated here by a number of examples - also gives a clear
impression of their authoritarian approach to industrial relations. The close
identification with the architecture of the state - another bastion of
historicism - is significant too, for such companies made no secret of their

wish to be considered a pillar of the existing order.

It was perhaps not surprising then, that medium-sized manufacturers of
high quality finished goods and large firms in the 'new' sectors of German
industry - electrical engineering, chemicals, automobile production - whose
economic and political outlook was by no means synonymous with that of the

primary producers, sought a very different architectural identity. The thesis



describes how it was firms fram these sectors which were first to endorse the
programme of architectural and social reform proposed by the German
'Werkbund', and which began to cammission 'Werkbund' members to design their
new industrial buildings.

The 'Werkbund', which was founded at a ocongress in Munich in 1907,
claimed an interest: in everything fram the design of 'sofa cushions to town
planning', but architecture soon moved to the forefront of its concerns. The
existing body of literature on the 'Werkbund' - which is far fram extensive
- does nmot deal with industrial architecture in any depth, and at the same
time struggles to come to terms with the role played in the organisation by
its oco-founder, the left liberal politician and publicist Friedrich Naumann.
This thesis, which makes use of both published and unpublished 'Werkbund'
documents, places considerable eamphasis on Naumann and his small band of
devoted followers, who included the future President of the Federal Republic,
Theodor Heuss. The importance of Heuss' home town, Heilbronn, in bringing
together Naumann and some of the 'Werkbund's principal players, is highlighted
for the first time.

The thesis suggests that the 'Werkbund's policy of pramoting quality
in the German workplace, and of ‘'ennobling' industrial production, was an
integral part of Naumann's political reform programme. The evolution of the
concept of 'Qualitatsarbeit' is examined at some length, since the promotion
of 'quality wark' and the 'quality warkplace' helped to give the 'Werkbund's
new industrial architecture a theoretical justification.

The programmatic writings of the leading 'Werkbund' architects are
summarised too, with short descriptions given of some of the industrial
buildings which resulted; most of which are still standing. The thesis does

not, however, attempt to analyse individual buildings in great depth, nar does
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it offer a critical assessment of the architects concerned, who included such
acclaimed pioneers of modernism as Peter Behrens, Walter Gropius and Hans
Poelzig, as well as the now-forgotten Emil Beutinger, Hugo Wagner and Heinz
Stoffregen. Instead it utilises company archives, warks' newspapers and
'Festschriften' to explain why certain firms should chose to commission
'Werkbund' architects, at a time when the vast majority of industrial
buildings were atill erected by artisanal master builders.

The thesis also endeavours to assess the tenor of the working class
response to the changing industrial environment; to see how shopfloor warkers
regarded the 'quality workplace' from within. Unfortunately the source
material is too limited to permit a full discussion of this question, but the

'Werkbund's unwillingness to consult workers' representatives quickly becomes

apparent.

The success of 'Werkbund' architects at winning commissions fram
industry was not, on the whole, matched by members of the other organisation
at the heart of this study; the 'Heimatschutz' movement, which from 1904 was
spearheaded by the 'Bund Heimatschutz', under the leadership of Paul
Schultze-Naumburg. Unlike the 'Werkbund', which operated a restricted
membership policy, the 'Bund Heimatschutz' aspired to become a mass movement
and, as the thesis discloses, attracted many teachers, civil servants and
clergymen to its ranks. Fram the turn of the century to the outbreak of war
rumerous local 'Heimatschutz' groups campaigned against architectural eyesores
and industrial pollution, and fought for the preservation of vernacular
building traditions and historic town centres.

A monograph on the German 'Heimatschutz' movement has yet to appear in

any language, but where the arganisation has been mentioned by historians of



Wilhelmine Germany it is invariably in the context of the 'neoconservative'
or 'volkisch' fringe. This thesis suggests, however, that the general view of
'Heimatschutz' activists as 'cultural pessimists' opposed to modernisation in
all its guises is inaccurate. It highlights the more pragmatic strand of
'"Heimatschutz' thought, which influenced the design of many industrial
structures in the 1900s, and in particular those erected by local authorities
amd public utilities.

'"Heimatschutzer' also lobbied successfully for the introduction of
legislation to protect the German landscape from the worst ravages of
urbanisation and industrial development. Indeed, this was perhaps their most
significant achievement, and is analysed here in some depth. The flagship
of the 'Heimatschutz' movement was the Kingdom of Saxony, and the thesis
makes use of the extensive records deposited in the Dresden state archive, as
well as a wealth of documentary material left by the wvery active

'Heimatschutz' groups in Hamburg and the Rhineland.

The thesis concludes with a short study of architecture, industry and
municipal politics in Delmenhorst; a small town in the throes of
modernisation, which became a noted testing ground for the sort of reforms
proposed by the 'Werkbund', as a oconsequence of a fortuitous conjunction
between a young Naumannite mayor, a progressive local manufacturer and an
ambitious modern architect. Although the experience of Delmenhorst cannot be
regarded as typical, it does give a valuable insight into the richness,
dynamism and diversity of Wilhelmine Germany's political and artistic culture.
It shows the positive role which could still be played by local 'Honoratioren'
in an age of mass politics, and offers a mild antidote to the widely-held view

that German liberalism had little left to offer by the turn of the century.
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INTRODUCTION

The English historian David Blackbourn, noting that "the German
bourgeoisie has had a bad press",(1) recently claimed: 'We hear much about the
Germany of the spiked helmet and too little about top-hatted Germany, much
about the feudalization of the German bourgeoisie and too little about the
embourgeoisement of German society.."(2) This thesis may help to redress the
balance, for it is ‘'top-hatted Germany' which lies at the heart of the
following chapters.

Whilst the question 'Who ruled in Berlin?' has lost mone of its
perennial fascination for historians of Wilhelmine Germany, it has to same
extent been superseded by another deceptively simple query: 'How modern was
the Kaiserreich?'. Thomas Nipperdey is just one of many historians to have
wrestled with this theme: '"Was it an authoritarian state, a society of classes
and vassals, thoroughly old-fashioned, or was it on the verge of modernity,
poised to became the bourgeois society of the present century? Was it up a
dead-end street, incapable of further development without war and revolution,
or was it on the way to more reasonable, liberal, and democratic forms? Was
it a precursor to 1933, or rather more of Weimar and the Federal Republic..?"
(3)

The alleged failure of Germany to undergo a thorough process of
'modernisation' in the 19th and early 20th centuries has often been cited as
the underlying cause of the nation's later misfortunes. It is suggested that
the survival in powerful positions of ‘'pre-industrial é&lites', and the
apparent willingness of bourgeois Germans to embrace 'feudal' values, ensured

that Germany did not take the western world's recommended route to modernity,



but instead embarked an a 'Sonderweg', with fateful consequences for all
concerned. For the generation of ‘critical' historians, which first came to
praminence in the Federal Republic during the heady days of the late 1960s,
the German middle classes appeared to bear a particularly heavy burden of
guilt. Not only had they failed to fulfill their historic function in 1848,
but had thereafter shown an unhealthy willingness to compromise with the old
élites, preferring personal advancement to progressive reform. This, it 1is
suggested, left a legacy of illiberal attitudes and deep structural flaws in
German society for generations to come. (4)

The most pervasive images of the Wilhelmine middle class are indeed
far fram flattering. The entrepreneur or industrialist, eager to ape 'Junker'
values and rituals, was too concerned with the pursuit of titles, country
estates and reserve officer status to grasp the reigns of government. He
was therefore unable to perform the same function as his counterparts
elsewhere in Western Europe. Meanwhile the educated 'Bildungsburger',
unsettled by industrialisation, urbanisation and the 'parvenu' values of a
materialist culture, had turned his back on the sordid world of politics
altogether, retreating into that dark slough of despornd ance dubbed by Fritz
Stern as 'cultural despair'.(5)

In recent years, however, same of the fundamental assumptions behind
such stereotypes have been challenged, most notably in the work of David
Blackbourn and Geoff Eley, who have highlighted the gradual but far-reaching
bourgeois transformation of German society in the second half of the 19th
century.(6) Without resurrecting the apologist view of an imperial ‘'belle
epoque’', they argue that the '"Imperial state between 1871 and 1918" was
"compatible with the adequate realization of legitimate interests and

aspirations of the bourgeoisie''(7) and stress that the 'heroic bourgeois



revolution’' is as problematic as the existence of a 'mormal' ar model pattern
of development.(8) Whilst acknowledging the disproportionate influence of the
'Junker' at some of the highest political levels, in the officer corps and in
the Prussian bureaucracy, they list many ways in which the 'Burgertum'
increasingly set the tone of life in Wilhelmine Germany, fram taste and dress
to associational life and professionalisation, and point to such disparate
areas of achievement as local government, science, and the law.

The initial reaction in Germany to Blackbourn and Eley's wark was
critcal, even hostile, but the lively debate provoked by their book 'Mythen
deutscher Geschichtsschreibung',(9) certainly helped to revive academic
interest in the Kaiserreich's middle classes. The léte 1980s saw the
appearance of a large number of volumes on 'Burgerlichkeit' in general and the
19th century 'Burgertum' in particular, published under the auspices of
historians such as Jurgen Kocka and Werner Conze.(10) At the heart of their
investigations was a desire to view the German 'Burgertum’ in a wider Buropean
context and hence a willingness to reassess the notion of the German
'Sanderweg' at an empirical level; in the professions, in the cultural sphere
and in the pattern of everyday life. This has prompted Geoff Eley to remark
that Kocka's recent work "seems to have conceded much of the argument in
'Peculiarities'.”(11) Even so, Germany's 'Defizit an Burgerlichkeit' and
'incomplete' modernisation look set to remain matters of historical

controversy for many years to come.

Since the response of German citizens to 'modernity', in all its
guises, is an underlying theme of the seven chapters which follow, it is
important we give same consideration to the difficulties in definition which

the concepts of 'modernity' and 'modernisation' present. Just as Blackbourn



and Eley have questioned the use of the British 'model' as a yardstick for
change in Germany, so 'modernisation theory' - developed by American social
scientists in the 1950s and 1960s to explain the profound social and cultural
transformations which accompany industrialisation - no longer enjoys
unreserved acceptance. The theory, which was quickly adopted by the 'critical'
school of German historians, seemed to offer a useful method for the
comparison of different national experiences, and certainly lent a convenient
name to a complex set of structural changes. Its supposed strengths were,
however, soon revealed as weaknesses: theorists were accused of ignoring
national or regional idiosyncracies, and of defining 'modernisation' in such
broad terms that it became "almost impossible to identify precisely the range
of phenomena to which the concept (was) intended to apply'".(12)

The tendency, moreover, of modernisation theorists to judge national
progress against an idealised Anglo-American model led to charges of
ethnocentricity, and their implied equation of modernity with virtue at times
seemed dangerously smug. Criticisms were also levelled at the apparent
assumption that 'tradition' and 'modernity' were mutually exclusive
characteristics, when ‘'traditional' values and institutions could in fact be
found in any number of 'modern' industrial societies. As one critic argued,
the dynamics of modernisation did not consist of "the substitution of one set
of attributes for another.. but rather in their mutual interpenetration and
transformation". (13).

Nevertheless, for those German historians, such as Hans-Ulrich Wehler,
who have long attempted to win wider acceptance for the use of social science
and its tools in historical research, 'modernisation theory' remains a useful
means of highlighting Germany's retarded progress down a well-worn path.

Certainly mo one can doubt the contribution made to our understanding of



Imperial Germany by Wehler's 'Das deutsche Kaiserreich 1871-1918', and the
many valuable monographs which have emerged in its wake. Wehler's
'mroblem-oriented structural analysis' is not, however, well suited to
documenting the subtler shifts and changes of history, preferring to paint
an impressive, but static, panorama of the Second HEmpire from a decidedly
lofty perspective.

As Thomas Nipperdey moted in a recent review of Wehler's
'Gesellschaftsgeschichte', 'modernisation' is seldan so clear cut: '"The
miltifariousness of the modernisation process oconstantly produces partial
modernities, disjunctions, different mixtures of tradition and modernity, and
conflicts stemming fram that".(14) 'History is grey', he arques, whereas
Wehler's appears to be black and white.(15) In Nipperdey's view, any
assessment of the strength of 'modernising' elements within Wilhelmine
society, or of the relative 'modernity' of Wilhelmine Germany as a whole,
should be based on detailed empirical analysis rather than the imposition of
a 'straitjacket of interpretation'. This may seem to be little more than

common sense, but it is a useful premise nonetheless.

One oconsequence of the historiographical upheavals of the 1960s has
been a preoccupation with the question of 'continuity' in German history.
Whilst this is undoubtedly a worthwhile and necessary avenue for historians to
explore, the ultimate effect of viewing developments between 1871 and 1918 in
the context of 1933 is to devalue Imperial Germany as an abject of historical
interest in its own right. Curiously, the architectural histary of the period
has suffered a similar fate: whilst much has been written about architecture
in the Weimar Republic and the Third Reich, comparatively little research has

been carried out on the architectural issues of the Wilhelmine years, and that



almost exclusively oconcerned with the origins of architecture's 'Modern
Movement ', which made such an impact in Germany after World War One.

Over the years the definition of 'modernism' in the arts has been
drawn every bit as widely as 'modernisation' in the social and economic sense,
a term with which it shares more than just a semantic affinity. Without a
degree of 'modernisation', 'modernism’' would have been unthinkable, yet the
relationship between the two was always problematic, not least because
'modernism’' was in part a reaction to, amd a rejection of, the very forces
which created and sustained it. There can be no doubt, however, that
Wilhelmine Germany did support a nascent modern movement of considerable
breadth and influence, thriving alongside the philistinism and cultural
conservatism far which the period is often remembered. Indeed, it has been
suggested that, from the turn of the century at least, Germany was the
"modernist nation par excellence",(16) as its artists attempted to came to
terms with the profound tensions caused by dynamic industrial growth,
urbanisation and technological change.

Of oourse, this in itself does mot prove the existence of the other
sort of 'modernity', whose absence is so lamented by the likes of Wehler, but
it is nevertheless significant. Progressive architects and expressionist
dramatists, dance reformers and secessionist painters made their names on the
back of patronage from bankers and businessmen, academics and industrialists.
Yet despite this, the middle classes of Wilhelmine Germany continue to be
chided for a failure to assert their own values on society, an inability to
mike a deep and distinctive impression on German life. This thesis
investigates the struggle to do Jjust that in the field of industrial
architecture; an impeccably 'burgerlich' area of human activity, inextricably

linked to the motor of capitalist change itself.



It is sometimes suggested that the Wilhelmine bourgeoisie 'retreated'
into areas such as the arts, science and technology as an alternmative to, or
substitute ‘for, political life, where change proved to be a slow and arduous
process. It would be a mistake, however, for political historians to dismiss
the socio-cultural sphere as irrelevant. As Richard Evans has noted, the area
of human activity located between the dynamic economy and the hidebound -
though by no means inert - political system is of crucial importance to any
judgement of Wilhelmine Germany's modernity.(17) Of particular interest are
those areas in which the econamic, political and cultural spheres came into
direct contact, extending beyond the exchange of ideas to collaboration on a
practical level; where 'modernisation' and 'modernism' rubbed shoulders in the

shaping of a new Germany.

It is a cammonplace that architecture reflects the ideas and values of
a given society. More accurately, perhaps, it is an expression of the
distribution of power within society, reflecting the shifting fortunes of
individuals and institutions, cities and classes. The appearance, function,
layout - and location of buildings change as society does, sametimes
imperceptibly, sometimes in startling leaps. At the same time, however, it is
important to remember that architecture is much more than a 'mirror': it also
plays an active role in shaping human behaviour and social practice. Recent
attempts by progressive art historians to pursue an anthropocentric or
'subject-ariented' architectural history can be seen as belated recognition of
that fact.

In general, however, it must be said that mainstream architectural
history has neglected both the context in which the built environment evolves,

and the impact of such change on society, preferring to view buildings as



isolated aesthetic achievements rather than cultural products. It has largely
been left to specialists fram other disciplines to investigate architecture
in its social and historical context, to ask the sort of important questions
posed in the introduction to Anthony D. King's 'Buildings and Society': "What
can we understand about a society by examining its buildings and physical
environment? What can we understand about buildings and environments by
examining the society in which they exist?"(18)

In recent years awareness has grown that historic industrial buildings
represent a valuable source of information about the past, to be viewed and
used as "a cipher for social and political change, as a key to the everyday
lives of the masses in the industrial age'".(19) The efforts of respected
historians to develop approaches to history 'fram below' ar of ‘'everyday
life', together with the popularity of grass roots movements for local
history, industrial archaeology and preservation, have led increasing numbers
of people to look at old industrial buildings in a new way, even if the mumber
of architectural historians to show an interest has remained small.

A bewildering array of terms, from the 'history of material culture'
to 'visual social history', have been employed in an effort to find an
appropriate name for the study of historic places of industrial production and
distribution, but in general the 'Begriffsflut' has succeeded only in
highlighting the camplex nature of the subject, which can involve not only
architectural, social and econamic history, but the history of business and
technology too. It is significant that the acknowledged pioneers of the field,
Kenneth Hudson in Britain, Jan Pazdur in Poland ard Roland Gunter in Germany,
each arrived at the study of historic industrial buildings by a very different
route, but have all subsequently stressed the importance of an

inter-disciplinary approach.



In Germany, the concept of 'Industriekultur', most notably promoted by
Wolfgang Ruppert and Hermann Glaser's 'Centrum Industriekultur' in Nuremberg
(founded 1979), has gained a particular popularity, even fashionability, over
the past decade. The Nuremberg centre, which defines 'Industriekultur' simply
as "the cultural forms which develop along with the process of
industrialisation", (20) stresses the need for society to be actively engaged
in a dialogue with its own history and environment. In an attempt to get away
fran art history's traditional fetish for facades, 'Industriekulturforscher’
emphasise the 'subject-ariented' approach; that is to say, their research
concentrates on the human dimension, the socio-cultural milieu evoked by old
industrial buildings, rather than the objects themselves.

In this way, the utilitarian and anonymous factory is held to offer as
much to the historian as the industrial building of striking or innovative
design. The value of the term 'Industriekultur' is, however, somewhat
undermined by its widespread and at times contradictory useage, turning
up in the titles of 1960s tracts by Kofler and Marcuse, in works of Catholic
social history, and on the cover of Tilmann Buddensieg's 1979 book about the
architect-designer Peter Behrens.(21) The last usage 1is particularly
confusing, since Buddensieg's work - which used a much more conventional art
historical methodology - was fiercely criticised by at least one leading
'Industriekulturforscher' for its 'neo-conservative' approach.(22)

The Nuremberg team has itself been responsible for a number of
important publications, including a photographic history of the industrial
workplace and a collection of essays on Nuremberg's passage through the
'machine age'.(23) The latter formula has been repeated in similar volumes for
other German cities, throwing up a wealth of material on a hbroad spectrum

of themes, of which architecture is only one.(24) More specifically, the
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historic industrial buildings of cities such as Frankfurt, Bielefeld,
Augsburg and Erlangen, and the state of Bavaria, have all been the subject of
recent studies, (25) whilst detailed inventories of extant industrial and
technical monuments have been compiled under the aegis of state preservation
departments. In some areas the authorities have promoted further interest in
industrial architecture through the publication of illustrated booklets, such
as the 'Arbeitshefte' produced by the 'Landeskonservator Rheinland'.(26) Other
notable contributions to the study of industrial architecture in Germany have
came from Bernhard and Hilla Becher, prolific photographers of industrial
ruins,(27) and the Osnabruck art historian Thomas Schleper, whose 1987
doctoral dissertation 'Kunstwissenschaft und Fabrikbau' examined the potential
role of a 'visual social history'.(28)

It must be said, however, that whilst many authors have drawn up
impressive gquidelines for a comprehensive approach to the study of historic
industrial buildings - to include not only the analysis of the external
architecture and internal environment, but the reconstruction of work
patterns, safety records, ocampany strategies and public attitudes to the
buildings concerned - it has proved much harder to put the suggested lines of
enquiry into practice, not least because of the difficulties involved in
gathering the necessary source material. The work of Roland Gunter in
particular has been characterised by a tendency to reach too far, too fast,
at times raising more questions than can be adequately answered with the
information available.(29)

This thesis is less ambitious and more conventional in scope, taking
as its starting point the impact on the built environment of two important
movements for architectural reform. In their struggle to win influence both

movements - the campaign for 'Heimatschutz' and the German 'Werkbund' - were
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highly active in the publication of programmatic texts and propaganda
material, and this body of literature naturally forms one of the principal
sources of information for this study. The numercus 'Heimatschutz' journals,
the annual 'Werkbund' Yearbooks, essays by prominent 'Heimatschutzer' and
'Werkbundler' are all used extensively, as are unpublished documents such as
membership lists, annual reports, press releases and private letters. It must
be stressed, however, that the intention is not to offer an organisational
history of either reform movement, whose interests were by no means limited to
industrial architecture, but rather to use their activities as a framework
within which to analyse the wider relationship between industrial architecture
and politics in Wilhelmine Germany.

The definition of ‘'industrial architecture' adopted here is a hroad
one, to include the technical structures of public utilities, railway stations
and the administrative buildings of industrial companies, as well as
factories, power stations and mines. The fascinating area of company housing
in Wilhelmine Germany is not discussed, however, since it has been more fully
researched elsewhere.(30) The huildings cited by way of illustration are not
limited to any one region or state, but care has been taken wherever possible
to chose examples of buildings which still stand today, a task less difficult
than one might at first imagine. The main focus falls on the years after 1900,
when the movements for architectural reform were at their strongest, hut
begins with a brief overview of earlier developments.

In addition to the pursuit of visual clues - the buildings themselves,
together with contemporary photographs, plans and descriptions (31)- the
thesis makes use of more traditional historical sources too; fram municipal,
state and company archives, local and national newspapers and journals, and

publications such as company reports and 'Festschriften'. Particular mention
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must be made of the journal 'Der Industriebau', a rare but invaluable source
of information, which has until now been largely ignored by historians, not
least because just one complete set - at Wuppertal university library - exists
outside Berlin. Some plans and sketches fram this publication, which last
appeared in 1931, are reproduced here with a number of more recent

photographs, taken in Germany between 1988 and 1990.

At a time when industrial buildings have become 1little more than
brightly-coloured corrugated tin sheds, devoid of character and anonymous in
intention, it is perhaps hard to contemplate a period in which the appearance
and quality of such structures was an issue guaranteed to excite»the passions
of architectural practitioners and laymen alike. That this was indeed once the
case can perhaps best be illustrated with a reference to a 1literary
‘modernist', whose deeply ambivalent attitude to the world of industry was in
many ways similar to that of the architects we shall be meeting in the
following chapters. In his famous novel 'Wamen in ILove' the author
D.H.Lawrence describes an impramptu but memorable speech by a fictional German
sculptor, Loerke, on the need to make "our places of industry our art - our
factory area our Parthenon'.(32) Loerke, who was involved in the construction
of "a great granite frieze far a great granite factory in Cologne", tells his
fellow guests in an Alpine hotel:

“"There is .not only no need for our places of work to be

ugly, but their ugliness ruins the work, in the end. Men

will not go on submitting to such intolerable ugliness...

They will think the work itself is ugly: the machines, the

very act of labour. Whereas the machinery and the acts of

labour are extremely, maddeningly beautiful. But this will
be the end of our civilization, when people will not work
because work has become so intolerable to their senses, it
nauseates them too much, they would rather starve. Then we
shall see the hammer used only for smashing, then we shall

see it. Yet here we are - we have the opportunity to make
beautiful factories, beautiful machine-houses - we have the
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opportunity.'"(33)
Loerke's emotional outburst leaves his predominantly English audience in a
state of shock, but his conviction that "art should interpret industry as art
once interpreted religion'"(34) was by no means uncommon in the later
Wilhelmine period. Indeed, Lawrence may well have discovered this for himself,
for he spent much of the years 1912-14 in Germany, with relatives in the

Rhineland and with his mistress Frieda von Richthofen, walking in the Alps.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE RISE AND FALL OF

HISTORTCIST INDUSTRIAL ARCHITECTURE IN GERMANY.

As Londoners queued to marvel at the proud products of modern
manufacturing on display in the ethereal atmosphere of Paxton's great glass
and iron Crystal Palace, the German Commissioners to the 1851 'Great
Exhibition' noted with resignation:

"It is clearly not to be expected that Germany will ever be

able to reach the 1level of production of coal and iron

currently attained in England. This is implicit in our far

more limited resource endowment."(1)
By the end of the century, however, Germany had not only overtaken Great
Britain in the production of pig iron and steel, but was also campeting
favourably with British manufactured goods in the markets of the world. The
German Reich, only unified in 1871, was well on the way to becoming a modern
industrial econamy, with an increasing proportion of its workforce engaged in
industry, mining and, after 1900, in the service sector too.(2) The
spectacular industrial advance was most visible around Berlin and in the Ruhr,
transformed in the space of a few decades fram an insignificant backwater into
the heart of Europe's greatest industrial region, but scattered pockets of
industry had actually been developing in parts of the Rhineland, Saxony and
elsewhere since the late 18th century. Germany's first factory, the Cromford
cotton mill designed by Rutger Flugel for Johann Brigelmann at Ratingen, was
built as early as 1784.

The mid-19th century discovery of large deposits of deep-lying
bituminous coal in the Ruhr valley was, nevertheless, a decisive stimulus to

German industrialisation. As well as providing a vital source of energy, the



15

coal produced a coke ideally suited for blast furnaces, and iron are was to be
found in some of the measures too. The seams were hard to reach, lying beneath
large wet marl deposits, but once they had been tapped cocal output rose
dramatically, reaching 11.8 million tons by 1869.(3) Three other factors were
crucial for the Ruhr's successful 'take off': the introduction of coke-fired
blast furnaces ; the early development of rail and water transport links ; and
the rapid growth in demand for iron and steel, as numerous processing and
manufacturing industries sprang up across the Reich in the second half of the
century. The pace of German industrialisation then gained renewed momentum
with the so-called 'Second Industrial Revolution', which saw the rapid
expansion of the electrical engineering and chemical industries in the 1890s.
One of the few sectors of the econamy able to match the growth rates
of German industry throughout this period was the building trade, where the
number of employees increased by 208% between 1873 and 1918.(4) The period
1873-93 in particular, witnessed a remarkable expansion of building activity,
with the number of building workers as a proportion of the total of German
manual workers rising fram a stable pre-unification level of around 10% to 14%
in just two decades.(5) The reason for this unprecedented building boam is
not hard to find, with industry demanding a multitude of buildings to house
the new production processes and accommodate an ever-expanding workforce.
Profound structural change in the econamy and society created a need for other
new buildings too: railway stations and department stores, exhibition halls
and office buildings, were all symptoms of industrialisation. Indeed, in the
second half of the 19th century, one could have been forgiven for mistaking
Germany's industrial centres for giant coonstruction sites, as
industrialisation was accompanied by infrastructural modernisation and rapid

urbanisation.
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In his influential 1926 work 'Der moderne Zweckbau' the leading
Modernist critic Adolf Behne condemned the industrial buildings of the 19th
century as the 'roughest and cheapest' of structures, 'put up with insulting
disdain'.(6) Behne's Jjudgement, made in a book which celebrated the
achievements of post-1900 industrial architecture, was accurate only in part.
A vast number of ugly, ill-considered structures were indeed erected in the
course of Germany's dynamic industrialisation, but many other factory
buildings reflected an exaggerated desire to impress, impose or inspire,
often appearing to go far beyond functional necessity to cammunicate wider
meanings to the workforce and the world outside the factary gate.

In fact, remarkably little was known about Germany's early industrial
architecture until recent years. The popularisation of industrial archaeology
in continental Burope at the end of the 1960s led to a growing awareness
within state preservation authorities of the need to document the remaining
relics of earlier industrial development, but the first attempts to assess
the architecture of historic industrial buildings succeeded only in
highlighting the large gaps left by both conventional art history and social
history in this area. The pioneering essays of Martin Schumacher, Rolarnd
Gunter and others (7) showed that in the second half of the 19th century, and
after 1871 in particular, there was a strong tendency amongst German
industrialists and their builders to plunder the styles of bygone ages for
the form and facades of their industrial buildings. Where the pioneer
generation of industrial innovators had naturally turned to pre-industrial
models to find solutions for their new building needs, the industrial barons
of Germany's 'Grunderzeit' appeared to make a more conscious choice of
historic architectural styles, as if to legitimise or disguise the function of

their industrial plants.
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In recent years many examples of late 19th century industrial
buildings masquerading as Medieval fortresses, Gothic castles ar Baroque
palaces have been uncovered amidst the 'rough and cheap' relics of German
industrialisation. Moreover it has become clear that the historicist patterns
of pre-1900 industrial architecture lived on well into the 20th century, most
notably in the pit-head complexes of Ruhr coal mines and the administrative
buildings of heavy industry. This chapter examines the reasons why historical
styles remained popular with certain industrial companies long after changing
functional requirements and the dictates of fashion had brought such
architecture into question.

The stubborn adherence of sections of German industry to historical
styles is highly significant, and not only for what it tells us about the
values and practices of the companies ooncerned. The survival (or rather
revival) of 'pre-industrial' architecture in an area of German econamic life
so close to the engine room of modernisation was a prime target for the
industrialists, architects and politicians who fought for a reform of
architecture and product design in the later Wilhelmine years, Indeed, a txrue
understanding of organisations like the 'Werkbund' and the 'Heimatschutz'
movement, whose activities are central to this study, is impossible without
first examining the nature of industrial architecture at the time of their
inception. The chapter opens with a brief ocutline of the evolution of German
industrial architecture and then considers saome of the most interesting

examples of stylistic historicism from the Wilhelmine years. (8)

The thesis of the British architectural historian J.M.Richards, who
wrote on the 'functional tradition' of early industrial buildings in the

1950s,(9) was largely confirmed by the first Germans to ivestigate the origins
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of industrial architecture in their country. The early 'functionalism' was not
a self-conscious philosophy but the result of a logical transfer of
pre-industrial models to the new building tasks. Most of the industrial
buildings erected in Germany before the 1850s were based on long-established
traditions of functional building; not anly of water-mills and workshops, but
buildings for agriculture (stables, barns), trade (the large warehouses
of the Hanseatic ports), the army (barracks, arsenals) and the Church
(cloisters) as well.

Other industrial building-types developed fran residential
architecture, as production patterns and techniques evolved fram the
individual and manual to the commnal and mechanical. The prevailing
architectural ethos of the Biedermeier era, which favoured simplicity,
combined with the unpretentious habits of local craftsmen to ensure that the
first industrial buildings were both simple and effective. The aforementioned
Cramford cotton mill, built at Ratingen in 1784 to house the first mechanical
spinning equipment to be seen on the European mainland, is a good example of
this early utilitarianism. (fig.1)

The process of finding a pre-industrial model to match the new methods
of production was not always easy. One of the first problems faced by
architects and engineers was how to house the giant steam engines which began
to appear in Germany around 1800. At the Konigsborn salt works at
Unna-Afferde, where the Ruhr's first steam engine was installed in 1799, the
architect Buckling built a 'church' around the machinery.(fig.2) For a while
this practice was repeated in other parts of Germany, but soon it was the
tall, slim chimney rather than the church steeple, which became the most
potent symbol of industrial progress and prosperity. Even so, as Gunter

Drebusch points out in his history of industrial architecture,(10) the
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ecclesiastic solution had a certain logic, since the shape of the first steam
engines matched that of the traditional church rather well.

Royal salt warks like Konigsborn were amongst the largest of the early
industrial complexes to be built in Germany, as were other state enterprises,
such as iron foundries and munitions factories. These were often much grander
in conception than the first buildings of private industry, and frequently
reflected the participation of state architectural officials in their
symmetrical, monumental designs. The Prussian state iron foundries at
Gleiwitz (1794-1806) and the Konigshutte near Beuthen in Upper Silesia
(1798-1802 -fig.3) were carefully planned camplexes, very different in
character to their British equivalents. As Eduard Vollhann noted in 1825:

"The English are only concerned with producing a colossal

amount of iron, and are constantly on the lookout to show

the most profitable side of their blast furnaces, but the

German 1is at the same time eager to pay homage to the

genius of art. Therefore [ the iron foundries of Upper

Silesia ] are a fascinating museum not only for the iron

experts, but for architects, engineers and painters too.

The very different character of the English and the Germans

cannot better be demonstrated than by the different ways in

which the two nations approach coalmining and iron

production."(11)
One of the most remarkable early industrial buildings in Germany was the
Royal Prussian iron foundry at Sayn near Coblenz, designed by the state
architect Karl Ludwig Althans and built between 1826 and 1830. Unlike the
earlier foundries in Upper Silesia, the Sayner Hutte made an architectural
feature of the ironwork in its own construction, boasting a cast iron arnd
glass gable at one end of a long basilica-like hall.(fig.4) At the other end
of the hall, where one would expect to find an altar, stood the blast furnace.
Drebusch writes:

"The Sayn building therefore embodies the claim for power

of an enlightened bourgeois class which was orientated

towards knowledge and technology rather than the old powers
of faith from feudal times."(12)
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Sane industrial plants in the private sector later followed the example set by
these state iron foundries. The best known case is perhaps the Borsig iron
foundry in Berlin (1837), a highly symmetrical building later immortalised in
a painting by Biermann (1847).

The industrial buildings constructed with Royal patronage and state
finance were not, however, typical of early German industrial architecture.
The vast majority of 19th century factories were built without the involvement
of academically-educated architects, who considered the design of humble
'Zweckarchitektur' to be a separate and inferior activity. Those architects
with a name to make or a reputation to keep did not take an active interest in
the new opportunities presented by the industrial sector until the last years
of the century. Their professional journals chose to ignore industrial
projects as unworthy aor uninteresting, and their theoretical writings seldom
touched on the subject either.

It was the engineer, with his expert understanding of the spatial and
structural requirements of machinery, who was most closely involved in the
design of industrial buildings. The responsibility for the brick ar stone
walls which then enclosed the machinery usually fell to an artisan master
builder or local building ocontractor, who would also apply any architectural
embellishments required for the facades. However, the first German
industrialists appear to have been less concerned with the possibilities of
self-projection than with maximising output. Most early industrial buildings
eschewed ornamentation or direct historical quotation in favour of simplicity
and utility.

The architectonic form of the first mechanised ootton, woollen and
silk mills was a clear demonstration of the primacy of function. The system of

direct shaft-drive, through which power - first water-generated, later steam
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- was transmitted to the lines of machinery, meant that tall buildings of
five, six or even seven stories represented the most economic use of
resources. Power was generated from basement level and transmitted upwards,
with ceiling-mounted shafts branching off to each floor. Visibility and the
transport of materials in 19th century factories were both severely limited by
the large number of internal supports and the spiders-web of belts and wheels
which linked each machine to the power-shaft. The transmission system also
caused considerable vibration problems, as the walls and floors shook to the
rhythm of the power shafts.

In order to ensure that same natural light could reach the centre of
the shop floor, buildings tended to be rather narrow. This was particularly
the case with early textile factories, which had thick load-bearing walls and
a limited amount of window space. Although buildings with iron or steel
internal supports, which allowed for thinner walls and greater glazed areas,
became more commonplace in the course of the 19th century, the shaft-drive
system survived into the early years of the 20th century and the factory
environment often remained gloamy as a result. The eventual development of
small electric motors to power individual machines was a major contribution to
improved factory planning after 1900, when it was arqued by reformers that a
poorly-lit working environment' ocould seriously affect factory safety,
productivity, and discipline.

In his 1970. essay 'Zweckbau und IndustrieschloB' Martin Schumacher
| investigated the buildings of the Rhenish-Westphalian textile industry before
1871, and revealed a series of well-proportioned rectangular box-like
structures, with regular fenestration and 1little ornamentation. If
industrialists perceived a representative role for their factory buildings it

was communicated through the sheer size of their holdings (printed
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letter-headings often included a panoramic view of the factory site) or by
small touches (the symbolic presence of large clock faces in daminant
positions), rather than the extravagance of the overall architectural
conception. The first buildings of the Saxon textile industry were in general
less austere than those in the Rhineland - often with Mansard roofs and
plaster walls - but equally functional. Early textile mills were the basic
model for many 19th factory buildings, and the utilitarian tradition they
established has remained a constant characteristicofindustrial structures ever
since.

From mid-century, however, some textile factories began to receive a
more lavish appearance, incorporating the turrets and towers of fortress
architecture, ar the layout of aristocratic palaces. Two textile factories
built in the years 1854-5 illustrate this trend; the 'Gladbacher Spinnerei
und Weberei' in Monchengladbach and the 'Ravensberger Spinnerei' in Bielefeld.
(figs.5-6) In his first essay on the industrial buildings of the Rhineland,
Gunter saw the transformation in the architecture of the textile industry as
a consequence of political events. In the aftermath of the 1848 Revolution, he
argued, the bourgeoisie had lost its self confidence : "after this attempt at
a real emancipation had failed, the bourgeoisie once agained orientated itself
towards the nobility, and wished to rise to its status by taking over
aristocratic forms of building.'"(13)

Gunter's essay displayed a welcome willingness to consider the
political and econamic context in which architectural change occurs, which was
by no means cammon in works of art history at this time, but the linkage
between political events and architectural change is seldam as clear-cut as
the above quote suggests. In the case of the Monchengladbach and Bielefeld

factories the prime impulse in their design came not fram the buildings of the
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German aristocracy but from liberal Great Britain, where textile mills were
also in the ©process of becoming more imposing, 1less utilitarian
structures. (14)

Even in their most austere early 19th century form the buildings of
the textile industry were generally more substantial than those of coal mining
ar the nascent metalworking industries, which were often housed in little more
than half-timbered barns. The textile industry was of course the leading
sector in the early vyears of industrialisation, and its factories were
frequently situated in town centre locations, where the buildings inevitably
fulfilled a representative function too. Moreover, as Gunter points out,
textile factories were often family businesses, owned by inhabitants of the
town in which the factory was located, who had little desire to antagonise
their local community with shoddy or insubstantial buildings.

Nevertheless, fram the 1850s the architecture of heavy industry also
became more imposing; a trend well illustrated by the architecture of the Ruhr
coal mines. Pit-head buildings began to lose their residential éharacter
and compact rural layout, with new pits favouring a more symmetrical,
representative form, invariably dominated by tall winding towers. The
double-shaft pits, such as the 'Zeche Oberhausen' of 1854 (fig.7) were
particularly impressive, even if the rapid expansion of ancillary services
meant that carefully planned complexes seldom retained their perfect symmetry
for long. The first coal mines had not required winding towers at all, using
horizontal tunnels to reach the seams, but as shaft depths and the size of
loads increased, so winding towers with higher and stronger equipment were
needed.

Early wooden structures were gradually replaced in the first half of

the 19th century by towers which combined a stout oak frame and thick stone
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walls. Yet the development of the Ruhr coalfield, with its deep seams and
ever-increasing output, required more massive winding towers still. Towards
the end of the 1850s the first of the so—called 'Malakow Towers' were built in
the Ruhr. These formidable structures, with walls up to 2.5 metres thick and
over 30 metres high, were named after a fort in Sevastapol which had provided
particularly stubborn resistance in the course of the Crimean War. It is not
clear who coined the term 'Malakow Tower' first, but they soon became a
familiar sight in the Ruhr, looming above pit ocomplexes from Essen to
Dortmund.

The earliest 'Malakow Towers' were virtually free of arnamentation,
but subsequently many were built with the complete range of military
embellishments.(fig.8) Not surprisingly, the towers became a symbol of the
power of the mine owners, but as with much of the historically-influenced
industrial architecture of the 19th century, it is difficult to ascribe the
appearance of the 'Malakow Towers' to the representational desires of
industrialists alone. Certainly, Gunter's assertion that the towers were a
manifestation of the 'increasing feudalisation' of the burgeoisie, (15) must be
treated with same caution. It is true that British coal mines were able to
avoid the 'Malakow' phase, jumping straight fram wooden winding towers to
similar steel structures, but this had as much to do with the different mining
conditions in the British coalfields as the attitude of employers.

The 'Malakows' were in essence highly-functional objects: not only did
they owe their existence to the special mining conditions in the Ruhr, but
many aspects of their appearance were less fanciful than first appeared.
The bricked-in Romanesque or Gothic 'windows' which adorned the walls of many
‘Malakows', for instance, were needed to facilitate the introduction of large

spare-parts to the winding and pumping gear, and the small spiral staircase
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turrets which often formed the four corners of the 'Malakow' were needed as
emergency escape routes in case of fire. More importantly, the historicising
details which adorned many 'Malakow Towers' may have had as much to do with
the mid-19th century builders' idea of beauty and aesthetic propriety, as it
did with the desire of industrialists to appropriate the Medieval architecture
of subjugation and damination.

On the other hand it is clear that 'Malakows' did perform a
representative function. They were often the first part of a mine to be huilt
and served as a symbol of credit worthiness to attract new investors. Same of
the 'Malakows' built in the boom of the 1850s stood idle for many years when
the money for shafting and tunneling ran out. Few new 'Malakows' were built
after the 1880s. The ever increasing demands on the winding machinery - up to
2000 Kg. of coal to be raised 400 metres - could not be met by even thicker
brick walls, and new pits were generally fitted with steel winding towers in
the British fashion.

The large watertowers which became such a feature of German towns in
the second half of the 19th century were subject to the same architectural
approach as the 'Malakows'. Although the towers were a direct result of
industrialisation - their function being to store water to meet the increasing
but fluctuating demand from industry, housing, the railways and the fire
service - their architectural models were generally to be found in the towers
of Medieval fortresses, or in the palaces of fairy tales. (fig.9) Here the
practice of building in historical forms survived well into the 20th century.

The watertowers of Imperial Germany were frequently situated in
highly-visible locations and were therefore seldom 1left as 'naked'
engineering. Indeed it became common practice for municipal authorities to run

campetitions amongst architects and builders to find designs suitable for such
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oconspicuous objects. The 1905 caompetition for a watertower at Sternschanze in
Hamburg, for instance, specifically referred to the towers of Medieval Narth
German churches as a desirable model. It is debatable however whether the
eclectic and at times overbearing structures which were the usual result of
such exercises were any less jarring on the townscape.

The trend towards more imposing industrial buildings, which had begun
in the 1850s, gained new maomentum after 1871. The rash of mergers, take-overs
and speculative deals, financed in part by reparations money from the defeated
French, and - more importantly - carried along on a wave of euphoria after
Germany's belated achievement of nationhood, caused turmoil in the business
world. The Essen financier Strousberg wrote:

"The circumstances were such that excesses were encouraged,

everything was promoted in unseemly fashion, everything

was shoved out of its usual bounds, terms were confused,

speculation had become a mania and was becoming a

swindle."(16)

Strousberg's description of the financial markets also serves as an accurate
assessment of German architecture during the 'Grunderzeit'. Industrial
architecture did not develop in a vacuum. The rapid succession of historical
styles which were promoted as the true expression of the German nation after
1871 affected all areas of building activity, but it was in the industrial
towns that growth was concentrated - Bochum grew by a fifth in the eighteen
months between 1871 and 1873 - and it was here that the excesses of the
'Grunderzeit' were perhaps most apparent.

The architectural styles best suited to industrial buildings were the
round-arched Romanesque style, which had a long tradition in western Germany,
and the red-hrick Neo-Gothic, with its emphasis on structural 'truth'. The
last third of the 19th century, however, also witnessed an increased use of

Baroque and Renaissance forms, as well as Byzantine, Egyptian and other more
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exotic languages in German architecture and design. There was nothing novel
about the revival of historic styles per se: what was remarkable about these
years was the rapidity with which the fashions changed, and the eccentric
hybrids that were often built as a result. It was this pluralism of style
which was the key to historicism and which marked the main difference with the
historically-influenced architecture of previous decades.

Buildings did not cease to function. Behind the facades the
achievements of engineering grew ever more remarkable, but industrialists arnd
industrial firms clearly gave increasing importance to questions of
representation and display. In an age of joint stock campanies and a
shareholding public, the desire for worthy - and credit worthy - industrial
buildings was growing. Often, however, the imposing facade was little more
than a brittle stucco icing, applied to disguise poor materials and
sub-standard workmanship. The lifting of guild restrictions in the building
trades led to the growth of speculative contracting and developing firms,
which cut costs and corners to win commissions.

Some more substantial examples of late 19th century architectural
historicism can be mentioned here. (figs.10-13) The Laurenz hrothers' textile
mill in Ochtrup, Westphalia, was designed by a Dutch architect, Beltmann, in
1893. The lively, oolourful facade (red hrick, whitewashed stone and green
window frames), with its fanlights, pilasters, volutes and other decorative
devices, is a good example of the representative 'face' often applied to
industrial buildings situated an main transport routes. Another textile mill,
built for Krahnen & Gobbers in the small German-Dutch border town of
Wassenberg, also dates fraom the 1890s. Here the architect Hagemann fram Essen
used the model of military barracks or even prison buildings to emphasise the

solidity and earnestness of the enterprise.
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The pit-head building of the ooal mine 'Zeche Adolf von Hansemann',
which included offices, wash rooms and the wages hall, was erected in
Dortmund-Mengede in 1899. Its eclectic use of historical forms is typical of
the turn of the century 'Zechenburgen', which attempted to revive the
architecture of the Teutonic knights. The oconstruction of new pit-head
buildings was part of a 6.5 million Mark investment in the previously
loss-making mine by its owners, the 'Gewerkschaft der Mengeder
Steinkohlengruben'. When the imposing new building failed to secure a loan to
ocover same of the pit's large debts, the Zeche Adolf von Hansemann was bought
up at a favourable price by the Union AG of Dortmund to supply coke to its
nearby steelwarks.

The formal and iconographical 'signs' displayed by these remarkable
buildings were of considerable interest to the first generation of Germans to
show an academic interest in historical industrial architecture, who eagerly
attempted to place them in a wider social and political context. Joachim
Petsch, for instance, wrote:

"If the recourse to historical building types and forms

before 1848 occurred primarily for functional reasons...so

the adoption of feudal building types and forms by the

'GroBburgertum' in the second stage of the development of

factory architecture, and after 1871 in particular,

symbolises the feudalisation of this class.'"(17)
This interpretation overlooks two key points. Firstly, the late 19th century
was an age of historicism in architecture and design throughout Europe.
Factories and other buildings received historical facades in all countries at
this time, not least in America, where social and political conditions were
very different. Secondly, the extent to which such architecture was conceived
and implemented as a deliberate instrument of company policy has proved hard
to ascertain. Such doubts can only be answered conclusively with a detailed

analysis of the building process in each specific instance. Unfortunately,
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however, the documentation of aesthetic and commercial intentions in 19th
century industrial building is very patchy: even the names of the architects
and builders who warked on industrial projects are rarely remembered.

Nevertheless it seems clear that for the master-builders who
plundered the architectural pattern books to concoct bizarre aesthetic
cocktails, in which the styles of previous centuries were shaken amd stirred
into decorative but sickly creations, the vagaries of fashion and contemporary
notions of beauty were more pressing concerns than the comwnication of
meaning. H.A.N Brockmann, writing on the British industrial architecture of
the High Victorian period, notes that '"with all this confusing stylistic work
going on throughout the western world, architects working in the industrial
field were swamped with choices and few, if any, were able to detach
themselves sufficiently to think of the industrial problem in harness with its
architectural expression.'(18)

Historians have tended to underestimate the importance of fashion and
convention, but for both industrialists and builders the desire to produce
samething which looked 'similar but better' than the competition undoubtedly
contributed to the rapid spread of historicist architecture after 1871. After
all, in the area of product design the prime reason for the success of
historicism was the need to provide each mass-marketed product of the rapidly
expanding oonsumer-goods industries with a distinctive, eye-catching
appearance, which would at the same time disquise the intrinsic shoddiness of
the object in question.

One must therefore be wary of confusing the whims of industrialists
and their builders with deeply-held convictions. Many of the aesthetic
extravagancies of the 'Grunderzeit' can be taken at face value and nothing

more. This is not to deny the political function of such architecture, but
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rather to highlight the dangers of making glib assertions, which can
ultimately only harm the cause of politically-literate architectural history.
The new-found economic power of industry was certainly displayed in richer and
more expensive facades, its dominance of local communities emphasised by a
grandness of scale and conception. On a deeper level, however, the signs
displayed by historicist industrial buildings were vague and ambigquous. If
German industrialists chose pre-industrial forms of representative
architecture to symbolise their new status in society, was it an admission of
defeat in the aftermath of 1848 and a symbol of 'feudalisation' ar was it
rather a case of adopting the rival's language in order to issue a more
convincing challenge to his established status ? It should not be forgotten
that the Socialist August Bebel applauded Wallot's monumental and historicist
'Reichstag' building precisely because it appropriated the architecture of
privilege in the name of the German people - much to the disqust of the
Kaiser.

In a 1978 'Tradition' essay on the social relations of Westphalian
industrialists fram 1860 to 1914, Hansjoachim Henning investigated the
then-fashionable oconcept of bourgeois 'feudalisation' and found remarkably
little evidence of it, in that province of Prussia at least.(19) His
oconclusions also provided a possible 'feudalisation'-free explanation for the
evident proliferation of post-1850 industrial buildings in pre-industrial
guises. He wrote:

"Without doubt the big entrepreneurs, as a new power élite

brought about by industrialisation, developed a pattern of

behaviour which approached that of the aristocracy. At the
same time, however, they resisted personal or social
fusion. This apparent contradiction can only be explained
in the following manner. The big entrepreneurs .. believed
that the only way [they ] could attain and retain power was
by adopting the same forms as the existing power elite,

whilst at the same time maintaining [their ] social
independence. " (20)
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When examined in detail the historicist industrial architecture of
late 19th century Germany actually appears to confuse rather than communicate.
The gatehouse designed by Konrad Reimer and Friedrich Korte for Borsig in
Berlin-Tegel (1895-8) is a good example of the way in which historicist
buildings ocould transmit ocontradictory messages. (fig.14) The works' qate
had an important role in the life of any factory. Far the workers it was the
scene of a daily ritual as they entered the warking community; for the
products of the factory - in this instance railway locamotives - it formed the
backdrop to a campany ceremony every time a finished article left for the
outside world. The crenellated Borsig gate - at first sight a prime example of
'feudalisation' - certainly echoed Medieval fortress architecture but it also
incorporated bourgeois motifs, resembling the main gate of a small German
town, with the stepped gables of the proud 'Burgerhauser' rising in the
background. The large reliefs of workmen on either side of the gate only
served to oconfuse the gates symbolism still further. This ambivalence of
meaning was typical of much historicist architecture.

The monumental factory gate was an established part of industry's
public face, but it was still rare for respected architects to work on such
projects. One of the few exceptions was provided by Fritz Schwechten
(1841-1924), the architect of the Anhalt station and the 'Gedachtniskirche' in
Berlin, who designed a gate house for the AEG campany in the 1890s. Built in
1896, it revealed ’cﬁe tentative beginnings of a search for new architectural
forms, to replace the historical styles devalued by indescriminate use in the
last third of the 19th century. On the whole, however, the reformist impulse
which spelt the beginning of the end for 19th century historicism affected
product design before it reached architecture.

For all the efforts of the many museums and colleges of applied art
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established after unification to improve the quality of the nation's arts and
crafts, German products were still widely regarded as 'cheap and nasty' when
displayed in the shop-window of international trade fairs. A growing awareness
in governmental, creative and commercial circles that the concentratian on the
historical styles of 'Our Fathers Works' had not brought increased respect for
German products, but merely the dismissive tag 'Made in Germany',(21) led to
renewed efforts to find a new form of cultural expression that was both
distinctively German and unmistakeably 'of its time'.

The campaign against historicism was fought by a disparate collection
of cultural activists and became manifest in a wide variety of forms.
Friedrich Avenarius' (1856-1923) journal 'Der Kunstwart', founded in 1887,
spawned a host of other publications dedicated to a reform of the applied
arts, the writings of Paul de Lagarde (1827-1891), Julius Langbehn (1851-1907)
and others attacked historicism as part of a wider critique of contemporary
civilisation, the Secession movements in Munich, Vienna and Berlin, rebelled
against the ‘'official' art of the academies, and a growing number of
practising designers began to experiment in new and more 'natural' forms of
decoration, under the influence of Franco-Belgian Art Nouveau and the British
Arts and Crafts movement.

Historicism's hold on product design began to slip with the rise of
'Jugendstil' in the mid-1890s. Named after the journal ‘'Jugend', the German
variant of Art Nouveau aimed to integrate ornamentation and utility, ard
quickly gained popularity with designers and architects at the turn of the
century. Some 'Jugendstil' artists, such as the Flemish all-rounder Henry van
de Velde (1863-1957), professed an admiration for structures of unadorned
engineering, like bridges and bicycles, and supported efforts to find

functional forms for buildings and objects. Although ‘'Jugendstil'
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arnamentation was itself ocomparatively rare on industrial buildings, a
historicist factory facade was no longer considered a fashionable option
after 1900. 'Jugendstil' blossamed only briefly, but with the new century came
organisations committed to a fundamental reform of the industrial environment
and culture, whose members had little time for the 'dishonest' practice of
hiding industry's light under a historical bushel. In any case, the changing
requirements of industry, and the fresh opportunities presented by new
construction materials such as reinforced concrete, suggested that historicist
industrial buildings were an extravagant anachronism.

One by one, companies in the chief growth sectors of German industry
- the electrical industry, quality manufacturing industries, food and drink
producers, the chemical industry - abandoned the styles of the past. Of
course, the representative buildings of the state continued to be a defiant
bastion of architectural oconvention, and occasional architectonic fantasies
such as the 'Yenidze' cigarette factory in Dresden - designed as a mosque as
late as 1909 (fig.15)- could still be found, but in general the commissioning
of historicist buildings in the industrial field was left as the distinctive
preserve of just one small but powerful grouping. In the decade before the
Great War, only the coal mines and the crude iron and steel producers remained

hooked on the habits of historicism.
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The enormous expansion of the Ruhr coal mining industry in the second
half of the 19th century brought large profits far same, but also increased
competition between the many companies which owned pits in the region. The
formation of the Rhenish-Westphalian Coal Syndicate (RWKS) in 1893 marked a
ooncerted effort to regulate prices in the industry, as a means of
safequarding the interests of all participating companies. The syndicate's
purpose-built office block, close to the big banks in Essen, was planned in
1893 and opened the following year. Designed by the local architect
Lohmann, it was a strict Neo-Gothic building of generous proportions, and
typical of the administrative buildings of heavy industry at this time.(fig.
16)

However, such was the econamic importance of the RWKS, which covered
almost 90% of Ruhr coal production, that it became necessary to enlarge the
building Jjust five years later. The extension, which included a large
conference room, was designed by an Essen architect Carl Nordmann (1849-1922),
who employed the same Neo-Gothic motifs as his predecessor. The extent to
which this building reflected the taste of Emil Kirdorf (1847-1938), the man
who dominated the RWKS for three decades and who considered its success his
'life's work', cannot be proved conclusively, but his conservative views on
artistic matters became well-known in later years. More importantly, a look at
the architecture of the Gelsenkirchener Bergwerks-AG (GBAG), the mining
company ran by Kj_rdqrf with an iron hand, reveals a oonsistent and conscious
use of ostentatious architecture for its industrial buildings.

After completion of the RWKS extension in Essen, Carl Nordmann teamed
up with the young Gelsenkirchen-based architect Paul Knobbe (1867-1956) to
design a large church at Essen-Altendorf (Christ Cturch, 1900-01). Knobbe, an

academically-educated architect who had studied in Berlin under the great
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Gothic revivalist Karl Schafer, was then approached by the GBAG to design a
new mine complex on a site west of Dortnund to be known as the Zeche Zollern
2, together with further buildings for the nearby Zeche Hansa. Knobbe's work
at Zollern 2 involved not only the planning of each individual pit building,
but also the overall layout of the complex, and the neighbouring housing
estate too. His plans, which repeated details fraom both the RWKS and the
Christ Church buildings, were for a series of red brick Neo-Gothic structures
arranged around a formal, tree-lined courtyard, in the manner of a Baroque
‘oour d'honneur'. The two winding towers were arranged symmetrically to form
an imposing backdrop far anyone passing the twin gate houses and entering the
main square.

Knobbe's plans were approved at a sitting of the GBAG's Board of
Directors on August 30th 1901 and the main buildings were quickly erected in
the ocourse of 1901-2.(22) The dominant position at the heart of complex was
taken by the mine's office building, which had a large clock above the main
door and a stepped-gable, (£ig.17) together with a mumber of decorative wrought
iron poles, weather vanes and other decorative devices on the roof. On the
south side of the oourtyard stood the wages hall, the bath house and the
storeroom buildings. The gable of the wages hall was even more extravagant
than that of the office building, and was flanked by two bulbous towers,
reminiscent of a south German church.(fig.18) Indeed, the whole building had
a sacral air: a large round window above the door of the wages hall was a
direct copy of one incorporated into the design of the Christ Church in Essen
a year earlier.(23) When the company put the internal decorating work on this
building ocut to tender it was stressed that 'something really good should
be achieved'.(24) It is interesting to note that the rich facades of both the

office building and wages hall were the result of a specific intervention by
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Knobbe's clients, the GBAG directors Kirdorf and Paul Randebrock, who insisted
on a more lavish appearance than the architect had originally intended.(25)
Facing these buildings on the north side of the oourtyard were various
workshops, stables and a small coach-house for the works' fire brigade. Whilst
the warkshops were also Neo-Gothic in character, Knobbe incorporated rural
motifs into the hipped-roofed stables building.
In an article published in the mining jourmal ‘'Gluckauf', Director
Randebrock wrote of his Zollern 2 pit:
"In contrast to the old practice of building works
complexes without paying any attention to their outward
appearance, one has here allowed the 1laws of artistic
beauty to come into play. One said to one's self, that the
miner, for whom one is trying to create a comfortable new
home on the new estates, would surely find it pleasant to
have beautiful buildings and large airy rooms at the
workplace too. One wanted to exert an influence on the
aesthetic sensibility of people, without of course harming
the functionality of the complex."(26)
Although Randebrock described the appearance of the Zollern 2 complex as
'friendly', the GBAG's aims in constructing such an imposing mine clearly went
beyond a paternalistic oconcern for the workers' aesthetic feelings. At the
time it commissioned the Zollern 2 pit, the GBAG company had no business
interests outside coal mining. Its principal competitors were the large mixed
concerns, owned by industrial grandees like Thyssen and Stinnes, which were
expanding vertically to integrate all aspects of the heavy industrial process,
fran coal and raw steel production to high-quality finishing industries. The
GBAG was therefore a prime target of take-over speculation, and Kirdorf was
forced to fight doggedly to maintain the company's independence. It seems
that Kirdorf, whose personal relations with the likes of Stinnes and Thyssen
were decidedly frosty, took every opportunity to use distinctive architecture
to emphasise the GBAG's own character and to help drive up the company's share

price. Indeed, as the well-documented genesis of the machine hall at Zollern
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2 shows, he was prepared to set aside his own artistic preferences to secure a
striking design.

Fram the beginning the Zollern 2 pit was oconceived as a model mining
canplex. Under the conditions of the RWKS, improvements in the productivity of
mines ocould bring great financial advantage, and Zollern 2 was designed to
incorporate the latest mining technology. Most notably, it was to be the first
pit in Germany to use only electrically-powered winding and pumping gear. The
building in which the new machinery was to be housed was first portrayed in a
drawing by Paul Knobbe, dated April 22nd 1902.(fig.19) The design reflected
the building's importance to the mine's prospects, but was otherwise kept in
the same Neo-Gothic form as the rest of the complex. Although the GBAG had
been delighted with Knobbe's pit-head buildings, his design for the machine
hall was not accepted by the ocompany. Within days of receiving Knobbe's
proposals the GBAG had contacted the Gutehoffnungshutte (GHH) to discuss the
possibility of constructing a glass and iron hall instead.(27)

Kirdorf's sudden change of mind was almost certainly influencéd by two
pavilions built by the GHH for the major Trade, Industry and Art fair taking
place in Dusseldorf at this time. The pavilions, which housed the exhibits of
the Gasmotorenfabrik Deutz and the GHH itself, were designed by the engineer
Reinhold Krohn (1852-1932) and the architect Bruno Mohring (1863-1929), who
applied fashionable 'Jugendstil' ornamentation to the otherwise 'naked' glass
and metal surfaces. Since the other exhibition pavilions, such as the domed
halls of the Bergbaulichen Verein and the Fried. Krupp AG, were caked in
overblown plasterwork, the GHH pavilions caused quite a stir amongst visitors
and proved to be effective advertising for the firms concerned.(28) Kirdorf
saw the pramotional advantages that could be gained by placing the high-tech

machinery of his new model pit in such an eye-catching building, and
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immediately set in motion a correspondence on the subject with the GHH.

As Conrad describes,(29) the process of ordering the machine hall for
Zollern 2 did not run as smoothly as the GBAG would have wished - at ane point
the company considered returning to Knobbe's plan - but the building was
eventually oconstructed in the course of 1903. As with the Dusseldorf
pavilions, the machine hall at Zollern 2 was a co-operative effort between the
GHH engineer Krohn and the Berlin architect Mohring, who concentrated his
decorative efforts on the oval-shaped main doorway area, which resembled one
of Guimard's Paris Metro station entrances.(fig.20) The rest of the building,
which was nearly 100 metres long, was kept simple, combining large areas of
glass with a visible steel-girder framework (painted greeen) and red-brick
infill. (figs.21-22) The machine hall shared with the pavilions of the great
exhibitions more than Jjust the same architectural team: the camplicated
Siemens & Halske technology which controlled Germany's first electrically
powered pit shaft was hidden from view in the dark cellars of the building, no
wires or cables were visible above the brightly-polished tiled floor. Visitors
to the machine hall - and there were many (30) - were given a sanitised
demonstration of the magic of electricity, as white-coated employees paced up
and down a 19 metre marble pedestal, ritualistically flicking at a mass of
brass switches mounted on an altar-like control panel.

It soon became clear that Kirdorf's business instincts were sound,
for the building attracted considerable attention, and helped to associate the
name of the GBAG with technological innovation and ocommercial progress.
Shortly after the Zollern 2 pit began production,(31) the GBAG was able to
launch a massive share issue, which increased its capital reserves from 69
million Marks to 119 million Marks, and enabled the company to begin its own

vertical expansion, buying into the iron foundries and iron ore deposits of
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the ‘'Aachener Hittenverein' and the 'Schalker Gruben-und Hittenverein' in
1904.(32) A year later the trading and transport firm Raab, Karcher & Co. was
added to the concern and at the same time the GBAG became involved in
electricity generation with the Essen-based Rhenish-Westphalian Electricity
Works (RWE). The RWE's first major power station in Essen, built at the tum
of the century, was itself a formidable architectural statement, resembling
the town hall of a wealthy 19th century town.

It is ironic, however, that the machine hall at Zollern 2 should today
be considered as marking the breakthrough of modern architectural ideas in the
Ruhr o©oal industry,(33) for it was very much a unique response to a
particular need, and did not mark a major shift in architectural policy by the
mining companies in general or the GBAG in particular. Other GBAG mines
continued to use historical forms in the design of their pit-head buildings,
and later additions at the Zollern 2 site itself - the ammonia factory and
workshops designed by the Dortmund architect Franz Brunck, for instance
- returned to more established architectural traditions.

Pit-face miners at Zollern 2 had little experience of the remarkably
light and airy atmosphere of the machine hall, which was not visible from the
pit complex's main courtyard and was out of bounds for the ordinary worker.
For them, life at Zollern 2 was confined to the claustrophobic gloom of the
deep seams and the imposing gables of Knohbe's Neo-Gothic pit-head buildings.
In this respect, Kirdorf's model mine was no different to the many other Ruhr
pits in the GBAG empire in the first decade of the 20th century : by 1904 GBAG
owned 16 coal mines and employed around 25,000 men.(34) The responsibility for
building work at these sites, scattered throughout the Ruhr, was spread out
between the company's own building department and local master-builders and

contractors. The participation of academically-educated architects like Knobbe
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and Mohring was the exception rather than the rule.

The new pit-head complex for the Zeche Bonifacius in Essen-Kray,
erected several years after Zollern 2, was an example of the coampany's
'anonymous' architecture, but its historicist forms were typical of GBAG pits
in the early years of the 20th century. The Zeche Bonifacius dated back to
1857, producing its first coal some six years later, but the mine was
continually dogged by technical and financial difficulties, and was eventually
picked up cheaply by the GBAG in November 1899. Massive investment by the
Gelsenkirchen concern turned around the mine's fortunes, and by the time the
new pit-head buildings were unveiled in 1905 it was employing more than 2,000
men and producing over 550,000 tons of coal per annum. (35) Under the GBAG,
horses were replaced by machines, and electricity took the place of steam, but
the pit-head buildings looked to the past, rather than the present or the
future, for their architectural inspiration.(fig.23)

It was a similar story at the Zeche Westhausen in Bodelschwingh, north
of Dortmund, where another loss-making pit - it 1lost 3.5 million Marks for
the 'Gewerkschaft Westhausen' between 1872 and 1897 - passed into the GBAG's
hands, on this occasion via the Disconto Gesellschaft bank.(36) This was a
good purchase for the company since the Zeche Westhausen lay in an area
surrounded by other GBAG pits. In 1898 the GBAG began a programme to renew ar
replace the bulk of the mine's equipment, and to turn the pit to profit. By
1904 it had 859 employees amd was producing nearly 230,000 tons of coal
annually. The pit-head buildings were built in 1904-5,(37) with a large
basilica-style hall, which housed the showers, wages hall ard offices, taking
centre-stage. This monumental structure, in red brick with white plaster
inlays and yellow sandstone trimmings, boasted large Cathedral-like windows,

and must have made an enormous impression aon all those who came in contact
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with it.(fig.24)

Many of the other Ruhr mines in the GBAG empire (which included the
Alma, Erin, Minister Stein, Rheinelbe and Furst Hardenburg pits) had imposing
historicist buildings, but these examples are sufficient to indicate that the
company's use of architecture was both conscious and consistent. The GBAG did
not continue to use historical forms because they were the only models
available, or because their builders considered them fashionable, but rather
because the campany's board of directors, and Emil Kirdorf in particular,
chose to have the company portrayed in that way. Kirdorf was certainly well
aware of the short-term commercial advantage imposing buildings could bring,
but the Ruhr pits also demonstrate a longer-term desire to embody the ethos
of the company in bricks and mortar.

By utilising the architecture of the Church (wage halls at Zollern 2
and Westhausen), the Army (battlements at Bonifacius) and the Court (layout at
Zollern 2) the GBAG emphasised not only its strength, solidity, and hoped-for
longevity, but also the authoritarian manner in which the company was run. The
GBAG shared with the other major heavy industrial concerns a fondness for
regimented work practices and military discipline, and it was surely mno
ocoincidence that the three figures who lent their names for roads on the
Zollern 2 housing estate were Bismarck, Moltke and Roon. This aggressive
approach to industrial organisation was perhaps best summed up by another
infamous figure in German heavy industry at the turn of the century, Baron von
Stumm-Halberqg:

"If a factory enterprise is to flourish it must be

organised on military and not on parliamentary lines...Just

as the soldiery includes every member of the army from the
field marshall to the youngest recruit, with all pulling
together against the enemy when the King calls, so the
employees of the Neunkirchen works stand as one, whether it

is a question of defeating the competition or of taking on
the revolutionary powers of darkness.'(38)
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The buildings at each of the GBAG pits were arranged in a strict
hierarchy of importance and value; a fact quickly apparent to the outside
visitor, but even more obvious to the miner of the day. Kirdorf was a
fierce opponent of any measure which would improve the rights or prospects of
ordinary warkers. As a key figure in the employers' pressure-group the
'Centralverband Deutscher Industrieller' he had only a 'starres Nein' for all
proposals of 'Sozialpolitik' and considered even the Christian trade unions to
be dangerous revolutionaries. Kirdorf shunned party politics before the First
World War, but later joined the DNVP and helped to smooth Hitler's pathway to
power. The pit-head buildings which remain as the legacy of his long and
active role in the life of the Ruhr are an awe-inspiring yet chilling reminder
of a long-lost era in the history of German industrial relations.

The GBAG mines were not unique, however, and some of the pits of
rival coal mining operations o<ould also boast eye-catching pit-head
structures. In 1903 the Zeche Recklinghausen 1, which belonged to the ‘Harpener
Bergbau-AG, received a new pit-head complex designed by the Herne-based
master-builder Fuchs. His design, which incorporated the functions of all
previous buildings on the site under one roof, was essentially Neo-Gothic in
character and included decorative gables and a clock tower, topped by an
ornamental spire. The outward appearance of the camplex gave no suggestion
that this was one of the first coal mine buildings to make extensive use of
reinforced concrete in its intermal structure.(39) In 1906-7 Fuchs built
another large pit-head building for the Harpener Bergbau AG at the Zeche Julia
in Herne.

The Zeche Zollern 2 was not the only mine to be conceived as a 'model
pit' in the years before World War One. The GHH's Zeche Jacobi, built at

Oberhausen between 1912 and 1914, was described by Roland Gunter as the
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'Versailles of the Ruhr coal industry'.(40) Named after one of the GHH's
founders, Hugo Jacobi (1834-1917), the design of the pit and the neighbouring
housing estates was subject to a campetition, won by the established Stuttgart
architect Carl Weigle (1849-1932). As a respected state architectural official
- he had built the Finance Ministry in Stuttgart (1904) and three large
stately homes - Weigle was an impressive name to attract to the Ruhr, and his
work for the GHH reflected the increased importance given to industrial
architecture in the later Wilhelmine era.

The Zeche Jacobi's strict Neo-Baroque layout, with a tree lined avenue
leading past two 'lodges', through a monumental gate and into the
highly-symmetrical ‘cour d'honneur', with its well-tended lawns, (£ig.25)
was largely the result of the company's own specifications, although Weigle's
treatment of the buildings also contributed to the pit's aristocratic air. The
buildings were designed in a simple classicising style and were all
constructed using top-quality Dutch bricks and silver-grey roofing tiles. It
is interesting to note the layout of the complex was planned so that
underground warkers should not have to walk across the central square, which
fulfilled a purely representative function. The shortages of materials and
labour during the war meant that only one shaft was sunk, which somewhat
diminished the symmetry of the planned camplex. Nevertheless, by June 1917 the
pit was producing around 2,500 tons of coal daily.(41)

The Zeche Jacobi provides a good yardstick by which to measure some of
the changes which occured in the architecture of the cocal mining industry
between 1900 and 1914. Direct camparison with the Zeche Zollern 2 suggests
that the desire of industrialists in this sector to 'rule' over imposing
architectural ensembles, inspired by the palaces of the Baroque era, had not

diminished. At the same time, however, the simple, unadorned facades of the
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Oberhausen mine show that by 1912 the architectural reform movements were at
last beginning to have some influence on the appearance of heavy industrial
buildings too. Even so, the death of historicism was a slow and messy process.
It was not only in coal mining that historical architectural styles lived on
well into the present century: the giant mixed concerns of German heavy
industry, together with their trade associations and pressure groups, were
defiant in their defence of historicism, as the following buildings indicate.

The interests of Germany's raw iron and steel producers were fiercely
defended by the Steel Works Association ('Stahlwerksverband'), which became
one of the most powerful voices in German industry after it had managed to
unite the existing regional steel syndicates in 1904. Such was the economic
weight of the Association that many cities showed an interest in attracting
its headquarters to their borough. Dusseldorf's offer of a prime building site
(worth over 600,000 Marks) and the temporary use of a municipal block during
construction, was the option which was finally selected by the Association.
The city's Lord Mayor Marx considered the transaction to be in the long term
interests of the cammunity. He told a council meeting:

"It is not only a question of the significant amount of tax

which will be paid by the large number of officials.

Having the headquarters of the Steel Works Association

in the city will be most advantageous, for it will promote

an increase in the general 1level of business and will
raise the importance of the city in the eyes of the outside

world.'" (42)

The building was designed in the course of 1905 by the Dusseldorf City
Architect Johannes Radke - a Prussian architectural official - and the private
architect Theo Westbrock. Their plans were unveiled in the Disseldorfer
General-Anzeiger in the Autum of 1905, and were warmly reviewed, although the
correspondent could not determine its architectural style: 'perhaps it has

echoes of the Gothic', he wrote.(43) The 'Stahlhof', as it became known,
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was designed to accammodate about 500 employees and was the biggest building
yet seen in Dusseldorf. Construction work took over three years to complete
and cost in excess of 2.5 million Marks.(44) The structural need far internal
supporting walls meant that the arrangement of office space was as rigid and
inflexible as the imposing but stiff red sandstone facades. Stone eagles
glowered threateningly from every vantage point, as if to protect the building
from the passing pedestrians in the busy streets below.(£fig.26)

The ocompanies which made up the Steel Works Association also chose
foreboding historicist forms and facades for their administrative buildings.
The headquarters of the mining and iron company 'Hoerder Bergwerks-und
Hittenverein AG', built by the local architect Marx at Horde, south of
Dortmund in 1898-9, resembled one of King Ludwig II's Bavarian fantasy
castles, employing the full panoply of Medieval military motifs. It was built
on the site of the 12th century 'Burg Horde' - ironically a simple country
manor house - and featured a tall, fortress-like tower that was visible for
miles around. The building soon became known and feared by the workforce as
'Die Burg'.

The new office block of the 'Rheinische Stahlwerke', built at
Meiderich near Duisburg just five years later, took the 18th century German
baroque palace as its architectural model.(45) The architect, Fritz Niebel,
fulfilled his client's desire far an imposing representative structure by
giving the symmetrical three-storey building a projecting central block,
fronted by a row of eight colossal sandstone colums and a wide flight of
steps. The four central colums, which framed the building's main entrance,
supported a pediment decorated with garlands, allegorical figures and the
symbol of mining and forging, the 'Schlagel und Eisen'.

The headquarters of the Krupp concern in Essen (planned 1905-6,
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built 1908-10), designed by the firm's internal building department under the
leadership of the future 'Werkbund' member Robert Schmohl (1855-1944), used
historicist motifs more sparingly, and was daminated by an austere sixty-metre
corner tower, dubbed the 'hunger tower' by the local populace. The tower
was enlivened by same fine tracery work and cartouches bearing the company
symbol - features reminiscent of Gothic churches and subsequently revived in
Essen's late 19th century neo-Gothic town hall. Although the eighty metre long
building, with two show facades clad in sombre grey basalt and dark red hrick,
was brutal and uncompromising in its simple monumentality, it too was not free
of historical oconvention. Gustav Krupp wvon Bohlen und Halbach's room was
distinguished by a tower-shaped bay window, protruding fram the facade and
decorated with arnamental stone garlands. (f£fig.27)

The Krupp headquarters, with its steel and reinforced concrete
structure, was undoubtedly the most modern heavy industrial office building
yet seen in the Ruhr, but the fondness of the large coal and steel concerns
for historical prototypes was further demonstrated by new buildings erected in
the Dortmund area, for Hoesch in 1912-14 and the Union AG, part of the
Stinnes empire, in 1916-21. Both the former, designed by the local
architectural practice of Steinbach and Lutter, and the latter, built to the
plans of Karl and Dietrich Schulze, were fronted by monumental classical

porticos.

The head office of the 'Gewerkschaft Deutscher Kaiser'(G@XK),the mining
division of August Thyssen's empire, which was built between 1902-04 at
Bruckhausen, north of Duisburg, was less severe in appearance than many of
the representative buildings of the Ruhr concerns, but was equally reliant on

the architectural styles of the past.(fig.28) The Dortmund-based architect
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Carl Bern, whose design was probably chosen after a campetition, employed
north German red-brick Gothic motifs and enlivened the facades with a subtle
use of materials and murals, to which further historicising details, including
crenellations, were added during construction. The building, which was
extended in the 1920s and 'simplified' in the 1960s, stood in great contrast
to the GK's previous headquarters, a two-storey former school house, which
had been built without architectural embellishment.

The same pattern was followed with the company's 'Works Office', where
an old, unadorned building was replaced at the turn of the century by a more
imposing structure with two stepped-gables. After 1900 even same of the
humbler buildings under the ooncern's control received the historicist
treatment. The Beeckerwerth pumping station, built for Thyssen at Milheim in
1902, revealed a Byzantine influence on Ruhr industrial architecture, (fig.29)
whilst the GDK's harbour office at Schwelgern, built in 1906-07, was yet
another industrial building to incorporate a fortress tower, with battlements
and flagpole. (£fig.30)

The principal figure in the @K's building department from 1898 to
1926 was the master-builder Joseph Oest (1873-1951), who joined the company
after a bricklaying apprenticeship, four years craft training at the
'Baugewerkschule' in Holzminden, and a brief spell working for a building
contractor. Although it is not possible to determine his personal role in the
design of particular buildings for the GDK it is interesting to note that he
was appointed by August Thyssen himself, who was said to have a high regard
for his talents. Oest's personal story is probably typical of many of the
practical master-builders who worked in the building departments of large
industrial companies at the turn of the century. He supervised the design of

many industrial buildings at a time of great expansion for the company, but
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was overlooked in favour of an outside architect for the planning of the majar
administrative building, and then saw his responsibilities gradually diminish,
as architects with degrees began to enter the company in the years immediately
before and after the Great War.(46)

By no means all hbuildings erected for iron foundries and coal mines at
this time were historicist in character: the sort of structures which provided
Oest with the bulk of his warkload were designed to obey the laws of
structural engineering and econamics rather than aesthetics. The significant
fact, however, is surely that the buildings deemed by heavy industrial
canpanies to perform a representative function invariably made a feature of
historical styles - notably those styles most closely associated with the
Church, the Army and the State - whereas the representative buildings of
other sectors of German industry increasingly did not. As we shall see, the
reform movements which sprang up in German architecture after 1900 were
largely ignored by the big Ruhr concerns. Indeed, the reformers received the
bulk of their support fram precisely those firms which, for a variety of
reasons, most fiercely opposed the economic, social and political views of the
Ruhr heavy industrialists.

When the big coal and iron ooncerns employed historic architectural
styles for their important representative buildings the immediate inspiration
often came not fram the past but from the many ocontemporary historicist
buildings designed by state architectural officials. For the heavy industrial
campanies, which liked to be portrayed as an indispensable pillar of the
established order and which identified their activities so closely with the
aims and values of the state, such buildings were a most appropriate model.
State architecture - which included post offices and railway stations, as well

as law courts and government offices - was regularly displayed in the pages of
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the Prussian Treasury's influential journal 'Centralblatt der Bauverwaltung'
and rarely risked the new or untried. Their architects were well versed in the
intricacies of each of the historic architectural styles and were all too
conscious of the strict parameters in which they worked.

The administration of public huilding projects in Imperial Germany
was highly centralised and rigidly hierarchical. Although the construction of
public buildings in Prussia was theoretically a matter for the 48 government
districts ('Regierungsbezirke'), all building plans drawn up by district
officials which would cost more than 5,000 Marks to build had to be forwarded
to Berlin for scrutiny. There the experienced building officials of the
relevant ministry (usually the Ministry of Public Works, but often the
Education Ministry, Agriculture Ministry etc.) would amend or adapt the plans,
without direct knowledge of the architect's intentions ar the site in which
the building was to be erected. Details of many major projects were even
passed on to Kaiser Wilhelm II himself, who enjoyed making his own personal
'corrections' and comments. Thus by the time the plans arrived back in the
hands of the original district building officials they had often changed
beyond recognition. It was hardly surprising, therefore, that the buildings
which resulted were often criticised for being oold, impersonal, and
formalistic. All signs of individuality, innovation or experimentation had
invariably been filtered out by the time construction work began.

If the constant involvement of higher building officials in Berlin
ensured that even the most humble railway stations and post offices were
condemned to repeat the same hollow historical forms a hundred times over,
then at least their efforts were characterised by a high level of professional
competence gained over many years of extensive academic training and practical

experience. The Kaiser's contributions could hardly be justified in this way ;
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they merely revealed the enthusiasms and prejudices of an individual whose
fascination with industry and technology was not matched by an openness to new
ideas in architecture. Wilhelm II's role in the artistic life of the Reich was
an issue which excited the passions of contemporary commentators and continues
to fascinate to this day. His pronouncements on aesthetics had a direct impact
on the design of stamps, coins, trophies, uniforms and furniture, not to
mention fine art, but it was in the area of architecture where Royal
interventions were most visible. In 1904 it was calculated that the Kaiser had
‘corrected or influenced in some way' the design of 84 public buildings under
the jurisdiction of the Reich, and a further 79 in Prussia.(47) In a book
published by the 'Reichsdruckerei' in 1907, entitled 'Der Kaiser und die
Kunst', Paul Seidel wrote:

"No important event in the artistic life of the nation

escapes the sharp eye of the Monarch. All arteries of

artistic activity in the wvarious government departments
lead to him...What an inspiration and awakening of ambition
it must be for all concerned, aware that every design of

any importance, whether it is for a church, a station, a

post office or a monument, is first laid in front of the

Ruler to undergo a thorough examination...'"(48)

The Kaiser's favourite architectural style was that of the German
Renaissance, although he could tolerate Gothic, Classical, and Romanesque
forms in the right surroundings. He had mo time, however, for buildings which
did not employ an acknowledged historic style. As Seidel noted, "many an
architect has seen his design rejected, with the following footnote : 'The
facade has absolutely no recognisable style'..'"(49) The Kaiser had another
aversion:

"The Kaiser has often spoken most clearly about his

relationship with the so-called ‘'modern' trends and

movements in art. He is against artists who want to ignore
the whole evolution of our culture - and the laws of
beauty and harmony which have come from it - and who

instead claim, or at least give the impression of believing
that they have only just rediscovered true art."(50)



51

At first, the Kaiser's comments on artistic matters seemed to be nothing more
than off-the-cuff remarks of a personal nature. After the campletion of
Berlin's monumental 'Siegesallee' in 1901, however, he invited the sculptors
arnd artists who had worked on the project to Court, where he addressed them
with a major speech on the role of art in society. Wilhelm II ardered that the
speech to 'his artists' should be published, and his conviction that art
'should help to have an educating effect on the people' was widely
reported.(51) Many in the artistic community were perturbed by the Kaiser's
caomments ; not because of the conservative nature of his personal views, or of
the Court's commissioning policy, but for the way in which he extended his
interest into areas of architectural activity far from the traditional
concerns of royalty. The 'Kunstwart' was particularly worried by the apparent
lack of capable artistic advisors in the Kaiser's entourage, prepared to put
alternative views to Wilhelm in person.(52)

A typical example of the Monarch's involvement in architectural issues
was his intervention in the planning of a new main railway station for the
city of Hamburg. A competition to find suitable plans for this major project
was announced on May 6th 1900, and by the end of the year sixteen submissions
had been received. No entry met the full favour of the jury, but two plans
were rewarded with 8,000 Mark prizes and were purchased for further
consideration. The architects Reinhardt and Sussenguth - whose architectonic
conception was praiéed - and the railway engineer Moller - who was considered
to have proposed the best layout - were commissioned to work an a final
design. Once oomplete, the finished plans were sent to Berlin for
consideration, where they met with a mixed response fram the Kaiser. Whilst
the ground plan and construction of the hall were applauded, he was less happy

with the architectural design of the reception buildings, which employed some
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'Jugendstil' elements: too modern, was his verdict, and he blue-pencilled the
offending details (fig.31). Reinhardt and Sussenguth had little option but to
follow Royal advice, and scrapped much of their original plan to accommodate
Wilhelm's suggestions. Even then it took several attempts to placate the
Kaiser, who was said to have written 'scheuBlich' on one of the drafts.(53)
The building was finally opened, amidst much pamp and ceremony, on December
6th 1906, with a predictably eclectic facade. The architects were each
rewarded for their patience and flexibility with professorships.

The Kaiser continued to offer his opinions on architectural questions
throughout the pre-World War One years. There is little evidence to suggest
that the great shifts and movements which occurred in German architecture
between 1900 and 1914 made any impression on the tone or ocontent of his
contributions. Writing in 'Die Tat' shortly before the outbreak of war, Adolf
Behne summed up Wilhelm's impact:

"As a patron of the arts this monarch, who showed such a

firm grasp of the political and social problems which faced

the modern Germany, remained a defiant reactionary
eclecticist and an undistinguished decadent. In this area
he did not order the construction of modern battleships,
but historical corvettes.'"(54)
For the critics of historicism the facade of Hamburg's main railway station
provided a perfect illustration of the way in which contemporary functional
buildings were being stifled by fancy-dress facades, which were both pointless
and deceitful. Writing in 'Der Kunstwart' in 1904, the Prussian civil servant
and architect Hermann Muthesius (1861 -1927) bitterly attacked the ethics of
historicism in architecture and design:

"An alarming mania prevails for glossing over real

conditions, to over-refine until something is considered

‘distinguished', to force one's self to rise into a

pseudo-aristocracy. We seem to be ashamed of the very thing

which should make us proud, our 'Burgertum'. We want to

be aristocrats at the very moment when the 'Burgertum' has
become the basis of our economic, social and political



53

life, when it has reached such a height that it is able to
determine the culture of our time."(55)

Muthesius' views were shared by a large mumber of his educated middle
class contemporaries, who read journals like 'Der Kunstwart' in increasing
numbers, and Jjoined in the activities of a bewildering array of cultural
reform groups formed around the turn of the century. These societies and
associations - which included the 'Land Reform Movement' (1898), the
'Durerbund' (1901), and the German Garden Cities Association (1902), as well
as the two organisations which had a profound effect on industrial
ardhitecture in Wilhelmine Germany, the 'Heimatschutz' movement (1904) and the
'Werkbund' (1907) - are sometimes considered under the umbrella term
'Lebensreformbewequng', or movement for the reform of life. The phrase 'reform
of life' first appeared in print in 1896, and soon came to encompass
everything fram vegetarianism and naturism to homoeopathy and clothing reform.
Indeed, such was the breadth of the 'ILebensreform' concept that it was a
'mvement' only in the very widest sense: its uses to the historian are
therefore strictly limited, and must always be treated with extreme caution.

Several authors have struggled with varying degrees of success to
investigate this complex milieu, which combined formal 'Vereinstatigkeit' with
vague idealism, and to place it at a recognisable point in the political
spectrum. (56) It is clear however that the idea of a 'reform of life'attracted
all shades of political opinion, fram utopian socialists to liberal reformists
and conservative nationalists. It would certainly be misleading to portray
'Lebensreform' as an expression of the 'unpolitical' bourgeoisie, for although
many in the 'Bildungsburgertum' claimed to be ‘above' party politics - the
'Kunstwart' was aimed at 'the honest people of all parties' and the
'Direrbund' was to be 'a party of practical people'(57)- the movement

attracted a fair proportion of party animals too. The Garden City Association
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was run by the three Kampffmeyer lkrothers, each a member of the SPD, whilst
the leadership of the 'Werkbund' was, as we shall see, dominated ard
controlled by activists of the left liberal 'Freisinnige Vereinigqung'.

The middle-class reformers of the day had equally divergent views
the pace and value of econamic, social and cultural modernisation. The
divisions between 'cultural pessimists' and enthusiastic progressives ran
through the heart of each and every 'Lebensreform' organisation, and often
both poles were present in the minds of individual reformers. If there was one
theme which united all the disparate elements of the 'movement', however,
it was an intense preoccupation with ethics. The word 'ethisch' appeared in
'Kunstwart' almost as often as 'Kultur', and a more ethical society was
championed by everyone fram the anti-vivisectionists to the architectural
reformers. Indeed, there was an organisation specifically entitled the
'Society for Ethical Culture'.

The charade of historicist architecture was oonsidered to be
indicative of the lack of ethical values in contemporary society. Phrases such
as 'the unity of appearance and reality' (Avenarius) or 'ethical character is
identical with practical character' (Stumpf), were echoed by political
reformers and dissident architects alike, but if historicism was irrelevant
and dishonest, what was to take its place in the new century? The next two
chapters examine the most important responses to architectural historicism
after 1900 and assess the impact of reformist ideas and organisations on
German industrial buildings. It was only as a consequence of the 'reform of
life' movement, in its various guises, that industrial architecture became a
topic of general interest, but by the later Wilhelmine years it had become
firmly established as a prominent public and political issue. As Adolf Behne

was able to write in 1914:
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"Today one can say without exaggeration that a new
industrial building grabs the attention of the public and
the critics to the highest degree. A factory which does
not satisfy aesthetic requirements is nowadays judged more
harshly than a boring town hall or an unsuccessful

monument.'" (58)

That this was indeed the case, was in no short measure due to members of the

'Heimatschutz' movement, whose activities form the focus of the following

chapter.
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CHAPTER TWO

BACK TO THE FUTURE ?

THE 'HEIMATSCHUTZ' MOVEMENT IN WILHEIMINE GERMANY .

Histories of twentieth century architecture have, by and large, chosen
to ignore the German 'Heimatschutz' movement. Where it does intrude into the
classic texts it is in a purely negative context; as the mouthpiece of
arganised philistinism, as a misguided body of people who sought to prevent
the onward march of modernism. The well-documented campaigns against the
Weimar and Dessau Bauhaus, in which some 'Heimatschutz' supporters were
involved, and their role as 'opposition' in the heroic period of the Modern
Movement, sealed their fate in the eyes of a generation of art-historians .

Moreover, tragi-comic episodes, such as the touched-up photograph
mroduced by the Swabian 'Heimatschutz' movement to portray the flat-roofed and
whitewashed houses of Stuttgart's ultra-modernist WeiBenhof estate as a
'Suburb of Jerusalem', camplete with camels and shadowy Arab figures, are used
to illustrate the movement's marriage of convenience with the WNational
Socialists in the late 1920s. The ill-advised flirtation of certain
'Heimatschutz' leaders with racial theory, and the Nazi Party's eager
exploitation of the propaganda opportunities which this presented, have
inevitably cast a dark shadow on the movement's history. It hardly matters
that the Third Reich paid only lip-service to 'Heimatschutz' ideas - Fritz
Todt, architect of the 'Autobahn' construction programme and fram 194C
Hitler's Armaments Minister, described himself as ‘'Guardian of the
Heimatschutz Ideal', as he buried great swathes of the Homeland under concrete
and steel - for once the movement had sold its soul to Hitler, there was no

way back.
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The four decades since World War Two have produced no monograph on the
movement in any language, and precious little research into any aspect of its
activities.(1) This is unfortunate, because there is more to 'Heimatschutz'
than those few well-publicised episodes fram the 'twenties suggest. Indeed, it
is arguable that by the time Hitler came to power, the movement's period of
greatest influence had long since passed. The history of ‘'Heimatschutz' in
Wilhelmine Germany has yet to be written, but even the most cursory of glances
at the movement's literature reveals a camplex and dynamic set of ideas which
do not fit neatly into any simplistic 'progressive' / 'reactionary' schema.

- If the movement is mentioned at all by historians of Wilhelmine
Germany it is in the context of the 'cultural pessimists' on the 'wvolkisch'
fringe, yet many of its preoccupations would today appear to sit comfortably
in the mainstream of progressive thought. Fram the turn of the century to the
Great War numerous ‘'Heimatschutz' groups throughout Germany campaigned against
architectural eyesores and industrial pollution, against the over-development
of beauty-spots for tourism and excessive Dbillboard advertising in
environmentally sensitive locations, and for the preservation of historic town
centres and vernacular building traditions. One of the few examples of
research into 'Heimatschutz' activity at a local level, Hans-Gunther
Andresen's essay on 'Heimatschutz' architecture in Lubeck.(2) reveals no
extremes of 'cultural pessimism', but a movement with a "pragmatic scepticism
about progress'; a highly-modern characteristic.

The time is right for a re-assessment of the 'Heimatschutz' movement.
Neither the benefits of technological progress, nor the dogmas of 'Modern'
architecture are now accepted unquestioningly. Throughout Western Europe,
people are engaged in an intense debate on the quality of their natural and

built environment, displaying a new awareness of the importance of regional
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identity, as well as a deep concern for the global dimension. 'Heimat', which
means so much more than just 'hame', is no longer a taboo word in Germany.
After studiously avoiding the term for forty years, the Germans are currently
enjoying a full-scale 'Heimatwelle', with a deluge of 'Heimat' stories pouring
out of cinema, television and papers. Now. that the word is apparently free of
its Third Reich connotations, a balanced view of the 'Heimatschutz' movement,
highlighting the positive as well as the negative facets of its history,
should at last be possible.

This chapter examines one aspect of 'Heimatschutz' activity, which
well illustrates its Janus-like stance on questions of modernity and
tradition; its attitude to industrial architecture in the years 1900-1918. It
is divided into four short sections: the first considers the movement's
origins, initial aims and membership ; the second examines more closely the
'Heimatschutz' attitude to industrial architecture and highlights certain
industrial sites which reflect its influence ; section three 1looks at
'Heimatschutz' lobbying and legislation, and the impact of new laws aon the
character of the built environment ; and the final section considers the state

of the movement in the aftermath of 'Heimatschutz' legislation.

As we have seen, the 'Heimatschutz' idea grew out of the wider
movement for the 'Reform of Life', but its particular origins are usually
traced back to 1880, when the music professor Ernst Rudorff published an essay
an 'The Relationship of Modern Life and Nature'.(3) It was Rudorff who, in
1897, first used the term 'Heimatschutz' (as the title of two short essays in
the Journal 'Grenzboten'). At the same time, the writer and 'volkisch'
activist Adolf Bartels was promoting the concept of 'Heimatkunst'; a form of

art and literature that was to take its inspiration fram the culture and
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traditions of Germany's rural regions. From 1900 the ‘'Heimatkunst' movement
had its own journal, simply called 'Heimat'.

Bartels, and other 'Heimat' essayists like Friedrich Lienhard, were
often highly political in their writing, echoing the agraro-conservatism arnd
anti-semitism of Germany's 19th century anti-urbanites Wilhelm Riehl, Heinrich
Sohnrey and Theodor Fritsch, whose 1896 work 'Die Stadt der Zukunft'
pre-empted the Garden City movement. Bartels was eager to stress that
'"Heimatkunst' did not exist simply "to spread aesthetic pleasure', but rather
stood "in the service of a great national movement" (4); a movement which
Sohnrey believed to be '"the strongest and safest barrier to the growing threat
of the realisation of the Communist-Socialist state.'(5) Rudorff frequently
wrote in a similar vein:

"It is significant that unpatriotic behaviour is reared

almost exclusively in the factory districts. What of the

Fatherland is indeed worth protecting, worth dying for if

every characteristic of the local landscape, every custom

and idiosyncracy in tradition and appearance |has
already been destroyed 2" (6)

The few existing accounts of the 'Heimatschutz' movement have dwelt
for many pages on this shadowy cultural milieu, described by Hamann & Hermand
as a form of '‘'Crypto-Fascism', which "cast off all intellectual achievements
in favour of an irrational attachment to Blood and Soil''.(7) The role of such
ideas in the 'Heimatschutz' movement is, however, highly debatable. Certainly
there is little evidence to suggest that the turn-of-the century 'volkisch'
ideologues played anythlng more than a bit-part in the day-to-day practice of
'"Heimatschutz'. As Bergmann points out, even Rudorff's role was limited once
an organisational framework for the movement had been established.(8)

Of more immediate impact were the writings of the artist and architect
Paul Schultze-Naumburg, whose essays in 'Der Kunstwart' were well-received by

a growing public. In 1900 Schultze-Naumburg (1869-1949) began work on a series
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of essays which were to became known as his 'Kulturarbeiten', seven volumes of
which appeared over the next seventeen years. Each work employed a simple but
effective method, combining a concise text with a series of black and white
photographs of buildings and landscapes, arranged as 'example' (good) ard
'counter example' (bad). These essays introduced questions of architecture,
conservation and planning to a large lay-public, and were followed up by some
successful pamphlets, with titles like 'The Disfigurement of our Country',
which concludes with the warning:

"Yes, we face the terrible danger of losing our homeland

and becoming part of a cheerless international set-up,

every bit as bleak as the cold, drab abstractions of a

future state in which everyone is equal." (9)

As Christian Otto describes in his 1983 'Art Journal' article, (10)
the immediate precursor to the organised 'Heimatschutz' movement was the
'German Cammission for Sound Urban and Rural Building', which was established
at a 1903 congress, held in Erfurt under the aegis of the'Regierungsprasident'’
von Dewitz to consider the problems of contemporary architecture. The d'lainnan
of the Commission was Schultze-Naumburg, by now a professor and head of a
flourishing art school as well as a respected writer. In 1904 it was decided
by Schultze-Naumburg and Rudorff, who had continued to write polemical essays
on the German environment, to expand the Commission into a popular
arganisation, which was to be called the 'Deutsche Bund Heimatschutz'.

The new organisation was founded on March 30th 1904, when some 120
prominent individuals fram the arts, politics and public service gathered in
Dresden to sign a declaration of intent. It envisaged a body of active
citizens, fighting to preserve not only traditional values in architecture,
but also to protect wildlife, flora and fauna, country customs and traditional

crafts. As the name implies, the 'Deutsche Bund Heimatschutz' was founded
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primarily to protect and oonserve, rather than to influence the future
character of the German environment, but in the course of the next decade the
shaping of the new became every bit as important as the preservation of the
old. Paul Schultze-Naumburg was elected to lead the new organisation, with the
Minister of State Freiherr von Feilitzsch-Buckeburg as his deputy.

It was no coincidence that the 'Bund' should be founded in Dresden,
for Saxony was widely acknowledged as the spiritual home of the
'Heimatschutz' idea : not only was it the stronghold of Schultze-Naumburg and
Friedrich Avenarius, but it was also haome-territory to Karl Schmidt, an
architect and civil servant who was to become a key figure in the movement.
Schmidt (1853-1922) had joined the civil service in Saxony as an architect in
1882 and advanced to a position as head of the Building and Public Works
section of the Treasury by 1902. In ‘addition he was a government
representative on the Royal Commission for the Preservation of Historical
Monuments and an enthusiastic student of Saxony's rich cultural heritage.
Schmidt was the driving force behind the new Saxon Building Code of 1900,
which specifically recommended the use of local materials and traditional
methods in new buildings, and which marked the start of a whole series of new
building and planning laws in the German states. Saxony was to remain the
flagship of the 'Heimatschutz' movement throughout the period and boasted
the largest membership of any of the 'Bund's affiliated regional
organisations.(11)

By 1906 the 'Heimatschutz' movement claimed its organisations involved
100,000 people as either individual or corporate members. Between 1900 and
1918 dozens of ‘'Heimatschutz' groups were founded throughout Germany. By
1911, 29 of these were affiliated to the 'Bund', although the Rhineland,

Bavaria and Baden movements remained independent until after World War One.
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Individual membership of the 'Bund' stood at around 15,000 in December
1911.(12) In some states and provinces, such as the Rhineland, the
'Heimatschutz' organisation was a semi-official body, closely linked to the
preservation authorities, whilst in other areas the organisation was in
receipt of state subsidies. This was particularly the case in Saxony, where
annual state grants had risen to 42,500 Marks by 1914.(13)

Although each region placed a different emphasis on the various
aspects of the 'Heimatschutz' concept, and despite disagreements over the
suitability of certain architectural forms,(14) there was broad agreement on
the standard texts of the movement. Schultze-Naumburg's 'Kulturarbeiten' and
his 1905-work 'Die Entstellung unseres Landes', Rudorff's republished
'Heimatschutz', Carl Johann Fuchs' 'Heimatschutz und Volkswirtschaft' and Karl
Henrici's 'Uber die Pflege des Heimatlichen im landlichen und stadtischen
Bauwesen', formed an ideological backbone to the often modest local campaigns
fought by the individual 'Heimatschutz' groups. In addition, journals such as
'Kunstwart', 'Heimatschutz' and the Direrbund pamphlet series, together with
numerous regional and local publications, ran regular articles on all aspects
of 'Heimatschutz' activity.

The term 'Heimatschutz' was defined so broadly in the organisation's
1904 founding charter that its supporters could chamnel their energies in any
mmber of directions. Inevitably, however, certain causes and campaigns
emerged to the detriment of others. With governmental agencies gradually
assuming responsibility for the preservation of ancient monuments, and
autonomous organisations emerging in the fields of animal welfare and the
preservation of folk-traditions, the topic which came to dominate
'"Heimatschutz' thought was the relationship of the built environment to the

natural world. From the 'Bund's first major campaign - a failed attempt to
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preserve the spectacular Laufenberg Rapids fram becoming part of a
hydro-electric power station - to its wartime efforts to rebuild destroyed
East Prussian villages in a sympathetic form, this relationship remained a
leitmotif of 'Heimatschutz' discourse.

'Heimatschutz' campaigns attracted support from all sections of
society, but certain professions played a predaminant role in the movement's
day-to-day activity. Analysis of membership of the Hamburg 'Heimatschutz'
organisation ('Verein Heimatschutz im Hamburger Staatsgebiet'-founded in 1911
by the amalgamation of three earlier associations) reveals the following
breakdown by profession ; of 389 members, 97 were teachers or professors, 40
civil servants (including 3judges), 39 businessmen or industrialists, 23
architects and 21 pastors.(15) The membership list includes 6 deputies of the
Hamburg parliament, plus the Mayor of the town of Stade.

If the Hamburg organisation ocould boast a fairly impressive
cross-section of middle class society, the membership of the Rhineland's
'Heimatschutz' organisation reveals an even greater array of ‘'Honoratioren'.
The 'Rheinischer Verein fur Denkmalpflege und Heimatschutz', which was founded
in 1906, had 1600 members by 1910. Its large management committee included the
Lord Mayors of Aachen, Oologne, Duisburg and Bonn, the 'Landrate' of Erkelenz,
Trier, St.Goar, Euskirchen, Ahrweiler and Bernkastel, and many leaders of the
business community (no fewer than nineteen 'Komerzienrate' ar 'Geheime
Kommerzienrate').(16) Meanwhile the Saxony section of the 'Committee for the
Care of Indigenous Art and Building Methods in Saxony and Thuringia', the
precursor to the 'Verein Sachsischer Heimatschutz', included 38 civil
servants, 31 state architects or building officials, 27 artists or architects
in private practice, and 20 teachers or academics, amongst its 131 members in

1906.(17) The 'Heimatschutz' movement was many things, but it was hardly part
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of the frivolous fringe.

The important role played by teachers and civil servants in the
movement has often been noted and may help to explain the didactic tone of
much 'Heimatschutz' literature. It is also a factor of considerable interest
to historians searching for the social roots of ‘'cultural pessimism' in
Wilhelmine Germany. Teachers, clerics and civil servants were, after all, some
of the alleged 'casualties' of the industrialisation process:

"Instead of honour, money was in demand. Achievement
counted rather than bearing, ostentatious wealth rather
than inner-values or education. The o0ld middle class,
which had defined its place in society through property
and education, was particularly affected Dby this
transformation."(18)

According to Rolf Peter Sieferle in his study of 'Enemies of
Progress', recently-qualified teachers and professors were particularly eager
to defend the old values of culture and learning against the 'parvenu'
standards of Wilhelmine society. Whilst employers, workers and even landowners
had come to recognise the necessity of the industrialisation process, the
'Bildungsburgertum' remained deeply suspicious of its effects. There may be
some truth in this assessment, but we should bear in mind that equivalent
organisations in other oountries had a very similar social character. The
'National Trust', founded in Britain in 1894, the 'American Scenic and
Historic Preservation Society' of 1895, and the 'Societé pour la Protection
des Paysages de France', were just a few of the environmentalist associations
to be established | at the turn of the century. Indeed, international
conferences on 'Heimatschutz' issues were held in Paris in 1909, and Stuttgart
three years later.

One must therefore be careful not to view 'Heimatschutz' as a German
'peculiarity' or assume that industrialisation turned all Germany's teachers,

clerics and civil servants into rabid anti-modernists or gloomy 'cultural
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pessimists'. Furthermore one must differentiate between the opposition to
industrialisation and modernisation per se, and those who objected only to
certain aspects of the process. Geoff Eley is surely correct when he writes
on ‘'cultural pessimism':

"A number of weaknesses reduce the value of the social-
cultural stereotype associated with this idea. On

one count, the real anti-modernists - agrarians, artisans
and traditional small businessmen with a grievance against
progress - were motivated much less by an intellectual

cultural pessimism than by the prospects of economic
decline. By contrast, the urban middle class with whom the
mood of cultural pessimism is normally associated seems
readily to have grasped the benefits of the new society
with all the buoyancy and self-confidence one could expect
in a prosperous and rapidly growing economy. In general
they confined their hostility only to certain features of
modernity ..."(19)

In turning now to examine the attitude of the 'Heimatschutz' movement
to industrial architecture, it should be possible to assess the mood of a
significant section of middle class opinion to questions of tradition and
modernity in Wilhelmine Germany, without resorting to the vague abstractions

of same 'cultural' historians.
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Fram the beginning, the quality of industrial architecture and
technical structures was a prime concern of the 'Heimatschutz' movement. The
post-1870 expansion of German industry, and the associated development of
the nation's infrastructure, was a major factor in the rapid transformation
of the German landscape. 'Heimatschutz' leaders were, however, well aware that
they could not halt the industrialisation process - nor indeed did they want
to. The Freiburg econamics professor and 'Heimatschutz' activist Carl Johann
Fuchs wrote:

"What we strive for is in no way regressive, reactionary
or romantic - which some people may suggest. We have no
intention of jamming the spokes of the 'Wheel of Time',
or indeed of trying to turn it back. But we can and
will steer it so that it does not run over the beauties
of our homeland, and does not drive us up the creek of
affectation and pretentious superficiality, but rather
takes us up to the heights of real culture."(20)

Addressing a conference in Mannheim on the relationship between
'Heimatschutz' and technology, the movement's leader Paul SchultzeiNaumburg
admitted:

"a struggle against it is pointless. The 'Heimatschutz'

movement can only hope to extend its influence so far as

to persuade the engineer to consider the protection of

the landscape as a matter of course, and for it to be a

factor from the beginning in the planning of all his
creations."(21)

Although the central thrust of ‘'Heimatschutz' agitation was
concentrated on aesthetic issues - the appearance of industrial and technical
buildings and their relationship to the environment - the movement's leaders
were well aware of the social and ethical questions which surrounded the
workplace too. Schultze-Naumburg wrote:

"It must gradually become accepted that the value of our

industrial complexes can never be measured in financial

terms alone. It 1is rather a question of recognising
what value they can have for the development of
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harmonious cultural ideals. An awareness of the
existence of such ideals has to be reactivated,
otherwise we will be ashamed in the future, when we look
back to the days when all human activity aimed to
create harmony and was carried by the great ideals of
mankind. (22)

In a 1908 'Heimatschutz' magazine article, the Stuttgart architect Klatte, was
more specific:

"It is surely self evident that factories with a
pleasant appearance are good advertisements for the
owner. One perceives him to be not just a
materialistic money-maker, but a human being with
feelings, education and an understanding of the great
and the good. Such employers will have an educational
effect and in the social conflict will prove that they
care for the welfare of their workers as people. It is
not irrelevant in which rooms we spend the greater part
of our lives. To create a friendly working environment
for the workers 1is an important task for all
employers."(23)

At first, however, neither the frequent invocation of a list of
qualities desirable in technical and industrial structures, nor the nostalgic
evocation of lost 'golden ages' in German architecture, suggested:that the
movement would make much impact on the practicalities of building or
planning. Schultze-Naumburg's pugnacious and direct style made popular points,
but evaded questions of detail:

"Whether in the 'Station Roads' of our provincial towns
or in the housing estates of our big cities, whether in
the west or the east of our nation, on the plains or in
the hills - everywhere the same cheerless, enervating
view."....

"..we have grown accustomed to the fact that technical
buildings must look cold, boring and indifferent. If
someone was to demand that engine-sheds, street
crossings, waiting rooms and factories should somehow
express to us their worthwhile role in 1life, we would
ask in astonishment, 'Can they do that then ?' That they
can, is indicated by buildings from the early part of
the last century."(24)

The emphasis of early 'Heimatschutz' writing about architecture lay on such

polemical descriptions of the present, rather than constructive proposals for
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the future. As so often, it was the 'Heimatschutz' arganisation in Saxony
which took the debate on a stage further and became involved in the
practicalities of building and planning. This occurred on three levels: by
influencing the nature of teaching at art schools and technical colleges ; by
drawing up ideal plans and models for architects and their clients ; and by
lobbying for legislation at national and local level.

The 'Heimatschutz' association in Saxony ('Verein Sachsischer
Heimatschutz' - 1908) evolved out of the 'Committee for the Care of Indigenous
Art and Building Methods in Saxony and Thuringia', which was founded in 1903
and quickly became an influential body under the chairmanship of Karl Schmidt.
As the name suggests, the 'Comnittee' was not constituted as a club or
association, but as a panel of experts, whose tactical approach was clearly
designed to win the respect and financial support of local and state
authorities. The success of this course was demonstrated by the decision of
the Saxon Ministry of the Interior to become a 'corporate member' of the
Committee in December 1905. (25) The excellent relations which developed
between the government and the Camnittee over the following months were
further illustrated by the decision of the BEducation Ministry in Dresden to
allow the Committee to hold an important meeting in its main seminar room.

The meefing, which took place on January 2nd 1907, brought together
leading 'Heimatzchutzer' with two Ministers and no fewer than thirteen of
Saxony's seventeen 'Amtshauptmanner', to discuss a wide range of architectural
issues.(26) The Committee was able to persuade the Saxon government to pass a
circular around Art- and Technical Colleges recommending the use of simple,
indigenous building styles as 'models' for students. Moreover, a number of
Dresden architects who sympathised with the aims of the 'Heimatschutz'

movement were commissioned by the Camnittee to produce plans for 'model'
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buildings, or suggest improvements to proposed new developments. The
architects, including Ernst Kuhn, August Grothe, Kurt Diestel and Karl Schmidt
himself, at first concentrated on various projects for small dwellings, such
as oottages for Royal forestry workers, and for state schools in rural
districts. Soon, however, their attention turned to industrial buildings too,
such as factory workshops and electricity sub-stations.(fig.32) The
establishment of 'Building Advisory Committees' and the effect of measures
introduced under the 1909 Building Code in Saxony, further increased the
output of that region's 'Heimatschutz' architects whose work was published in
architectural journals and became widely known.

The impact of the 1909 Saxon law, and other 'Heimatschutz' inspired
legislation, is discussed later, but the vigorous and well-publicised
'Heimatschutz' agitation also began to exert a direct influence on architects
and architectural theorists in all corners of the Reich. The theorists most
closely identified with the movement favoured two principal sources for a more
healthy architecture: the early 19th century 'Biedermeier' period, with its
unashamedly ‘'burgerlich' architecture, and the vernacular traditions of
Germany's regions, passed on fram father to son over generations. The great
variety of the latter - each region ocould lay claim to a wide range of
historical traditions -~ provided 'Heimatschutz' architects with a rich
selection of styles and materials, but at the same time caused the movement
many headaches.

It may at first seem paradoxical that a movement which championed
the architecture of the 1800-1835 period and which was committed to
'traditional' building should vigorously attack the practice of building in
historical styles, but this is exactly what 'Heimatschutz' supporters did. It

has already been stated that a deep dislike of historicist architecture - and
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particularly the application of historical styles on buildings with a modern
function - was common to all factions of the turn-of-the century reform
movement. Leading 'Heimatschutzer' were every bit as scathing in their attacks
on architectural historicism as the most avant-garde of the German modernists.
In an article on dams and power stations, Schultze-Naumburg refers to a
photograph of an electricity power station cloaked in an eclectic historicist
facade. He writes:

"In most cases it is not even the technical part of

modern industrial buildings which is such a slap in the

face, but the wretchedly stupid 'finery' which one puts
on the thing."(27)

At the same time, 'Heimatschutz' polemicists attacked two further
trenrds in contemporary industrial architecture: the blandly utilitarian,
functional building of commercial developers, who used cheap new materials
and had no feeling for art or culture, and the fashionable experiments of the
architectural avant-garde, who seemed to have no interest in established
tradition. The Hamburg 'Heimatschutz' leader Paul Brocker wrote:

"He who has tradition also has soul...He who does not,

will not be able to solve even the simplest of tasks:

he will build functional buildings with that well-known
prison-like appearance, of which there is no shortage
today."(28)
| Brocker's Altona-based colleague Oskar Schwindrazheim stressed that while the
'Heimatschutz' movement had no intention of copying past styles, and wished to
find a contemporary form of expression, it would not go in for what he called
"the sensational, 'never-before-seen' with three exclamation marks" either.
(29)

If one were to attempt a brief characterisation of the
'Heimatschutz' view of industrial architecture, three broad areas of concern
would emerge. Firstly, that industrial and technical buildings should be built

in the established tradition of indigenous architectural forms, using local
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materials wherever possible. Secondly, that industrial and technical buildings
should be ‘'honest' in reflecting their practical function, without
over-emphasising 'naked' engineering. And thirdly, that such buildings should
not be sited in sensitive locations, but that where their existence was
unavoidable every effort should be made for the building to blerd in with the
local landscape.

In his article on ‘'Heimatschutz' architecture in Iubeck Hans
Gunther Andresen offers the following summary:

"'Heimatschutz' architecture did not wish to quote

historical traditions in a formal sense, but aimed

rather to interpret the essential character of
traditional forms ...[It was] an architecture which

did not wish to be sensational, individualistic,

exclusive or experimental, but which placed itself in

the service of a living tradition .."(30)

One of the first industrial buildings to reflect the influence of
the 'Heimatschutz' movement was a power station at Bad Nauheim, a small health
resort north of Frankfurt-am-Main. In 1904 both houses of the Hesse parliament
passed a government Bill to launch a major development of Bad Nauheim's spa
facilities, with the aim of turning the town into an international centre for
the treatment of heart disease. Nearly 6.5 million Marks were made available
for the construction of 1lavish new bath-houses, medical facilities,
administration blocks and a power station to supply both the spa and the town
with heat and electricity. The power station complex was also to include a
mechanised steam lauhdry and a redevelopment of the municipal salt-works.

In the event, over 10.5 million Marks were required between 1904 and
1912 to complete the project, but the enthusiastic support of the Grand Duke
of Hesse, Ernst-Ludwig, ensured that the ambitious development programme was
campleted.(31) Emst-Ludwig (1868-1937), a grandson of Queen Victoria, had

gained a reputation as a patron of the arts, thanks mainly to his creation of
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an ‘'artists colony' at the Mathildenhohe in Darmstadt, where architects like
Peter Behrens and J.M.Olbrich had been invited to build at the turn of the
century. Although the Mathildenhohe colony was short-lived, it had helped to
create a small but thriving commnity of artists, architects and designers in
the Darmstadt area, and many of these were invited to make the one-hour train
journey to Bad Nauheim to contribute to the spa development project.

The man in charge of the Bad Nauheim scheme was the architect and
building inspector Wilhelm Jost (1874-1944), himself a former student in
Darmstadt. His plans for the new spa were essentially neo-Baroque in
character, although the participation of Darmstadt designers such as Albin
Miller, Heinrich Jobst and Friedrich Wilhelm Kleukens ensured that the
buildings were richly-decorated in 'Jugendstil' forms. For the technical
complex, however, Jost preferred a different approach.

Plans for the power station complex, drawn up in 1904 by Jost and
the architect Albert Marx, revealed a close affinity to the ideas of the 'Bund
Heimatschutz', whose founding earlier that year had been widely reported. In
order to avoid problems of noise or smoke pollution, the power station was to
be built well away fram the spa itself, with underground power-lines linking
the two. Although conveniently placed on the main Frankfurt-GieBen railway
line, the power station complex was to be built on atractive park land,
surrounded by trees and shrubs, and the buildings were to take account of this
sensitive location. Building work on the power station began in 1905, taking
nine months and costing over 300,000 Marks to complete.(32) The dark red
basalt stone of Upper Hesse was chosen by Jost and the architect Kraft, who
had replaced Marx, as the most suitable local material with which to clad the
iron-framed structure. Further homely touches were provided by the timbered

gable on the building's south-east wing and the tiled, pitched roofs, which
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daminated the building. Rather than hide the camplex's practical function,
the architects emphasised it: large ventilation ocowls rose fraom the
boiler-house roof and a fifty metre chimney was made an architectural feature,
visible like an an obelisk from all corners of the town.(figs.33-34)

The correspondent of the journal 'Die Rheinlande', Ebinghaus, wrote:

"If, after this achievement, anyone still claims that

our factories cannot be anything but ugly, or that it is

necessary to hide their halls Dbehind ornamental
mock-facades, one will be able to hold up this model
example to shame them."(33)

Upon completion of the power station, work began on the adjacent
mechanised steam laundry. This reinforced oconcrete structure with whitewashed
plaster walls was designed by the architect Kraft and well illustrates the
'Heimatschutz' movement's marriage of tradition and modernity. The plainly
functional <central block, with its 1large rectangular windows and
uncompromising form, contrasting with the more ornamental wings and
traditional roofs. (fig.35) The steam-laundry cost 160,000 Marks to build and
could cope with 15,000 bed sheets a day.(34)

The Bad Nauheim complex was completed in 1910 with the construction
of new buildings for the town's salt works, which were erected opposite the
power station at a cost of 208,000 Marks. The nature of the salt production
process made it impossible to consider the use of iron, brick or sandstone in
the building, so the architect Dr.Lipp employed a wooden frame, clad in the
local Taunus quartzite stone. (£figs.36-37) The new salt works brought
together in one modern plant a number of processes previously scattered
throughout the town. Its architectural form, however, remained firmly in the
tradition of old German salt works, a fact which caused the journal 'Der
Industriebau’ to comment:

"In this way one can learn from the past - not
by slavishly copying, but by creating new from the
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examples of old - thereby giving the new age something
of the charm of old buildings ..."(35)

Another article in that publication states:
... [ The salt works] " show quite clearly that
technical buildings can possess a high degree of beauty,
as well as pure functionality, without resorting to any
architectural decoration."(36)
'Der Industriebau' concluded its series an the technical buildings at Bad
Nauheim with the camment:

"that a state authority has acted in such

exemplary fashion in the field of industrial

architecture deserves respect and emulation.'"(37)

In the years before World War One the Bad Nauheim example was indeed
emulated, with many local authorities playing a key role in the campaign to
put 'Heimatschutz' principles into practice. The development of a gas works
at the picturesque Rhineland town of Oberwesel is a good example of the sort
of building project which attracted the attention of 'Heimatschutz' activists
and ooncerned local planners alike. Situated on the left bank of the Rhine
between Coblenz and Bingen, Oberwesel was just the sort of romantic German
town 'Heimatschutzer' held up as a model of harmonious and organic growth,
where architectural forms seemed to have evolved over hundreds of years and
now 'belonged’' to the landscape in a way contemporary architecture seldom did.
It was hardly surprising, therefore, that plans by the town council to build a
gas warks to serve the local community, were greeted with suspicion in
'Heimatschutz' circles.

After putting the project out to tender, the town council duly
selected the most economic entry, fram an engineering campany more interested
in the contract to supply technical equipment than the architectural quality
of the complex. The responsible authorities in Coblenz, however, refused

planning permission on aesthetic grounds, and called for new plans, better



75

suited to such a sensitive location. This decision was hardly surprising,
given the close links between the Coblenz planners and the 'Heimatschutz'
movement. In 1906 the Rhineland's newly-formed 'Heimatschutz' organisation had
been presented with an office and the use of a civil servant in the (oblenz
district government headquarters, by the region's 'Regierungsprasident'
Freiherr von Hovel. Furthermore, Coblenz had been one of the first districts
to introduce the assessment of all planning appplications on aesthetic as well
as technical grounds. (38)

New schemes for the Oberwesel project, camouflaged in a variety of
historical styles and including at least one mock castle, complete with
turrets and firing slits for gasmen with bows and arrows, were presented and
rejected. Then, just when it seemed that Oberwesel would never get its gas
works, the Frankfurt-based 'Heimatschutz' architect Stefan Simon sulmitted a
plan that met with everyone's approval.(39) (fig.38)

The gas works were eventually built in 1908, camprising of an
unpretentious pair of wvernacular buildings, and a small gas-holder hidden
behind tall trees, located so as to make the iron structure virtually
invisible from the Rhine. The buildings were erected using local stone and
slate, ard special care was taken in the arrangement of the ensemble, so that
the actual gas production building, with its steeply sloping roof and cupola,
took centre-stage. Simon's most interesting innovation was the way in which he
successfully avoided the need for a tall chimney, by placing small chimneys
for each of the three gas ovens at the back of the production building.
Ultimately, however, the significance of Oberwesel gas warks lies not in its
architecture but in what it tells us of 'Heimatschutz' influence on the
planning process: by 1907, the aesthetics of industrial architecture had

became a contentious issue for planners and public alike.
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The Rhine did not only pose problems for planners in the small-town
environment of Oberwesel. The rapid development of commercial shipping on the
river also set a challenge for officials in the major trading centres, who
were faced with an ever-increasing demand for quayside facilities. The city of
Cologne had opened an extensive dock and warehouse development in 1898, but in
the space of less than a decade von Below's neo-Gothic warehouses had become
unable to cope with demand. So, in 1907, the city council decided to construct
a new warehouse complex on the Agrippinaufer, a few miles south of the city
centre. The 207 metre-long warehouse block was built in 1908-9 at a cost of
1.5 million Marks.(40) It was designed by a municipal architect, Hans Verbeek,
in conjuction with the city's technical 'Beigeordnete', Carl Rehorst
(1866-1919) - vice chairman of the 'Bund Heimatschutz'.

The Agrippinaufer development represented the first large-scale use
of reinforced concrete in Oologne, but the complex became better known for
its rhythmic and highly-distinctive outline, which led to the block being
known locally as the 'Danzig warehouses' (£ig.39): a reference to the towering
gables of that historic Baltic port. The architect Verbeek later wrote:

"The 200 metre-long building was divided up by

gables not in an attempt to feign an '0Old Danzig', but

rather to prepare Rhine river travellers for the scale
of the city, emerging in the distance. At the same
time, however, it was important not to dominate the
nearby wuniversity building, and desirable that an
impression of a single, unified building was
retained."(41)
The response of architectural critics to the Cologne warehouses mirrors the
fortunes of the 'Heimatschutz' movement itself. Until 1918, the complex
attracted much praise, not just in 'Heimatschutz' publications, but also from
the nascent Modern movement and more traditional critics too. It was

significant that a print of Verbeek's building adorned the front of the
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special Oologne edition of the journal 'Moderne Bauformen' in 1914. A decade
later, however, it attracted only scorn fram architectural circles, as an
example of Wilhelmine Romanticism at its worst.

Cologne's Carl Rehorst, who had been in charge of the ciy's
architecture and planning since 1907, was not the only 'Heimatschutzer' in a
position of influence. The City Architect of Dresden, Hans Erlwein
(1872-1914), was an active member of the 'Verein Sachsischer Heimatschutz' and
his buildings for the City Corporation were often admired in 'Heimatschutz'
literature. Indeed, one of the Durerbund's influential pamphlets was devoted
entirely to 'Simple Municipal Buildings in Dresden by Hans Erlwein'(1913). One
of Erlwein's first major projects for the city was for a new water warks at
Hosterwitz, a few miles upstream fram Dresden in the scenic Elbe valley.
(42) (£fig.40) Built in 1907-08 on the site of a former royal tobacco
plantation, and surrounded by pea¢ch trees and vineyards, the Hosterwitz
waterworks had whitewashed walls and red tiled roofs, but Erlwein's efforts to
harmonise technology and landscape were hampered by the works' towering
chimmey. A small chimney would have blended more easily with the surroundings,
but a tall one offered a better discharge of smoke pollution - the dilemmas
faced by architects and planners in attempting to conserve the natural
environment had already acquired a very modern complexity.

The Hosterwitz water works was only one of numerous projects for
major improvements to Dresden's municipal infrastructure in the decade before
World War One. Between 1906 and his death in a road accident in 1914, Erlwein
was responsible for a monumental gas holder at Dresden-Reick,(fig.41) an
extensive abattoir camplex,(figs.42-43) a fire station in the SchluterstraBe,
a sewage works at Dresden-Kaditz,(fig.44) an eleven storey tobacco warehouse

in the DevrientstraBe (fig.45) and dozens of individually-designed public
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oconveniences, tram stops and kiosks, in addition to the many schools,
hospitals, offices and houses the city council was involved in building.

The Dresden example, which is by no means atypical, indicates the
opportunities open to municipal architects at this time. The building boom of
the later Wilhelmine years made it possible for an ambitious and hard-working
architect to write his own distinctive signature on the face of a large city
in the space of a few short years. Fritz Schumacher's Hamburg and Ludwig
Hoffmann's Berlin are perfect illustrations of this fact. At the same time
however, the considerable power of City Architects and the intense activity of
their municipal building and planning departments, suggests the sphere in
which organisations eager to put forward a particular view on the appearance
of the built environment were able to operate most effectively.

It is surely no coincidence that the industrial and technical
buildings to be considered thus far were all erected by public authorities. A
natural affinity appeared to exist between the concept of 'Heimatschutz' and
the ethos of public sector officials, at a time when municipal architects,
planners and engineers were all seeking wider recognition for their
distinctive professional status and responsibilities.(43) In general,
architects in private practice proved significantly less willing to embrace
the 'Heimatschutz' cause. Similarly, few private companies, small businessmen
or commercial developers chose to employ architects associated with the
'Heimatschutz' movement on their new industrial building projects. At the same
time, however, many individuals fram the world of commerce and industry took
an active part in 'Heimatschutz' organisations.(44) Same reasons for this
apparent contradiction are discussed in later chapters, when we turn to
consider the motivation of German industrial companies in choosing particular

architects or architectural styles during the 1900-1918 period.
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There were, of course, exceptions to the general rule, and a few of
the private industrial buildings to be constructed along 'Heimatschutz'
lines merit some attention. In a special edition of the Rhineland
'Heimatschutz' organisation's journal, dedicated to past and present
industrial architecture,(45) one of the modern buildings singled out for
special praise was an extension to the Zanders paper factary in Bergisch
Gladbach, east of Oologne. The managing director of this long-established
family firm, Hans Zanders, was himself a member of the ‘'Heimatschutz'
association in his native Rhineland, and an enthusiastic patron of the arts,
so the careful consideration given by rthe company to the appearance of a
planned factory extension in 1908 was not totally unexpected. Rather than
select a leading architect to create a new work of art on the site, however,
Zanders comuissioned a local master-builder, L.Bopp, to build in the
vernacular tradition of some neighbouring ocottages, which had themselves once
served as places of production. The modest three-storey extension was built
in a coarse grey limestone, quarried just three minutes away from the Zanders
factory, and was designed to 'take account of its dominant position' in an
attractive valley.

One of the best-known architects to be associated with the
'Heimatschutz' movement was Fritz Higer (1877-1949), who is remembered for the
vast and expressionistic 'Chilehaus' in Hamburg, but actually spent most of
his life working in the more modest tradition of north German hrick
architecture. Hoger set up his own architectural practice in 1907 and later
recalled:

"It was the time in which the ideas of the
'Heimatschutz' movement were becoming popular, even in

my part of the world. Our - that is to say, the
'Heimatschutz' association, to which I belonged from the
beginning - resistance against 'pseudo-architecture'

was growing ever stronger amongst the masses.'(46)
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when Hoger was asked to design a factory for the North German Net Campany in
Itzehoe, a small town in Holstein, he produced a simple, unpretentious
building, with local red-brick walls, an unusual orthogonal chimney and
steep, tiled roofs, under which were housed the drying rooms.(fig.46) Hoger
was later to expound on his use of brickwork:

"For me, brick and clinker have a sacred and religious

expression when in the hands of a good master-builder.

This applies even to the most profane cathedral of work,

to an industrial building or warehouse. By the way, it

is actually from these sort of buildings that the
evolution of architectural style comes from. A factory
can be unbelievably monumental.'"(47)
Certainly the magazine 'Der Industriebau' was impressed with the Itzehoe
factory. In January 1914 its correspondent wrote:

"In this instance a small firm has brought about a new

artistic creation, which consciously employs the good

old ways of building.'(48)

However, the industrial building which received most acclaim in
'Heimatschutz' circles was located hundreds of miles away from Hoger's
windswept North German Plain. The factory, built by the Munich architect
Richard Riemerschmid (1868-1957) for the ‘'Deutsche Werkstatten fur
Handwerkskunst' in the Dresden garden-city suburb of Hellerau, was a symbol
for many in the 'Reform of Life' movement of how modern industrial work could
and should be. As the focal point of an ideal commnity, the Hellerau factory
- which was built in 1909 - was hardly typical of industrial installations
in Wilhelmine Germany, yet it was the workplace of around 600 wood- and
metal-workers, and was a 'workshop' in name alone. The rural feel to the
factory, arranged around two courtyards and with many whimsical touches, was
dismissed by Walter Gropius as 'impractical peasant-romanticism',(49) but

Riemerschmid's creation had many admirers in more progressive architectural
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circles too.(figs.47-48)

The ‘Deutsche Werkstatten', under the leadership of Karl
Schmidt-Hellerau (1873-1948), began in 1898 as an idealistic attempt to
establish a just working environment, free of the battles between capital and
labour which were raging elsewhere in the Reich. It shared many of the
illusions and experienced many of the failures of the wider Wilhelmine reform
movement, but ironically was also a great business success. Indeed, the solid
and reasonably-priced furniture produced by the Hellerau workshops could
be found in the bedrooms and studies of 'Heimatschutz' activists across the
land.

At the heart of the Hellerau experiment lay the belief that an
harmonious environment could help to establish harmonious social relations,
and this is surely a key to a better understanding of 'Heimatschutz' too.
Schultze-Naumburg and the other ideologues of the movement saw buildings as
characteristic expressions of a culture - in the case of Wilhelmine Germany,
more often than not a symbol of a lack of culture - but they also perceived a
more positive role for architecture in society. If buildings could be erected
as symbols of harmony - not only architectural harmony, but harmony with the
landscape and with the past as well - then could they not help to (re-)create
social harmony too? It was not by chance that the architectural
characteristics most loudly championed by the 'Heimatschutzer' - honesty,
simplicity, solidity - were ethical qualities above all else.

It would be wrong of course to imply that such weighty matters were
on the mind of every oonservationist, planner and architect, who became
involved in 'Heimatschutz' activities: one of the major weaknesses in the
'cultural history' method is a desire to attach the intellectual flights of

fancy of a few, onto the day-by-day actions of the many. Yet the desire for
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'harmony' was real enough, and it was widely-accepted within the movement that
industrial architecture could make an important contribution to re-creating a
more harmonious society. After all, factories were not only an obvious factor
in the declining quality of the natural environment, but they appeared to be
the prime source of social disharmony too.

Once the 'Heimatschutz' movement had become established, however,
its dilemma was clear. How could it ever hope to create enough 'symbols of
harmony' to make any real impact on the environment or society as a whole? In
its first few years, the 'Heimatschutz' agitation had achieved same notable
successes in the field of industrial architecture, lbut the movement's
leadership was well aware that for every model factory and sympathetic
architect, there were hundreds of 'money-minded' men doing irreparable damage
to the 'Heimat'. It would take more than harsh words fram an army of
schoolmasters if Germany was to be saved: legislation was needed, and that

would require political action.
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The Altona ‘Heimatschutz' activist Oskar Schwindrazheim once
claimed, '"We have never thought about laying down draconian laws to prevent
this or that, just because something is not strictly 'Heimatstil'".(50) By
1914, however, there were many architects and manufacturers who were prepared
to claim that just such measures were already in existence. Even some
comitted 'Heimatschutz' supporters had begun to question the direction the
movement was taking: 'Should we impose 'Heimatschutz'? asked the movement's
Schleswig-Holstein leader in the title of a 1910 essay, before answering his
own question with a clear negative.(51) The Chairman of the movement in
Westphalia, Freiherr von Kerckerink, was equally adamant when he told a
meeting in 1910:

"In the long run the police truncheon will not be able

to protect the 'Heimat'; only public opinion

[can]}.."(52)

Nevertheless, the 'Heimatschutz'-inspired legislation enacted in
most German states between 1900 and 1914 was the movement's single greatest
achievement, and serves as a testament to the willingness of 'Heimatschutz'
activists to become involved in the practicalities of political action; a
characteristic not usually oonsidered to have been much in evidence amongst
turn-of-the-century ‘'cultural pessimists'. The legislation has since been
largely forgotten, but at the time it aroused heated discussion and sowed the
seeds of many of the architectural controversies which were later to enter
the political arena in the Weimar Republic.

'Heimatschutz' organisations and governmental bodies had enjoyed a
close relationship since the movement's earliest days.(53) The particularly
strong ties in Saxony have already been mentioned, and whilst no other part of
Germany could quite match the quality of those connections, 'Heimatschutz' had

its supporters in most legislative and executive bureaucracies. The movement
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had contact with national and local government on various levels, ranging from
direct financial subsidy or the use of government offices, to participation in
the annual ‘'Conferences for Preservation and Heimatschutz' and in official
competitions to find 'model' buildings. Schools and colleges were encouraged
by government to use 'Heimatschutz' publications in their teaching, and the
movement responded by making thousands of copies available to ‘'opinion
formers', such as teachers and councillors. In 1914 the Saxon Bducation
Ministry went as far as to send every school a questionnaire, enquiring 'What
has the school done for 'Heimatschutz' and what can it do in the future 2"
(54)

Paul Schultze-Naumburg's pamphlet 'The Disfigurement of our Country'
appeared to be particularly popular with the authorities. The 'Bund
Heimatschutz', which published the pamphlet, was delighted to receive an order
in late 1907 for 500 copies fram the Prussian Minister of Public Works,
who intended to distribute them to leading civil servants in the building
department. (55) The Preface to its third impression noted proudly:

"The second impression of 20,000 copies appeared 1in

April 1908 and was almost completely sold out by

October. To a large degree we have to thank the

vigorous support of the authorities for this success.The

publication was recommended in many of the official
gazettes and by special decree, amongst others from the

Prussian Ministries of Public Works, the Interior and

Education, from the Austrian Ministers of Public Works

and Education, and from Ministries in Bavaria,

Wurttemberg, Saxony ... In a number of parishes and

districts the publication has been purchased out of

public funds to circulate to authorities, craftsmen,
teachers and priests.'"(56)

The civil servants in the Prussian Ministry of Public Works seem to
have done their homework. The 1908 'Bund Heimatschutz' conference was told by
one of the Ministry's top officials that the movement's motives were ‘'fully

understood' and that the Ministry's buildings would attempt to reflect their
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aims.(57) In 1911 the equivalent Ministry in Baden went one stage further and
sent out special decrees to the railway ard water authorities, stressing the
need to consider aesthetic factors in all industrial and technical structures
built by the state.(58)

It appears that the movement enjoyed a certain amount of royal
backing too : upon the formation of the Rhineland 'Heimatschutz' association
in 1906, a telegramme of support was received fraom the Kaiser.(59) Thereafter,
the patriotic Rhinelanders sent copies of their publications to Berlin at
every opportunity, and always received a message of thanks fram the Chief of
the Kaiser's Civil Cabinet. Prince Friedrich Wilhelm of Prussia was the
Honorary President of the Silesian 'Heimatschutz' movement and spoke at its
annual meetings (60) and a similar role was played by Prince Johann Georg in
Saxany (61). In 1915 the Saxon Interior Minister, Count Vitzthum von Eckstadt,
told Parliament:

"Heimatschutz is no game, but rather a far-reaching
cultural movement, whose influence pervades every corner
of the nation. The Law against the Disfigurement of Town
and Country, of March 10th 1909, is an expression of
this, and its implementation means no more and no less
than the preservation and re-creation of the basis of
all culture: the raising of the feeling of ‘'Heimat', the
protection of beauty and of historical uniqueness, the
artistic education of our people to good taste, and
thereby also the raising of the economic power of our
people on the World market.."(62)

Despite such glowing testimonies, the'Bund Heimatschutz' was always
anxious to stress its independence fraom government. Schultze-Naumburg told a
1909 conference in Trier:

"The 'Bund Heimatschutz' considers it an

essential prerequisite for its effectiveness that it

should be fully independent of any state
authority.."(63)

Although he went on to add:
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"On the other hand, it should be quite clear to anyone
who has ever had the slightest contact
with 'Heimatschutz' activity how absolutely essential
state support and the co-operation with the authorities
is..."(64)

Official support for the concept of 'Heimatschutz' did not mean,
however, that the passage of 'Heimatschutz' legislation was a mere formality.
On the contrary, wherever such measures were discussed they aroused fierce
controversy, both in-and outside the parliamentary chamber. 'Heimatschutz'
legislation in Wilhelmine Germany came in two stages. Initial laws, such as
the 'General Building Code' for the Kingdam of Saxony (1900) or the Prussian
'Law against the Disfigurement of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty'(1902),
were significant in introducing an aesthetic component into German planning
law: 19th century building ocodes, as administered by the 'Baupolizei', were
essentially concerned only with hygiene and public safety. Paragraph 90 of the
1900 Saxon Code stated:

"Architectural structures which would clearly blight an

area can be forbidden. For particular streets, or parts

of streets, by-laws can be passed which insist on
higher architectural demands being met by the proposed

buildings." (65)

The second wave of 'Heimatschutz' legislation was ushered in by a new, and
much tougher, Prussian 'Disfigurement Law' (1907), and continued with specific
new laws in Bremen (1907), Mumnich (1908), Saxony (1909), Oldenburg (1910),
Hamburg (1912) and expanded 'General Building Codes' in other parts of Germany
(such as Baden and Wurttemberg) before World War One.

The political and geographical structure of the Reich ensured that
the legislation introduced in Prussia was subject to particular scrutiny.
The 'Law against the Disfigurement of Places and outstanding Landscapes', ar
'Verunstaltungsgesetz' came into effect on July 15th 1907, and contained three

main measures. Paragraph one enabled the 'Baupolizei' to refuse planning
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permission for any new building, ar extension to an existing building, which
'grossly disfigured' the place or landscape in which it was to be sited. This
measure applied to the whole of Prussia. Paragraphs two to seven were
concerned with establishing the basis of a system to protect and conserve
valuable buildings and the character of historic townscapes, but required the
passing of local by-laws ('Ortsstatute')and could only protect certain streets
or buildings designated by name. 'Commissions of Experts' were to help in the
drawing up of by-laws suited to local conditions, and to aid the 'Baupolizei'
in the assessment of planning applications. The 'Building Advisory
Committees', as these commissions generally became known, could make
alterations to plans submitted to them, provided that these did not cause the
client unreasonable extra costs. The law contained no provision for the
payment of damages. The eighth paragraph was aimed at protecting landscapes
of outstanding natural beauty from development, with the areas in question to
be chosen by each region's 'Regierungsprasident', in oconjunction with the
district council.

The passage of the 'Disfigurement Law' through the Lower House of
the Prussian Parliament had not been smooth. In the course of its first
two readings deputies of the Catholic 'Zentrum', in particular, were critical
of the extensive powers the proposed legi»slation granted to the 'Baupolizei'.
Although 'Zentrum' deputies did not question the Bill's good intentions,
many felt it intruded too far into the rights of the individual, and some felt
it contradicted Article 9 of the Prussian Constitution (which provided for the
payment of full compensation in cases of state intervention against private
property).

The member for Elberfeld, Schmitz (Freisinnige Volkspartei), was

also perturbed by the Bill's powers. He told the House that although it was
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desirable to prevent the construction of ugly buildings, 'we have very serious
reservations about the way in which it extends planning powers into the area
of aesthetics", and turns the planners "into judges of good taste in the
arts'. The Minister of Public Works, Breitenbach, defended the proposed
legislation, claiming it took into consideration 'the aesthetic needs of a
culturally advanced time". The legislation was passed (the size of the
majority is mnot recorded) despite a last-minute point of order by the
‘Zentrum' member Schmidt (Warburg), who tried to envoke Article 107 of the
Constitution to ensure a statutory re-vote after 21 days.(66)

The 1907 law was welcomed in principle by 'Heimatschutz'
campaigners, but criticised on various counts, not least for its ambiguous
lanquage and reliance on subjective terms such as ‘grossly disfigure'.(67)
Clearly, the law's success or failure would depend to a large extent on how it
was to be implemented in practice. Thus, for the next three years, much
'Heimatschutz' effort was spent on lobbying local authorities to act in the
spirit of the new legislation. 'Heimatschutzer' helped to find the most
effective wording for local by-laws, and were closely involved in the setting
up of the Building Advisory Cammittees - whose size and form had been left
unclear by the law-makers.

As if aware of the 'Disfigurement Law's shortcamings, the Prussian
Ministries of Public Works and the Interior issued a supplementary decree on
January 10th 1908. The decree outlined how the powers given by the 1907 law
should best be used, and stressed the desirability of wvoluntary co-operation
with the planning authorities. The decree, couched in classic 'Heimatschutz'
terms, specifically recommended the use of publications by Schultze-Naumburg,
Rudorff and Karl Schmidt to 'enthuse, enlighten and explain' the context of
the new law to all those involved in the building process.(68) A week later,
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a further decree went out fram Berlin to Prussia's 'Regierungsprasidenten',
asking them to ensure that state building and planning officials in their
areas supported the development of a 'sound, indigenous building style', both
in- and outside office hours.(69)

By the end of August 1908, nine caommunities had passed by-laws under
the provisions of the 1907 law, and 33 towns and villages were in the process
of doing so. A further 112 communities had declared an intention to act.(70)
General agreement was lacking, however, as to the wording of local
legislation. Even within the 'Heimatschutz' movement there was controversy
over certain aspects of the by-law packages. The Dresden architect Fritz
Schumacher (1869-1947), shortly to become City Architect in Hamburg, was one
of many to realise the potential dangers of such by-laws. In an article in
the 'Heimatschutz' journal (71) he attacked the recently-passed by-laws in
Magdeburg, which listed ‘'suitable' architectural styles for buildings in
sensitive areas of the city. Although the list gave the historicist architect
plenty of choice, it was exactly what creative architects had feared fram
'"Heimatschutz' legislation. The 'Heimatschutz' expert on legislative matters,
F.W.Bredt, was quick to condem the inclusion of restrictions on 'style' in
legislation (72) but the fear of private architects - and particularly the
nascent Modern movement - of an ‘'architectural dictatorship' or a 'style
police' would not go away.

The number of communities passing 'Heimatschutz' by-laws increased
rapidly in 1909 (including Berlin in June), as did the number of Building
Advisory Committees, with 'Heimatschutz' activists playing a major role in the
shaping of both. Amongst the first commnities to receive 'Heimatschutz'
by-laws in the Prussian Rhineland province were Mayen, Zons, Bergisch

Gladbach, Zulpich, Konigswinter and Barmen ; and on each occasion members of
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the Rhineland 'Heimatschutz' movement were on hand to help with the drafting.
A characteristic feature of such by-laws was the designation of zones for
particular use. If buildings with an industrial use were to be erected in
close proximity to residential areas, they would have to reflect the character
of the surroundings in their appearance. A good example is provided by the
H.W.Kemna Ribbon Factory in Barmen, where the authorities used the new by-laws
to insist on a 'villa style' appearance for the factory, using the 'form,
colour and materials' of neighbouring buildings. The result, built in 1908 by
the architect Rudolf Schnell, was praised by the local 'Heimatschutz' leader
F.W.Bredt.(73) (figs.48-49)

By 1912 the Rhineland province could boast around seventy Building
Advisory Committees, with a central committee based in Dusseldorf ('Rheinische
Bauberatungsstelle', founded 1911). The Committees varied greatly in size and
in the frequency of their meetings, but all were run on voluntary lines. The
Dusseldorf committee was funded jointly by state and 'Heimatschutz' subsidies,
and numbered up to 15 members. It consisted of delegates fram the
'Heimatschutz' organisation of the Rhineland (2), the Rhineland Association
for Workers' Housing (2), the provincial authorities (1), the architects'
professional body, the B.D.A. (1), the engineers association, the A.I.V.(1),
and up to 8 elected members - invariably fram the ranks of the 'Heimatschutz'
movement. The Building Advisory Committee received building plans both as
referals fram the 'Baupolizei', and sent in voluntarily by clients. The plans
were discussed, and then either approved or passed on to the Comittee's
resident architect for 'improvement'. Since the architect concerned, Ernst
Stahl, was a devoted 'Heimatstil' supporter, the results were very much in
line with the 'Heimatschutz' ideal. (74)

The impact of the Building Advisory Cammittees on industrial
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architecture is difficult to assess. The Rhineland cammittee appeared to deal
mostly with house-building plans; just one factory was amongst the first two
dozen cases it considered, and only two of the 120 projects to be assessed by
the comnittee in the twelve months from September 1913 were factories. In
Saxony, where an architect was employed full-time by the 'Heimatschutz'
organisation to aid the committees, 449 building plans were amended in 1909,
760 in 1911 and 631 in 1912.(75) Here the proportion of industrial schemes to
be dealt with appears to have been higher,(fig.51) but detailed statistical
information is not available. Since industrial buildings were quite rare in
the sort of town centre streets generally protected by the new by-laws, one
should not be surprised that such projects formed only a small part of the
Building Advisory Committees' activity.

Of more importance to architects and builders in the industrial
field were undoubtedly the powers granted to the 'Baupolizei' under Paragraph
One of the 1907 Prussian law, which applied to all areas and did not require
local by-laws. Paragraph Two of the 1909 Saxon law was equally wide-ranging,
and indeed stricter than the Prussian legislation in stating that a building
only had to 'disfigure' (rather than 'grossly disfiqure') the environment to
attract the planners' attention. Such powers may not seem unusual or
unreasonable, but the nature of the 'Baupolizei' in Wilhelmine Germany ensured
that this was to become the most controversial aspect of the 'Heimatschutz'
legislation.

Although in larger towns and cities 'Baupolizei' functions had been
incorporated into the planning departments of the municipal bureaucracy, the
'Baupolizei' was in fact an arm of the state police force, which meant that
outside the cities responsibility for planning issues lay with the 'Landrat’

(in Prussia) or 'Amtshauptmann' (in Saxony and elsewhere). The 'Landrat' was
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vitally important in the Prussian administrative system, and these unelected
'county sheriffs' already wielded considerable personal power. One potential
effect of the new legislation was thus to give a small band of individuals
-often conservative and authoritarian in outlook - a powerful weapon with
which to impose a personal view of architecture on an unwilling community.

Between 1907 and the outbreak of war, tales of 'Landrat' excess
abounded, as opponents of the 'Heimatschutz' movement - modern architects,
developers and manufacturers of synthetic building materials - seized on
stories of ‘'Landrate' forbidding the use of flat roofs, oconcrete and
corrugated iron. The industrialists' pressure-group 'Bund der Industriellen'’,
set up a comission in 1911 to deal with the 'excesses of the Heimatschutz
agitation', whilst manufacturers of tar-paper and roofing-felt saw themselves
compelled to spend large sums of money to uphold the reputation of the flat
roof.(74) Even the 'Heimatschutz' movement's own F.W.Bredt conceded that the
Saxon law gave such extensive powers "that an unskilled and indiscreet
administrative official could inflict damage with it".(77) Such was the furore
stirred up in the aftermath of the 'Heimatschutz' legislation that it is
difficult to assess the real impact of the new laws on industrial
architecture, but the role of the 'Landrat' in 'Heimatschutz' activity
certainly merits closer investigation.

'Landrate' were well-represented in all 'Heimatschutz' associations.
Of the six 'Landrate' to sit on the Management Committee of the Rhineland
organisation, three were also chairmen of local 'Heimatschutz' groups. In
Schleswig-Holstein, where the provincial ‘'Oberprasident' was a keen
'Heimatschutz' supporter, the 'Landrate' played a major part in the success of
the movement. A representative of the Schleswig-Holstein 'Heimatschutzer'

wrote:
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"It is of great importance for the success of our
efforts, that the 'Landrate', who are very influential
in their districts, are almost all well
-disposed to 'Heimatschutz' ideas, and some are
enthusiastic supporters." (78)
This picture was repeated in many parts of the Reich. By 1906, for instance,
no fewer than seven 'Amtshauptmanner' (the officials for Auerbach,
Chemnitz, Dippoldiswalde, Dobeln, GroBenhain, Lobau and MeiBen) were members
of the 'Committee for the Care of Indigenous Art and Building Methods in
Saxony'. One of these, Dr.Hartmann from Dobeln, was chosen to speak on the
1909 Saxon law at that year's annual conference on conservation in Trier.
Furthermore, it was a 'Landrat', Freiherr von Wilmowski, who was elected to
replace Schultze-Naumburg as Chairman of the 'Bund Heimatschutz' in 1914.
Unlike the 'Baupolizei' departments of big cities, the 'Landrat' or
'Amtshauptmann' was not aided by a large staff of planning officials. Indeed,
many rural districts did not employ any at all. This had two consequences:
firstly, the 'Landrate' carried considerable personal responsibility;
secondly, they relied greatly on the advice of voluntary bodies such as the
'Heimatschutz' movement, to assist them in decision-making. Same 'Landrate’',
like Adolf Lucas, 'Landrat' of the industrial Solingen district, were
instrumental in the establishment of Building Advisory Committees, to help
cope with the increasing number of planning applications in their area. Lucas'
comittee, set up in 1908, included the 'Heimatschutz' activist F.W.Bredt,
Peter Klotzbach - a lecturer fram the local arts and crafts school- and the
Mayor of Solingen.(79)
Other 'Landrate' preferred a more personal approach. The 'Landrat’
of Niederbarmin, Count von Rodern, presented three self-drawn 'model facades'
to the community, to replace the 'bad taste' designs of local architects and

builders. But, as the journal 'Kinstgewerbeblatt' pointed out, 'who was to
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vouch for the 'good taste' of the Count ?'(80) In another instance, the
'Landrat' of Limburg issued a decree to the local population strongly
recommending the introduction of ivy and other creepers on to the walls of
their buildings, as part of the efforts to 'give our towns and villages a more
cosy appearance'.(81) In a 1911 article on 'Landrate als Heimatschutzer', the
'Kunstwart's Friedrich Avenarius noted that since the introduction of the 1907
law, the cases of 'Landrate' taking up the cudgels on behalf of the
'"Heimatschutz' ideal had steadily increased. Avenarius bemoaned the fact,
however, that the press often reacted unfavourably to such interventions, and
he was particularly critical of left-wing papers for portraying these cases as
a further example of official authoritarianism:

"Surely in the area of building the Landrat is actually

the progressive, fighting against the philistines and

speculators...?" (82)

But it was not only the militant ILeft who were ooncerned by
over-zealous 'Heimatschutzer': in a 1914 debate in the lower house of the
Saxon 'Landtag' (on state subsidies far 'Heimatschutz'), a deputy of the
liberal 'Fortschrittliche Volkspartei' launched into a fierce attack on the
'imposition' of 'Heimatschutz' ideas.(83) He claimed to have a bulging postbag
of constituents' letters, complaining about the behaviour of 'Amtshauptleute’
and their "quite extraordinary treatment of the population with regard to
building". Although he had no quarrel with the general aim of the
'Heimatschutz' legislation, it had been exploited by the 'Heimatschutz
hotheads'. In particular, too much power had been given to the subjective
opinions of individual 'Amtshauptleute’.

The deputy, named Brodauf, went on to describe the situation in one
district of the 'Erzgebirge', where the 'Amtshauptmann' had insisted that

all huildings must have pitched, slate roofs, artificial materials were not
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allowed, and only one style was promoted - 'Heimatstil'. To make matters
worse, the whole planning procedure had been drawn out by the need for
building plans to be vetted by bureaucratic committees. After giving further
examples of 'Heimatschutz fanaticism', he claimed the call was growing louder
in the cammunity for 'Schutz gegen den Heimatschutz', and argued that values
of artistic taste should not be considered absolute and unchanging.

Whatever the truth of Brodauf's allegations, Saxony certainly led
the way in the campaign against the flat roof. The Saxon districts of Weimar,
Ooburg and Meiningen were amongst the first areas to pass local by-laws
insisting on the use of pitched roofs, and they were joined by many Prussian
districts too. Hard-line 'Heimatschutzer' dismissed criticisms of over-zealous
officials by pointing out that "the police are simply an instrument with
which to carry out the declared wishes of the people'(84) - a stance which
hardly reassured those who felt threatened by the new legislation.

Ultimately, however, this threat was to remain psychological rather
than practical. Progressive architects, including those working in the
industrial field, did not experience the kind of 'Berufsverbot' handed out to
many modernists under Hitler. For all the colourful stories of 'Heimatschutz'
excess, there are remarkably few documented cases of modern industrial
buildings falling victim to a 'Landrat's whim, and, whilst new planning laws
were often a cause of irritation, they were seldom the barrier to fresh ideas
and freedom of expression, which some suggested. In fact, the most negative
result of 'Heimatschutz' agitation was not a block on the development of new
ar_chitectural forms - which, as we shall see, continued apace in the later
Wilhelmine years - but rather, the creation of a great many second-rate

buildings, in the mistaken name of tradition.
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Even if the threat of 'Heimatschutz' to cultural progress was
exaggerated, the impact of the movement's agitation and legislation should not
be underestimated. By 1910, 'Heimatschutz' ideas had filtered down to those
engaged in the humblest of building tasks, to the local master-builders and
commercial contractors responsible for the vast majority of building wark in
Wilhelmine Germany. The influence was first felt in the area of domestic
architecture, but industrial buildings were not far behind, for 'Heimatschutz'
had become fashionable, and a new style had entered the architectural
vocabulary. ‘'Heimatstil' took its place alongside the Classical, Gothic,
Renaissance, Baroque and Rococo, in the repertoire of builders fram Bremen to
Breslau. This was not, however, cause for great rejoicing in 'Heimatschutz'
circles, for, while certain superficial motifs had been appropriated from the
best-known 'Heimatschutz' buildings, there was little evidence to suggest that
this had been accompanied by a deeper understanding of the movement's
aspirations.

The wvulgarisation of the 'Heimatschutz' message was a largely
self-inflicted wound. The widespread distribution of 'Heimatschutz' propaganda
had been tremendously effective in alerting middle-class opinion to the
dangers faced by the German landscape, but the layout of their pamphlets was
not suited to transmitting camplex ideas. It was hardly surprising that the
public view of 'Heimatschutz' was superficial, or that 1local builders
appropriated only simple motifs from photographs of ‘approved' buildings.

In 1908 Oskar Schwindrazheim had spoken optimistically on why
'Heimatschutz' was not just another fashion:

"Fashionable moods come overnight, and our movement

also appeared to spring up from nowhere, but if

one looks more <closely, one <can see that the

'Heimatschutz' idea is the culmination of thoughts which
stretch back to the 17th century ....In contrast [to the
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trends in architectural fashion], the 'Heimatschutz'
movement comes from below ...."(85)

It was not long, however, before the movement's leaders were bemoaning the
'misunderstood Heimatschutz' of certain builders and developers, who began to
erect some rather ridiculous architectural fantasies in the name of
'"Heimatschutz'. Perhaps the most absurd of all was reported in a 1909 edition
of 'Der Kunstwart'. A tall, re-inforced concrete chimney on a picturesque
country estate had been designed to look like one of the area's many towering
trees. The ocorrespondent described how the oconcrete 'trunk' came complete
with 'broken branches', "so that it would take a skilled eye to recognise that
this is not a natural tree'!(86)

Whilst seldom as absurd as the 'concrete tree', many examples of
pre-war 'Heimatstil' amounted to little more than predictable pastiche. The
application of pitched, tiled 'roofs' on the canal lock-gates at Machnow, or a
proliferation of half-timbered watertowers and signal boxes, can hardly have
helped the 'Heimatschutz' cause. The critic Paul Klopfer, a noted opponent of
the movement, attacked such buildings:

{ Industry is ] "something completely new. If
'Heimatschutz' wants to stride in there, with its
Mansard- and hipped roofs, its plaster mouldings and
little windows, with shutters where possible, it would
be laughable... Here one must build anonymously ... A
factory, if it has to be built, should not worry about
whether it is located in Switzerland or Pomerania, but
must be the spatial expression of what the machines and
the boilers require....every attempt to 'evoke' a local
area makes an industrial building laughable . "(87)

Railway stations appear to have been frequent victims of excessive
'Heimatstil', as state and municipal transport authorities half-heartedly
attempted to satisfy vigorous 'Heimatschutz' campaigns for more ‘'local
feeling' in railway architecture. A good illustration is provided by three

Berlin suburban railway stations built in 1912-13 on the Wilmersdorf-Dahlem
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line, by three different architects.

The project's client, the 'Royal Commission on the Division of the
Dahlem Domains', specified in its brief that the stations should be designed
in keeping with the semi-rural character of the wealthy Dahlem suburb.(88) Not
surprisingly, therefore, all three architects opted for a variation of the
'Heimatstil' theme.(figs.52-54) The very different solutions they came up with
indicate the variety of approaches possible in the name of ‘'Heimatschutz'.
Heinrich Schweitzer's station at Podbielskiallee attempted to interpret the
tradition of Bramndenburg brick Gothic, with its stepped gable and plaster
facade. The station at Dahlem Dorf, designed by Friedrich and Wilhelm
Hennings, was altogether different, utilising a rural vernacular of thatched
roofs and half-timbered walls. Inside the booking hall, thick oak beams and
tiles decorated with farming motifs, completed the scene. The red-brick
station built by Heinrich Straumer at Thielplatz, was a more thoughtful
attempt to interpret tradition in a modern context, though it too failed to
announce its function in the way suggested by 'Heimatschutz' theory. Whilst
all three stations reflected a move away fram the fairyland architecture of
earlier Berlin suburban stations, none could claim to meet 'Heimatschutz'
demands fully.

On a more positive note, the immediate pre-war years did witness an
improvement in architectural education, partly as a result of 'Heimatschutz'
influence. The craft schools ('Baugewerkschulen'), in which most German master
builders received a practical training, had long been a target of
'Heimatschutz' activists. Reformist writers criticised the schools' method
of teaching architecture through historic styles, and their concentration on
the sort of building project few master-builders could expect to meet in the

outside world. The Charlottenburg academic Professor Franz wrote in the
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'"Heimatschutz' journal:

"In the last few decades Germany has become an
industrial nation. The 1last census of occupations
revealed a large majority of people employed 1in
trade, industry and transport. This transformation is
naturally expressed in the buildings which are
erected for these occupations. Not only has the total
number of buildings grown rapidly, but the variety has
too. Industry, in particular, has produced an almost
bewildering number of different building-types. The
education of our architects, artists and technicians has
almost completely ignored these developments...'(89)

So, when same colleges began to offer courses on industrial architecture, it
was a source of great satisfaction to the 'Heimatschutzer'. In 1912, for
instance, 'Heimatschutz' carried a story on the Stuttgart 'Baugewerkschule',
where the architect Paul Schmohl was encouraging his students to plan
factories and grain silos rather than museums or farms.(fig.55) (90) Similar
ocourses were offered by Professor Jummerspach at the Technical College in
Munich, and other colleges soon followed.

The experience gained during the first decade of 'Heimatschutz'
lobbying was reflected in a more sophisticated level of debate in the
movement's journals, which reached a qualitative peak around 1910-14. The
'volkisch' mysticism and anti-urban rhetoric of the turn-of-the—century
prophets of doam had been largely replaced by a more practical, pragmatic
tone. The essays and lectures on the theme of 'Beimatschutz and industrial
architecture', written by the architect German Bestelmeyer (1874-1942),
revealed much common sense:

"All that 'Heimatschutz' requests from

industrial architecture 1is that it expresses its

function clearly from the beginning and, wherever
possible, takes account of its environment, in its
layout, scale and materials. The validity of

‘Heimatschutz' has already been recognised in

industrialist circles, where one has seen the great

advantages to come out of co-operation with artists over

product design and the 1layout of buildings. For the
manufacturer, a factory which fits well into the
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landscape and which possesses a memorable silhouette,

is certainly a more effective form of advertising than

an obtrusive placard on an ugly building.'"(91)

Bestelmeyer concludes one 'Kunstwart' essay with a then-novel call
for the creation of special industrial estates ('Industriegebiete'), either by
local authority intervention or by means of co-operatives, so that transport
facilities and technical services could be provided without too much damage to
the environment.(92) The appointment of the engineer and writer Werner Lindner
to the post of Executive Secretary in 1914 was a further indication of the
'Bund's desire to become a reformist pressure-group, involved in the
day-to-day problems of planning and architecture. In a 1915 'Deutsche
Bauzeitung' article Lindner stressed:

"A healthy and serious 'Heimatschutz' has absolutely no

time for an enslavement of new and creative architects
in the service of the o0ld ways of building.The movement

has found its own, correct path, attacking
sentimentality, such as the idea of building a suburban
railway station with a thatched roof and

calling it 'Lower Saxon'. This also explains why the

movement accepts new phenomena like the flat roof, so

long as such jobs are tackled in an artistic manner,

which we believe is perfectly possible." (93)

Tragically, Lindner was not able to rid the movement of the
preoccupations which were later to bring 'Heimatschutz' into disrepute.
Contact established in the early 1920s between Schultze-Naumburg and 'Blood
and Soil' theorists like Gunther and Darré helped to develop the racial
theories of architecture, for which the 'Heimatschutz' idea is now best
remembered. Of course, there had been a 'volkisch' streak in the movement fram
the beginning, but, as we have seen, this was only one side of the story. Any
conclusions on the relative 'modernity' of the movement must take into account
both faces of 'Heimatschutz', which were revealed in the years 1900-1918.

The wealth of pre-1918 'Heimatschutz' writing provides a rich and

largely untapped source of material far the historian of Wilhelmine Germany.
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At the same time however, it throws up many problems of selection and
interpretation. The pitfalls are clear: by oconcentrating solely on the
movement's own small world of minor battles and petty victories, ane risks
losing a sense of proportion. By the wusual standards of cultural
pressure-groups the 'Heimatschutz' movement was highly-influential, but for
the majority of Germans it remained an irrelevance. Moreover, neither the
concerns which it articulated, nor the solutions which it proposed, were
unique to that particular time and place. So what conclusions can one draw
about 'Heimatschutz' in Wilhelmine Germany ?

If one concentrates on actions rather than words, as one surely
must, then 'Heimatschutz' appears pragmatic rather than idealistic, active
rather than passive, optimistic rather than pessimistic. The movement, faced
by the dramatic environmental consequences of rapid industrialisation,
attempted to find practical solutions and genuine answers. In this, it was
more successful than one could have expected, less successful than it would
have wished.

Of course, the 'Heimatschutz' activists spent too much time fighting
the symptoms, and too little effort in searching for the cause; shoddy
industrial architecture, which devalued both the workplace and the landscape,
was an inevitable consequence of a productive system in which the quality of
life came low in the scale of priorities. But at heart the Wilhelmine
'Heimatschiitzer' had no more desire to sacrifice the undoubted benefits of
industrialisation than any generation since. Indeed, the compromises and
contradictions displayed by the 'Heimatschutz' movement as it attempted to
reconcile the positive and negative aspects of the modernisation process, are
strikingly typical of much 20th century thought.

Ultimately, it is this complexity of 'Heimatschutz' discourse, in
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which deep insight combined with wishful thinking, which makes the movement so
fascinating. With its close links to local and national government, the
'Heimatschutz' movement could hardly be ignored by anyone in involved in the
design, planning or construction of industrial architecture in Wilhelmine
Germany. In the last years before World War One, however, the '"Heimatschutz'
movement found itself increasingly overshadowed by a new organisation, the

German 'Werkbund', whose ideas are assessed in Chapter Three.
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CGHAPTER THREE

'FROM SOFA CUSHIONS TO TOWN PLANNING':

THE GERMAN 'WERKBUND'.

1907 was a significant year for all Germans committed to the cause
of improving the built environment. Just three months after the introduction
of the 'Disfigurement Law', over a hundred artists, academics and politicians
met in Munich to establish the German 'Werkbund' (DWB); an organisation whose
impact on German industrial architecture was later to eclipse even that of the
'Heimatschutz' movement.

The DWB was not set up in opposition to 'Heimatschutz'. It too had
its roots in the 'reform of life' movement and many prominent 'Heimatschutz'
campaigners - including Schultze-Naumburg and Bestelmeyer - also became
members of the new organisation, but the DWB pursued its own distinctive
agenda and ultimately found its own solutions. The relationship between the
two organisations was always close but never easy. In the words of the
'Heimatschutz' theorist C.J.Fuchs it was a question of 'marching separately,
striking together'.(1)

As a catalyst which hrought together architects and politicians,
industrialists and designers, the DWB must lie at the heart of any
investigation into in_dustrial architecture and politics in Wilhelmine Germany.
This chapter outlines the organisation's attitude to industrial architecture
in general and then takes a more detailed look at some of the buildings it
produced. Unlike the 'Heimatschutz' movement, the DWB has been reasonably well
served by historians (2) and anything but the briefest repetition of its

organisational history would be unproductive. However, since 'Werkbund'
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ooncerns ranged 'from sofa cushions to town planning',(3) it is perhaps
inevitable that certain aspects of its activities have not been investigated
in sufficient depth: industrial architecture is mne.

The personalities invited to gather at the Hotel Vierjahreszeiten in
Munich over the weekend of the 5th-6th October 1907 represented the cream of
German cultural life. They included the progressive architects Peter Behrens
(1868-1940), Josef Hoffmann (1870-1956) and Joseph Olbrich (1867-1908), the
left-liberal politician Friedrich Naumann (1860-1919), the educational
reformer Georg Kerschensteiner (1854-1932) and the publisher Eugen Diederichs
(1867-1930). The focal point of their discussions was the establishment of an
arganisation to attempt a reconciliation between the conflicting worlds of art
and commerce, to improve both the quality of German manufactured goods and the
lives of those who produced them. Symbolically, the declaration which had
preceeded the foundation of the DWB had been signed by twelve 'artists' and
twelve 'producers'.

The Munich gathering approved a constitution for the new
organisation, in which its purpose was defined as 'the emnobling of commercial
wark through the oco-operation of art, craft and industry, by means of
education (and) propaganda..'(4) The members were united in the conviction
that the manufacture of poor quality goods made little sense econamically,
ethically or socially. In place of the 'cheap and nasty' surrogates for which
German exporters had become known, the DWB wished to see a greater emphasis an
high-quality manufacturing; not only would 'Qualitatsarbeit' provide a boost
to Germany's long term economic prospects in the world market, but it could
also increase the self-respect of industrial workers, and thereby help to
restore social harmony to the German people.

The influence of Friedrich Naumann on the DWB's programme was clear
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from the start. As well as devising the organisation's structure and
constitution, he wrote its first publication ('Deutsche Gewerbekunst', 1908)
and filled key posts with his supporters. The vital job of Executive
Secretary, responsible for the day-to-day running of the DWB, was permanently
in the hands of Naumann acolytes.(5) His idiosyncratic political vision - a
synthesis of New Liberalism, Christian Socialism and aggressive nationalism
- was the driving force behind the DWB, and will be examined at length later.

It was a Naumannite, the architect Fritz Schumacher, who delivered
the keynote speech at Munich. His theme was the 'reconquest of a harmonious
culture':

"If art becomes more closely connected with the work of

the people, then the consequences are not just aesthetic

in nature. We are working not only for the sensitive
aesthetes who are pained by outward disharmony. No,
the effect goes well beyond the small circle of art
patrons. Most importantly, it extends to the producers,
to the worker himself, who actually makes the product.

If art's kiss of life can be introduced into his work,

his feeling for life will grow and with it will grow his

productivity...We must win back the joy of work, which
means in effect we must increase the quality of work.

In this way art is not only an aesthetic force but an

ethical one too, and together these forces will

eventually lead to the most important power of all;
economic power.'"(6)

The new organisation's initial interest was focused on the quality
of product design in the art and craft industries. Thus when Schumacher and
other DWB leaders referred to industrial 'producers' and 'workers' they had in
mind the sort of medium-sized craft-based companies which were the first to
sign up under the 'Werkbund' banner: Peter Bruckmann's silverware factory in
Heilbronn, the printers Klingspor, the publisher Diederichs and several
furniture manufacturers, including the 'Deutsche Werkstatten' in Hellerau.

However, even at this early stage the DWB's discussions went well

beyond the predictable preoccupations of the Arts and Crafts movement. There
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was explicit agreement in Munich on the need to acknowledge the reality of
machine-led mass-production, amd recognition too of the benefits of warking
with, rather than against, industry. Above all, there was unanimous acceptance
of the capitalist system, even if many members admitted to being pained by the
excesses of 'materialism'.

It was not long before larger firms, many from ocutside the warld of
arts and crafts, began applying for 'Werkbund' membership, and the proportion
of industrial and commercial companies amongst the arganisation's membership
increased swiftly over the next six years.(7) Firms to join the DWB between
1908 and 1910 included AEG, BASF, Bahlsen, Bayer, Degussa, Norddeutscher
Lloyd, Pelikan and Zanders,(8) and each in its own way attempted to harness
the creative talents assembled under the 'Werkbund' umbrella. In practical
terms this meant that the DWB became an agency, mediating between the needs of
industry and the desires of artists. Whether in the area of product design,
advertising or architecture, the mark of the 'DWB' signet proved good far
business. Peter Behrens' seven year reign as 'artistic advisor' to the
electrical concern AEG, where he was responsible far everything fram the
design of kettles to the giant factory halls, is the best known example of the
'Werkbund' idea in action.

The character of the DWB was very different from that of the
'Heimatschutz' movement. The DWB boasted an exclusive, professional membership
and a centralised _structure ocovering the whole of the Reich (with the
exception of Bavaria).(9)  The DWB had no interest in developing a mass
membership. It was the view of the DWB's Executive Secretary Wolf Dohrn
(1878-1914) that "all existing associations suffer fram too many members',(10)
so the 'Werkbund' maintained strict entrance qualifications, wvetting all

prospective members for their 'suitability'. Even so, DWB membership rose



107

steadily: from 492 in 1908; 843 in 1910; 971 in 1912; to 1,870 in 1914 (11),
with each new individual or corporate member determining the size of his own
subscription fee.(12)

In accordance with its constitution, the DWB sought to influence
'education' at every level. It supported lectures on the value of 'good taste'
for tradesmen ('Vortrage zur Geschmacksbildung'), it attempted to educate
consumers to buy approved 'quality' products (via the 'Deutsches Warenbuch'),
and it tried to improve the standards of training for apprentices in both the
handicrafts and mechanised industry. In addition, DWB members were involved
in academic investigations into the economic value of 'quality' production,
the science of advertising, and the art of shop window-dressing.

The DWB preferred to concentrate its publicity efforts on
established large-circulation daily newspapers, rather than risk the
production of a 'Werkbund' magazine. With so many high-profile public figures
in its ranks the DWB was able to command space in such influential
publications as the 'Frankfurter Zeitung', 'Kolner Zeitung' and 'Vossische
Zeitung', as well as the numerous art and architectural journals of the day.
The arganisation's own publishing effarts centred on the Werkbund Yearbooks,
which first appeared in 1912 and contained numerous photographs and articles
an all aspects of DWB activity. The yearbooks proved a great success, selling
out increasing print runs each year (in 1912 10,000 ; 1913 12,000 ; 1914
20,000) (13) and enjoying the accolade of being used as school prizes in
Prussia, where the Ministry of Trade purchased 700 copies of the first
edition. (14)

Industrial architecture had not figured prominently amongst the
DWB's early concerns, but the presence of politicians like Naumann and

Kerschensteiner ensured that the ethics of the workplace were always an issue
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in 'Werkbund' debates. As Kerschensteiner told the DWB's first Annual
Conference in Munich:

"We cannot hold on to able people in commerce and

industry if we have nothing more to offer than a

lifetime of mechanical work, from early in the morning

to late at night. Such a prospect is hardly likely to
attract intelligent young people."(15)
At the same time, architecture gradually began to play a more central role in
DWB activity. In the last days of 1907 Wolf Dohrn wrote in an internal
memorandum "influence on architecture is absolutely wvital, because the
development of all 'Werkbund' work depends on it."(16) Dohrn himself later
elaborated the point:

"Manpower, like machinery, is something whose maximum

performance depends on how one treats it. So areas which

at first seem to be of secondary importance, such as the

external appearance of the workplace, become highly

significant."(17)
If the quality of manufactured goods was to be improved, then - so the
argument ran - the workplace would have to change too. Three factors
therefore combined to push industrial architecture into the forefront of
'Werkbund' campaigns: the growth of the ‘'industrial faction' within the
arganisation; the agitation of the DWB's political wing for a reform of the
workplace; and the increasing importance attached to architecture by the
movement as a whole.

By early 1909 industrial architecture was recognised by the DWB
leadership as a front-line issue. Meeting at Wirzburg in February, the
organisation's management cammittee decided to collect photographic material
for a major exhibition on exemplary factory buildings, which was to be shown
in conjunction with the DWB's second annual conference in Frankfurt, before

touring the Reich. Members were called on to supply good examples of

industrial architecture fram their home areas, and a comission was
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established to assess the quality of entries submitted. (18) The delegates
who assembled in Frankfurt heard a paper on industrial architecture, written
by the architect Hans Poelzig (1869-1936), who claimed:

"The most recent period in the history of factory
building stands in part under the influence of a
misunderstood 'Heimatschutz'. In an effort to make
buildings blend in with the landscape the industrial
building is being robbed of all its own character, even
though it 1is obvious that the factory demands new
solutions. The factory gives us hope of finding such new
solutions, because it has no stylistic pre-
requirements.."(19)

Despite this, there were actually many similarities between the
architectural theories of 'Werkbund' and 'Heimatschutz'. Members of both
organisations rejected architectural historicism and energetically pramoted
the values of 'honesty' and 'simplicity'. Both believed that industrial and
technical structures should reflect their function in architectonic form, and
both stressed the social benefits of an attractive working environment.
'Werkbund' activists called for architects and engineers to co-operate an the
design of functional buildings, to avoid the crass contradiction between
outer facings and inner workings which so typified historicist industrial
buildings, and which was most clearly displayed in the architectural
schizophrenia of the great 19th century railway stations.

Where opinions diverged was on the main source of inspiration far
contemporary architectural tasks : 'Heimatschutzer' saw established vernacular
traditions as the only legitimate basis for a healthy new architecture,
whereas the architects arganised in the DWB were more interested in finding
novel solutions, and exercising their own artistic vision. For this reason,
the DWB shied away from issuing guidelines on architectural style for its
members (20) and while certain characteristics were common to many buildings

designed by DWB activists, there was never a distinctive 'Werkbund Style'. All
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attempts by architectural historians to divide the DWB architects into
stylistic sub-groupings founder on this variety of individual approaches.
In view of the wide spectrum of creative personalities active in the
organisation it is perhaps not surprising that Hermann Muthesius once
described the 'Werkbund' as an ‘'association of the most intimate enemies'.
Certainly it did not take long for the divisions within the organisation to
rise to the surface.

Poelzig's paper sparked off five years of fevered writing on factory
design by the DWB's leading lights. It was largely in response to this growing
interest in all aspects of industrial architecture that the journal 'Der
Industriebau' was started, under the editorship of the Heilbromn architect and
DWB member Emil Beutinger (1875-1957). The first edition appeared in January
1910 - for some, the birth year of modern architecture (21) - and opened with
a major essay by Wolf Dohrn, in which he analysed the changed character of the
German industrialist:

"It is not as if the factory owners of today have become

sensitive aesthetes, but they calculate more sharply,

more subtly, and consider the immponderables too ; i.e.

they take into account the psychological conditions of

work. In fact one could say that the art of the great
organiser of our time consists to a large extent of this

ability to grasp and develop the moral values of a

community, so that they <can organise, discipline

and form an enterprise..'(22)
Dohrn believed the 'great organisers' of industry were coming to realise the
value not only of cleanliness, hygiene, order and light, but the benefits of
well-proportioned buildings too. For industrialists the prospect was opening
up of having factories that were no longer a 'necessary evil", but a
"oconcentrated expression of the best powers of the age".(23)

The DWB architects were quick to recognise the potential

opportunities this ‘'prospect' opened up for their profession too. The
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arganisation's principal programmatic essays on architecture had been written
by Muthesius, with valuable contributions from Schumacher, Poelzig and
Behrens. In the field of industrial architecture, however, no one was swifter
to sense the mood of the day than the young Walter Gropius (1883-1969), whose
lectures and articles on the ethics and aesthetics of industrial architecture
helped turn the rather prosaic task of building factories into a fashionable
vocation.
The highly-ambitious Gropius, who worked in Behrens' studio until
1910, was fortunate enough to be invited to play an important role in the new
'German Museum of Art in Trade and Cammerce'. The Museum, based in the
Westphalian industrial town of Hagen, had been established by the DWB in the
summer of 1909, at the behest of the millionaire benefactor Karl Ermst Osthaus
(1874-1921).(24) Its collections included samples of exemplary packaging and
publicity material, well-designed products and the photographic archive of
the DWB, which contained same 40,000 prints. These treasures formed the basis
of a series of exhibitions which travelled at home and abroad, spreading the
fame of good German design (the Museum staged 20 different exhibitions in 50
locations between 1911 and 1912).(25) The DWB's exhibition of factory
buildings was part of the archive which passed into the hands of the Museum
in the course of 1910-11, and it was the co-ordination of this material which
gave Gropius his big break.
| Gropius' .first lecture at Hagen, entitled 'Monumental Art and
Industrial Building', was given on April 10th 1911 (26) and aroused
considerable interest. It is a key text and must be quoted at some length:
"The ideas of the age are pressing for architectonic
expression. The gigantic need for labour requires
buildings which can demonstrate with suitable pathos and
dignity their inner wvalue ; buildings which can

successfully characterise the methods of modern work in
architectonic form. Palaces must be erected for labour,
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to give the factory worker -the slave of modern industry

- not only light, air and cleanliness, but also some

sense of the value of the great common idea which drives

the whole enterprise....

If awoken in every worker, this awareness could perhaps

stave off the social catastrophe, which appears to

threaten every day, in view of the way things are
brewing in our economic life .."(27)

Shortly after this speech Gropius began work on the German Museum of
Art in Trade and Commerce's ‘'touring exhibition 18', entitled simply
'Industriebauten'. Gropius was responsible for both the selection of exhibits
and the accompanying pamphlet which reiterated many of the themes expressed at
Hagen. The exhibition was shown in Chambers of Cammerce, museums and colleges
throughout the Reich. Many of the exhibits were also sent on a tour of
Scandinavia in 1913, with Osthaus supplying the catalogue text:

"The modern factory is no longer a place of horror.The
only thing which makes it different from the
representative buildings of aristocracy is the cost;
the breeding is now the same. The human rights of the
worker are clearly recognised, the dignity of labour is
the factory's actual expression. This has however only
been possible because of the renewal of German
architecture. Socialism could never have brought forth
such culture ."(28)

The photographic oollection of exemplary industrial architecture
grew steadily. Gropius eagerly added prints of North American factories and
monumental grain silos (which he compared to the pyramids of ancient Egypt),
but he was also able to call on an increasing number of German industrial
buildings, as the DWB's influence spread. The DWB Yearbooks for 1913,
(dedicated to 'Art in Industry and Trade') and 1914 ('Transport'), both
featured photographs of industrial buildings from the Hagen oollection, as
well as further essays by Gropius on modern industrial architecture.(29) As
Karin Wilhelm points out  in her monograph on Gropius, (30) these essays were
aimed at both industrialists and fellow architects. For the benefit of the

former, Gropius highlighted the improvements in productivity, industrial
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relations, and advertising that better factory buildings could bring. To his
professional colleagues Gropius stressed the need far architecture to hbreak
with established practices, and to find fresh forms which could perform a
vital function, but which were also able to 'interpret' the world of industry
with spirit and dignity.

Gropius' essays also regularly referred to the 'social dimension' of
architectural reform, albeit viewed it fram the employer's standpoint:

"From the social perspective it is not a matter of
indifference whether the modern factory worker performs
his work in dull, ugly industrial barracks or in
well-proportioned rooms. He will work more joyously in
the creation of great common goals in a workplace
constructed by the hand of an artist, where his inherent
sense of beauty 1is recognised, and where he can be
revived from the monotony of mechanical work. In this
way increasing contentment will boost the working spirit
and therefore the productivity of the whole
enterprise."(31)

Many of the ideas expressed by Gropius in his pre-war writing on the
reform of industrial architecture were not original. As we have seen,
'Heimatschutz' campaigners like the Stuttgart architect Klatte, had been using
similar phrases for several vyears, but it was Gropius who caught the
imagination of both his profession and the public - not least, because he
could back up his fine words with deeds: building work on his 'Fagus-Werk' had
bequn in early 1911. Gropius later remarked that he was something of an
'enfant terrrible' in the early years of the 'Werkbund', as he grabbed the
limelight from more established architectural theorists. Certainly he was not
the only DWB member to have a view on the reform of industrial architecture at
this time, as the pages of the architectural journals reveal.

The tone of other DWB architects was not, however, vastly different.
Much of their writing was characterised by a naive faith in the ability of

engineers to solve problems, and an equally optimistic belief in the power of
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art to find answers to political questions. Above all, they reflected the
profession's understandable desire to find an area of building which could
compare to the great architectural tasks of bygone ages. Writing in 'Der
Industriebau' Hans Poelzig claimed:

""Many of the nuisances of factories which still exist -
the production of smoke, soot and foul smells - will
become avoidable with the perfection of technology.....
Our age finds its perfect expression in the great
productive buildings of the economy : in fact they are
the monumental buildings of today's architecture."(32)

Another DWB member, Otto Schultze, Director of the School of Arts and Crafts
in Elberfeld, was equally optimistic:

"Our big business can hold its head high in every corner
of the globe. The products of German good-taste are
starting to oust those of the old nations. It appears
as 1if culture is beginning to enter our businesses and
factories. The number of model businesses is growing all
the time, and these healthy, first-rate kernels are
increasingly being placed in dignified shells, as the
architects and engineers at 1last start to create
buildings which are worthy of their contents."(33)

Accarding to the DWB activist J.A.Lux, factory districts should
become '"praised places of beauty and fertility, visited with pleasure",
because factories '"can also bear the stamp of modern beauty'".(34) For the
Dresden architect Mackowsky, industrial buildings were vital for the
development of architecture as a whole : " industrial architecture will be
called upon to mark the transition to modern architecture, and will play a
leading role in it .'"(35) The editor of 'Der Industriebau', Emil Beutinger,
wrote a three-—pa.rtQ series on contemporary factory design, in which he too
stressed the importance of this area of architectural activty:

"The creation of sound and dignified places for

technology 1is extremely important, because in an

industrial nation the style of the factories and
technical structures has considerable influence on the
future development of all other building types. The

mighty industries and the thumping tact of the
machines must be capable of cultural expression.'"(36)
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Alongside Gropius' essay on 'The Development of Modern Industrial
Architecture' in the 1913 DWB Yearbook was an article by Hermann Muthesius
entitled 'The Problem of Form in Engineering Structures'. Muthesius was a more
conservative architect than Gropius, but their two essays had much in common.
Muthesius was anxious to bridge the gulf which had opened up between the
world of the artist-architect and the engineer, pointing out that Leonardo da
Vinci had been responsible for the construction of fortifications and canals
as well as the creation of artistic masterpieces. Although he dismissed the
notion that all functional structures were automatically beautiful, Muthesius
saw 'the actual purpose of architecture' as the 'fusion of the beautiful with
the functional'. Thus it would be 'meaningless' to make a distinction between
the work of architects and engineers:

"A large number of engineering structures - bridges,

railway station halls, lighthouse towers and grain silos

- have an aesthetically-pleasing effect ...."(37)

The 'Werkbund's new-found interest in industrial architecture was
due in no small measure to the work of Peter Behrens, whose AEG turbine
factory of 1909 inspired many pages of positive comment in both newspapers
and specialist journals. It was hardly surprising then, that Behrens' views
were influential and well-respected amongst his DWB colleagues. In general, he
was a good deal less sanguine than Gropius and the 'Werkbund's young guns,
and was deeply disturbed by the 'materialist’' values of modern life. One of
his favourite themes was the need for industry to recognise its wider cultural
responsibilities. Behrens believed industry had frequently fallen victim to a
"dilettante tendency towards romanticism and ostentation",(38) but he was
nevertheless convinced of its vital role in society. As he told an impressive
gathering of businessmen, politicians and civil servants at the opening of the

new Mannesmann headquarters in Dusseldorf:



116

"Modern development, which, far beyond the well-ordered
world of small town life, threatens to lead our great
cities into disorganised confusion, sets new tasks for
architecture, and these can only be tackled in the
spirit of industry and big-business. The evolution of
monumental art has always been .an expression of a
particular power-circle : if one can speak of the art of
the Church in the Middle Ages, in the Baroque era of the
art of Kings, of bourgeois art in the styles around

1800, then I believe that today our flourishing industry

again forms a power-circle which cannot remain without

influence on the development of culture."(39)

His view on the importance of industrial architecture is perhaps
best summed up in the text of a lecture he gave 'On the relationship of
artistic and technical problems' at the Central Institute of Bducation in
Berlin. Behrens considered that '"the most impressive achievements of our time
are the products of modern technology". However, whilst he acknowledged that
these had contributed to the creation of an unprecedented standard of living,
he believed such achievements had not been accampanied by a similar raising of
cultural or spiritual values: 'It is in industy's hands', he arqued, whether a
true culture is to be established through the 'bringing together of art and
technology'. (40)

A prime opportunity for DWB architects to present their ideas to
industry and the general public came through the organisation's participation
in national and international trade fairs and expositions, which occurred with
great frequency in the years before World War One. Building on the experience
gained from the third National Exhibition of the Applied Arts (Dresden 1906),
which had been organised by Schumacher and was regarded by many as the first
manifestation of the 'Werkbund' idea (railway wagons were exhibited alongside
porcelain vases), the DWB was approached by both commercial and governmental
bodies to help in the setting up of many large-scale events. These included
the second 'Clay, Cement and Chalk' trade fair (Berlin 1910), where the

pavilions were designed by Behrens, and the co-ordination of the German



17

contribution to the 1910 World Fair in Brussels, where the DWB responded to a
request far help fram 'Regierungsrat' Heinrich Albert (1874-1938) of the Reich
Home Office. (41)

The DWB's own major exhibition, held in (ologne in 1914, was a
massive affair, involving the construction of a temporary 'new town' on the
right bank of the Rhine.(42) One of the most talked about attractions was the
life-size model factory,(£fig.56) designed by Gropius to house the ubiquitous
exhibition of exemplary industrial buildings, as well as many fine products of
German precision engineering.

Ultimately, however, the best advertisements for 'Werkbund' ideas
were not the plaster-board palaces of the exhibition grourds, but the real
buildings its architects erected throughout the Reich. The dozen or so
industrial buildings to be featured over the following pages were all designed
by DWB activists. They range from the famous - Behrens' ABEG factories and
Gropius' 'Fagus-Werk' are a fixture in all respected histories of 20th century
architecture - to the unknown and forgotten, but most still stand and many
continue to fulfil their original function.

The buildings are not united by stylistic ingenuity or technical
innovation, nor are they all the work of creative genius. That fateful mixture
of luck and Jjudgement, chance and skill, ensured that some 'Werkbund'
architects found fame and fortune in architectural beauty contests arourd the
globe, whilst otﬁe.r_s were left on the shelf of history. What all these
buildings do share is their value as historical documents; documents which can
tell us not only about the men who designed them, but the men who commissioned

them and used them too.
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The basis of all DWB exhibitions and articles on industrial
architecture before the Great War was the photographic collection of exemplary
factory buildings, begun in 1909 by the DWB itself and later continued by the
German Museum for Art in Trade and Industry. Since the same sites were
displayed with such regularity, it seems reasonable to assume that these
buildings were accepted as the best available illustration of the
organisation's ideas in practical form. There does not appear to have been any
great dissent on matters of selection, and the ever-expanding collection
had no obvious amissions. The industrial buildings featured over the following
pages are therefore all examples taken fram the DWB Yearbooks of 1912 ard
1913, where they were displayed as full- or half-page plates, without
editorial comment.

Understandably, the emphasis of the DWB's publicity material was very
much on the new: the oldest industrial building illustrated in the 1913
Yearbook was Theodor Fischer's warehouse for ironware products in Ostheim,
which had been constructed in 1905. Nevertheless the DWB concept of
'ennobling' industry through art had existed for same years before the
organisation's 1907 foundation, and several firms had experimented with the
comnissioning of leading artists to provide posters, packaging or product
design at the turn of the century. The collaboration between the businessman
Eberhard von Bodenhausen-Degener (1868-1918) and the 'Jugendstil' artist Henry
van de Velde on the launch of the health product 'Tropon' in 1897-8 is a prime
example. Campanies with experience of working with artists in other areas were
amongst the first to consider the use of artist-architects on the design of
their production buildings, as an alternative to the established practice of

leaving such work in the hands of local construction firms or master
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builders. The Bremen-based 'Kaffee Handels-AG' provides a good illustration of
a caompany which chose this route.

'Kaffee Hag' was the hbrainchild of the Bremen coffee importer Ludwig
Roselius (1874-1943), a wealthy but cultured man who was later to invest much
of his fortune in the artists' oolony at Worpswede and the creation of
Bremen's bizarrely expressionistic Bottcherstrasse. As an inventor of labour
saving gadgets, including a patented process to de-caffeinate coffee beans,
Roselius was fascinated by the mechanics of manufacturing, but at the same
time he enjoyed close links with the city's progressive art circles, and was
eager to make his own mark on Bremen's cultural life. So, when Roselius made
the potentially-risky decision in 1906 to set up a company dedicated solely to
the production of coffein-free coffee, he envisaged an enterprise which would
utilise both state-of-the-art production processes and the talents of leading
artists, such as the publicity skills of the Berlin poster-design specialist
Lucian Bernhard (b.1883) (fig.57). As a result the 'Kaffee Hag' brand name
quickly became established as a permanent fixture on German pantry shelves.

The man chosen to build the new company's factory was the respected
Bremen architect Hugo Wagner, best remembered for a monumental watertower
(built 1904-6) which dominated the city's skyline until 1958. The 'Kaffee Hag'
complex was built in the northern dockland area of Bremen in late 1906 and
production began in 1907. (fig.58) It consisted of six separate buildings,
each constructed in ~reinforwd concrete, and linked by corridors at ground
floor and basement level to ease the flow of production. The camplex was
designed so that the whole production process could be concentrated on one
site, from the unloading of raw coffee beans at the quayside to the
distribution of the finished, packaged article at the factory gate. The

functionality of the layout attracted much praise and, according to the



120

'Bremische Biographie', '"'soon became a model for many industrial
enterprises".(43) The same verdict came fram BEmil Beutinger in 'Der
Industriebau’:
"The complete factory complex may be considered as
exemplary and technically perfect, and it meets the
highest standards in sanitary terms too, since human
activity 1is confined ¢to the supervision of the
automatic machines."(44)

The need for six separate buildings, each with a very different
function (including a warehouse, offices, and a boiler house) made Wagner's
task of giving the complex a convincing architectonic form very difficult, but
the uniform use of materials (white reinforced concrete amd red tiled roofs)
at least gave the disparate elements of the factory a common tone. In clear
contrast to the timeless functionality of the factory facades, the pitched
roofs employed by Wagner now appear rather oomical, placing the building
firmly in the age of 'Heimatstil', but Beutinger's 1910 article was quick to
praise the appearance of the buildings too:

"The architectonic solution provided by the reinforced
concrete construction must be considered absolutely
first-rate, both in detail and in the overall context
of the whole complex. It brings together the individual
buildings to make a grandiose group, so that the
factory does not fail to make a monumental impact.

Such achievements require a high degree of artistic
ability.."(45)

The initial collaboration between Roselius, Wagner and Bernhard predated the
founding of the DWB by nearly a year, but each later went on to play active
roles in the organisation. Time convinced Roselius that the marriage of art
and industry could bring considerable financial rewards and he ensured that
'Kaffee Hag' was always in evidence when the 'Werkbund' was staging an

exhibition.
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If Wagner's buildings for 'Kaffee Hag' were ocommended for their
functional layout and matter-of -fact_ appearance, there was another, more
extravagant side to the early collaborations between DWB architects and German
commercial companies. A good illustration is provided by the work of Paul
Bonatz (1877-1956) for the Henkell champagne ocompany, whiéh used expensive
materials and a traditional architectural vocabulary, but which was also
widely acclaimed in 'Werkbund' circles before World War One.

In the sumer of 1907 the company director Otto Henkell announced
details of a limited competition amongst seven top architects to produce plans
for this established family firm's new headquarters. It was to include
offices, production areas and cellar space, and was to be built on a prominent
site alongside the main Wiesbaden to Biebrich road. Henkell's uncle, himself
an architect, had recently become aware of the young Stuttgart architect
Bonatz and suggested that he too should be invited to participate in the
competition, to which Henkell readily agreed. When the architects submitted
their entries it was Bonatz's proposal which caught Henkell's imagination. In
fact, the Bonatz plan was approved by Henkell even before the expert jury
assembled to judge the competition had met. Building work on Bonatz's first
big project - he was later to gain fame for the design of Stuttgart's main
railway station - began in 1908. (46)

The external focal point of the complex, which opened in 1909, was a
large (80m x 75m) administrative block, with three internal courtyards and
marble galleries, but the most important provision actually lay underground.
Fran the main reception hall a one-hundred step staircase descended through
five levels of reinforced concrete cellars, which provided a storage capacity

of over two hectares. The technical side of the operation, including the
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boiler house, was skilfully placed out of view of the main road. This was a
result of functional as well as aesthetic considerations, since Bonatz's
solution enabled the bottling and packaging departments to be situated
alongside the railway line, the 'Lebensnerv' of the complex and its main link
with the ocutside world. (f£igs.59-60)

A key feature of the whole plant was the use of technological
innovations to ease the flow of production, including conveyor belts, lifts
and communication tubes. The staff welfare and dining facilities, of which the
company was particularly proud, were located to the rear of the main building,
in a series of well-lit, one-storey halls. The use of expensive materials
throughout - walls of German travertine stone and copper-clad roofs - were
described by Bonatz as "justified for a luxury industry". The architect
concluded that the building was "advertisement in the good sense",(47) and the
company agreed, sending the architect a case of fifty bottles of 'Henkell

Trocken' every Christmas until 1939.

The gradual but real increase in living standards in Wilhelmine
Germany did not just boost the prospects of coffee and champagne producers.
It was also a time of expansion for manufacturers of chocolate, cakes and
biscuits. One of the most successful biscuit campanies of the day, the
'Keksfabrik H. Bahlsen' in Hanover, was an early member of the DWB, and
participated in all aspects of 'Werkbund' activity. Founded by Hermann Bahlsen
(1859-1919) in 1889, this was in many ways the model DWB enterprise, cambining
enlightened industrial relations with a flair for technological innovation and
a conviction that the world of art should 'spiritualise' commercial life. On
the occasion of the 1914 DWB exhibition in Cologne, Bahlsen even produced

special 'Werkbund' packets of biscuits, with a wrapper designed by Peter
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Behrens. The company newspaper, the 'Leibniz Blatter' (founded 1912), wrote:

"This link between our work and that of the 'Werkbund'
is not coincidental. In fact we can credit ourselves
for having been one of the first and most enthusiastic
ambassadors of the ideas which the 'Werkbund'has set as
its targets..The whole 'Werkbund' and its exhibition is
recognition for the correctness of our efforts.'"(48)

In fact, as the firm never tired in pointing out, Bahlsen had been
oo-operating with independent artists for nearly a decade before the formation
of the DWB, arnd had achieved some remarkable results in the field of packaging
and poster publicity; most notably with the attractive designs of Heinrich
Mittag (1859-1920), himself later to becone a DWB member. The company had
shown itself to be sensitive to the wishes of the 'Heimatschutz' movement
too, for its advertising policy pre-empted the 'Disfigurement Law' by
restricting billboard advertising in enviramentally-sensitive locations.(49)
This, together with business and technical advances, such as the launching of
a company health insurance scheme in 1899, the successful development of the
registered trade mark 'TET' in 1900, the implementation of patented air-tight
packaging for ‘'ILeibniz-Keks' in 1903, and the introduction of conveyor-belt
production in 1905, helped the company to create a progressive, modern image
and stay ahead of the competition.

Once it became apparent that the rapidly-expanding firm - it was
exporting to 31 countries by 1908 - required more space for both production
and administration, Hermann Bahlsen approached the DWB architect Karl
Siebrecht (1875-1952) to draw up plans for a major new factory and office
complex. Bahlsen's choice of architect was an obvious one. Siebrecht was
not only a 'Werkbundler', but a Hanoverian and a personal acquaintance of
Bahlsen too. Planning permission was applied far and granted in late 1909,
and the buildings were erected in 1910-11. The factory, facing Lister Strase,

and the office block, on PodbielskistraBe, backed on to each other and
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skilfully utilised all available space in a difficult inner-city site. The
character of the two buildings was different, befitting their contrasting
functions, but both radiated the desire to introduce art into the industrial
environment. (figs.61-62)

The factory building was a steel-framed construction clad in exquisite
violet-red clinker bricks, and enlivened by depictions of fairy tale scenes,
sculpted in colourful ceramics by another DWB artist Georg Herting
(1872-1951). The factory's towering gable recalled the tradition of North
German hrick Gothic, but the building made no pretence of its modern purpose.
The interiors were Jjust as carefully designed, meeting the most sophisticated
standards of ventilation (it was to be a 'breathing house') and hygiene. The
surfaces of walls and floors in the work areas were lined with easily-cleaned
tiles, some decorated with imaginative motifs.

The office block was a more coventional building, performing its
representative function with appropriate dignity, but it too revealed some
unexpected touches. Herting's contribution here was a gilded bronze embodiment
of one of the company's trade marks, the 'Brezelmanner', which protruded from
the travertine facade above the heads of passing shoppers. Whilst the
architectonic emphasis of the factory was very much on the vertical, the
administrative building was characterised by long parallel lines of windows,
indicating the extended open-plan offices which ran the length of the
building. At its eastern end the facade was interrupted by the tall bow
windows of the company's banqueting hall, which hosted concerts and readings
by visiting artists. Situated underneath the banqueting hall was a ‘'model’
company shop, where sales and design specialists could experiment with the
latest theories of advertising and window-dressing, and where customers could

look through a large window directly into the main production area, as if to
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'oontrol' the quality of workmanship.

The new buildings provided room for a number of welfare services
including a roof garden, medical surgery, music roam arnd library, as well as
dining and shower facilities for all workers. Above all, however, there was
space for art, including paintings by Paula Modersohn, Hodler and Heckel,
sculptures by Barlach and Hoetger, and monumental frescoes, wall-hangings and
stained-glass windows by the leading craftsmen of the day. For the 1700
Bahlsen employees art was an inescapable facet of working-life, as were the
parties of visitors who trooped around the new buildings to see the 'Werkbund'
idea in action. A year after the completion of the new buildings the 'Leibniz
Blatter' wrote, "the buildings have became one of the sights of the city
...There is such interest in our buildings that the tourist coaches stop at
our factory gate.'(50) One senses, however, that not all were happy about this
union of art and commerce. In 1912 the 'Leibniz Blatter' wrote:

"One occasionally hears the view expressed that the way
in which our business fosters the arts and crafts
(e.g. through our new buildings etc.) is unnecessary
and that we should instead reduce our prices. This view
is completely misguided and Jjust reveals a total
misunderstanding of the principles on which our
business is based....'(51)

The reasoning behind the new buildings was explained in another edition of
this weekly paper:

"The idea which led us in the construction of our new
buildings was the desire to create something of lasting
worth. The decision was not easy, since something
like that requires extraordinary financial sacrifices.
We were not put off by this because we were convinced
... that the new buildings could have a great influence
on the development of the business. Amongst other
things they should be a recommendation for our
products, because impeccably designed buildings
generally suggest the encouragement of high-quality
wares. ' (52)

The public interest shown in Bahlsen's efforts was manifested in a
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plethora of magazine articles, each eagerly quoted by the ‘Leibniz Blitter' as
a vindication of company policy. The Leipzig-based 'Illustrierte Zeitung'
of 11th July 1912, for instance, carried a big article on Bahlsen's new
buildings ('excellent propaganda for us' was the verdict of the 'Leibniz
Blatter') and in April 1912 all Bahlsen salesmen received a copy of a magazine
article on 'Moderne Fabrikbauten'.(53) The company kept up the 'art offensive'
with pavilions at the DWB exhibitions at Cologne (1914) and Basel (1917), and
frequent 'Leibniz Blatter' essays by DWB activists like Robert Breuer and
Christian Spengemarn on the aims of the organisation. At the same time the
company 's annual turnover rose steadily, reaching eight million Marks by 1914.

Hermann Bahlsen's most ambitious plan for his company was, however,
never realised. In the darkest days of the Great War Bahlsen had purchased
land on the outskirts of Hanover, on which he proposed to build a new town,
which would include Bahlsen factories, offices, and warehouses adjoining the
Mittelland Canal, together with housing, a theatre, cinema, church and
schools. The 'TET-Stadt' was to be a true 'Gesamtkunstwerk', designed by the
north German sculptor Bernhard Hoetger (1874-1949), a DWB member who was later
to work closely with 'Kaffee Hag's Roselius on buildings in Worpswede. The
dominant material was to be maroon clinker, the architecture monumental and
expressionistic. A giant model of the plans was displayed in Hanover's
'Kunstverein' in February 1917, but the financial and material restrictions of
wartime put a stop to what Bahlsen himself called a 'beautiful dream'. (54)
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