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THE BAUHAUS, 1919-1928
Gropius in Exile and the Museum of Modern Art, N.Y., 1938

Karen Koehler

R T R

Eu[::ﬁ“:&l%& the e‘xhibition The Bauhaus, 19191928 opened at the
i o Odf:m_ Art in New York, an exhibition that has come to have
s Gemfiﬂl significance for our subsequent under-stfilllding of the fa-
tifiaa an art school. The two-hundred-page exhibition catalog con-
iorfliee 2‘;’110 be regarded as an accurate, neutral record of Bauhaus his-

! Yet, the complex ways in which the exhibition negotiated events in

world history have not yet been adequately considered. The 1938 Bauhaus

exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art in New York (MoMA) dearly

in 5%, e c ¥ ; i e
tersected with its historical context in numerous ways, and the signifi-

cance of these contextual exchanges will be explored below.

The exhibition opened eighteen months after the former director of
the United States from

the _Bauhaus. Walter Gropius, had emigrated 10
Nazi Germany. It is my contention that the design of the exhibition and

the contents of the catalog were directly related tO the historical tensions

of the late 1930s, both in Germany and in the United States, particularly
members. The style of exhi-

&fe. emigration of Gropius and other Bauhaus
bition design, the objects shown, and the images and text reproduced in
the catalog—all of these elements reflected the experience of exile, particu-

larly through the denial of political controversy and the avoidance of hisi-
torical specificity. The se]f_imposed censorship of the organizers (princi-
Herbert Bayer and

pally the former Bauhaus members Walter Gropius and ert Baye
the director of the museum. Alfred H. Bart, Jr.,) is but oné indication of

how the exhibition represented 2 complete history of

depoliticized and in .
the Bauhaus. Yet, the critical response to the exhibition in 1 938 was domi-
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288 KAREN KOEHLER

nated by discussion of contemporary political issues. In this essay I will
explore these conflicting and intersecting strategies by focusing on differ-
ent aspects of the historical context of this exhibition: after an account of
the history of Bauhaus exhibitions in Germany, I will turn to the exile
experience of Walter Gropius and the ways in which Gropius and Bayer
designed an exhibition that was itself symbolic of exile.

After a long and controversial career in Germany, the architect and
former director of the Bauhaus, Walter Gropius, left his homeland and
the threat of persecution by the National Socialists. Gropius emigrated
first to England in 1934 and later to the United States in 1937, where he
lived for the rest of his life. In 1937, as he was leaving England for the
United States, Gropius gave a farewell address to his British friends and
colleagues. Clearly he had mixed emotions. He spoke of when he first
came to England and he had been “in a state of bewilderment”; now,
again, he was being “plunged into an entirely new world.” Yet, he hoped
his upcoming appointment at Harvard

[would be] further proof of the American ability to reconcile . . . the most
diverse type of people to create a new form of life of typical American
stamp. My stamp is definitely German and to Germany I owe the whole
of my education and the possibilities of building up a world of my own.
The greater part of my life has been spent there and very often I feel
rather homesick. But in the different stages of my life I have always found
it impossible to tackle new problems with my head turned back. . .

Despite this claim, Gropius did look backward, he did look forward, and
perhaps most importantly, he looked at the tensions and the turmoil of
the world around him in 1937 with a sense of pragmatism, urgency, and
I think, fear. I would like to use this image of a Janus-faced Gropius as2
metaphor by which to examine his position as an exiled German on the

eve of World War Two. Looking backward, then, what would Gropius have
seen?

Gropius and the Bauhaus in Germany

Walter Gropius was born into a landowning Prussian family in 1883. BY
1.9}4, he was an active member of the German Werkbund, gaining recog
nition for both his buildings and his writings.> When World War On¢
br(?ke out, however, he left his architectural practice in Berlin to become
a lieutenant in the army, where he witnessed the atrocities of trench war”

e



THE BAUHAUS, 1919-1928 289

fare. Demobilized in November 1918, Gropius returned to Berlin where
he became active in the German Revolution as a member of the Arbeitsrat
fiir Kunst (Workers’ Council for Art).

The following spring, Gropius founded the Staatliches Bauhaus in Wei-
mar, by merging the Weimar Art Academy with the School of Arts and
Crafts. As director of the Bauhaus, Gropius hoped to create a new kind of
artinstitution—a school that emphasized the unification of art with crafft,
as well as a new kind of community that emphasized the unification of
art with society. Lyonel Feininger, Johannes Itten, Paul Klee, Wassily Kan-
dinsky, Georg Muche, Oskar Schlemmer, Laszlo Moholy-Nagy, Josef Al-
bers, Gunta Stélzl, and Herbert Bayer were among those who joined the
faculty of the Bauhaus and contributed to its unique development.’ The
most innovative aspects of the Bauhaus course of study included classes
in basic design, in which Bauhaus students learned to use line, color, mate-
fials, and form through abstraction—freed from subject matter and from
the mimetic practices of conventional art education. Each student was also
required to study a craft discipline, working in the printmaking, ceramics,
woodworking, wall painting, metalwork, stained glass, or textile studios.
Eventually, these methods of art education were meant to mold new kinds
of artists sensitive to aesthetics and trained in the crafts. The ultimate goal
Was to “reunify all practical artistic disciplines as the inseparable compo-
ents of a new architecture.”

Gropius wanted the Bauhaus to be a school that would initiate changes
inart, architecture, and education, but most important, changes in society.
The Bauhaus was to bring about these transformations not only by creat-
ing a new relationship between people and the objects that surrou1f1ded
them but also by emphasizing new kinds of communities; the school itself
Was to serve as an example of such a place. In 1919, Gropius wrote of t'he
"eed for the Bauhaus to take part in “the communal planning of extensive
"opian buildings."” Yet, as is well known, Gropius’s vision was to remain
0n paper,

The Bauhaus was involved in political intrigue on many levels fro.m
_Ihe time of its initial opening in Weimar in 1919 to its closure in BerI'ln
"11932. There were confrontations between the Bauhaus, state and city
Partiamens (responsible for funding the Bauhaus), and ultimately, a fa.te-
W collsion between the Bauhaus and the Nazi government. In each e

fance, thege political controversies pivoted around particular GXhlbItlon?.

) _[" the summer of 1919, Gropius asked the students to mount an exhi-
2lon of their work for evaluation in the newly opened Bauhausf "TdUd'
8 the neyy students and the former Academy students now as&mxl'ated
nto the Bauhays, Gropius specifically asked for compositions and idea

-
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sketches; what he saw instead were finished paintings in fancy frames. In
a lecture after the exhibition, Gropius severely criticized the work, particu-
larly that done by the former Academy students (and, by extension, their
professors.) Gropius’s harsh comments came precisely because he felt that
the students were not responding to their current political circumstances:

We find ourselves in a dreadful catastrophe of world history, in the midst
of a revolutionary change in our entire lives and the entire inner life of
man. . . . Many students have just returned from the field of battle. Those
who experienced death out there have come back totally changed. . . . We
are, of this I am convinced, the precursors and first instruments of . . .

a new world philosophy.®

Gropius's criticism of the artistic conventions of the Academy was
bound to create tensions. Furthermore, just as the Bauhaus opened in Wei-
mar, so too did the new German government. The National Assembly,
charged with creating the constitution of the German Republic, moved
from Berlin to Weimar in order to avoid the street fighting between differ-
ent socialist factions that had taken place in the capital the previous
spring.’ As a result, Weimar was surrounded by federal troops and security
police. The anxiety this caused in Weimar was angrily directed at the Social
Democratic government and extended to the Bauhaus, which was seen
as a product of the newly designated state government and not as a ity
institution.' Thus, the bohemian students of the Bauhaus were seen as @
threat to the traditional culture of Weimar, which was simultaneously be-
ing politically altered by the new Democratic Socialist regime.

These issues came to a boiling point in December 1919, when a public
discussion of the Bauhaus took place. Anti-Bauhaus speakers used anti
Semitic insinuations against the Bauhaus and labeled the school a “Sparta-
cist-Bolshevist” institution. Conservative local newspapers began a series
of articles on “foreign” and “un-German” influences at the Bauhaus.”
Gropius referred to these charges as “nationalistic and anti-Semitic slan-
der.” He countered that “Germanness in art cannot be cultivated. There
has been no real German ar for several hundred years. First let there be
" true sllzniritual community in the nation, and then it will express itself
in art.”

In 1921, the Academy was reestablished as a separate institution, and

for.a few months the controversy over the Bauhaus quieted, only to be
revived in 1922 and 1923,

s : After a small exhibition of Bauhaus works at
€ Weimar Landesmuseum in the summer of 1922, the writer and archi
tect Arthur Buschmann criticized the housing models displayed by Grop-
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ius as “an attempt to return to the primitive art forms of inferior races”
and suggested that modernist architecture was comparable to the racial
mixing that would bring about the downfall of German culture.”® Busch-
mann’s remarks were likely part of the growing interest in Oswald Speng-
ler's racial definitions of culture outlined in The Decline of the West (1922),
ideas that were then creating a sensation in the German press."

In response to government pressure, in August and September 1923,
the Bauhaus staged Art and Technics: A New Unity, an enormous exhibition
of Bauhaus art and objects displayed either in the Bauhaus buildings or
in the newly constructed model house, the Haus am Horn, a flat-roofed
modular home outfitted with fixtures, furniture, textiles, and other objects
designed in the Bauhaus workshops.”® The international reaction to the
1923 Bauhaus exhibition was overwhelmingly positive and full of praise.
The reaction, however, of local critics in the Weimar newspapers and in
the Thuringian parliament was predictably hostile. Eventually a coalition
of conservatives and extreme nationalists took over control of the Weimar
government, the Bauhaus was searched for subversive literature, and new
scandals arose. In 1924 the proto-Nazi groups in the parliament refused
0 fund the school, and the Weimar Bauhaus closed. A

Gropius was invited to bring his school to Dessau, an industrial city
about one hundred miles southwest of Berlin. He designed new build-
ings for the Dessau Bauhaus, which, in international avant-garde circles,
1apidly came to represent the best of modernist architéc.turef even b.efore
the official opening, the Bauhaus buildings were receiving international

attention. !¢ Yet local opposition to the Bauhaus was Strong. and when the

new Bauhaus buildings were dedicated on December 4, 1926, the 1,500
ng the school.”” Increas-

invited guests were handed leaflets opposi :

ing tensiilrlls within and outside of the school, includin‘g lleIOI.IS attaclfs
in the Dessau press, brought about Gropius’s resignation as (‘hrector 1:
1928 He was replaced by Hannes Meyer, whose corr_lrmfmstksympa
thies and endorsement of the student communist organization, .Oftt-tfr ;
or “kommunistische Studentenfraktion,” brought about greater lelSlf:lS_
within the school and still more vicious opposition from tge Des::ulfced
émment. On August 1, 1930, Hannes Meyer was ﬁre:ldfanm‘v(;re::l Orepyears
by Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, who directed the sc;hool : .021 g e
in Dessau, insisting on the complete absence of po m(I:n Y
school and expelling those students who made up the co

iori au town
In November 1931, the Nazis won a majority on the Dess

i and at the soonest
council, promising to dissolve the Bauhaus if elected,

inated. In order
possible moment the funding for the Bauhaus was ttzl'c;ﬂt;at R
to make their decision seem legal, Nazi officials insis

-
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Fig 41, Former Bauhaus building as Nazi training ground, Dessau, Christmas 1933. Photo courtesy
of the Bauhaus-Archiv, Museum fiir Gestaltung, Berlin.

the routine exhibition that took place at the end of term, which they would
judge to determine if the Bauhaus deserved to continue. They called in as
their expert the ultranationalist writer Paul Schultze-Naumburg, author of
Art and Race.” After taking a few perfunctory minutes to view the show,
the Nazis rendered their judgment; the Dessau Bauhaus was dissolved on
October 1, 1932, Eventually the Bauhaus buildings were turned into a
Nazi training camp (fig. 41).20

Mies reopened the school in an abandoned telephone factory in Berlin.
In April 1933, the Gestapo surrounded the building and searched for com-
munist literature, which the police falsely claimed they had found. Those
without proper identification papers were arrested and detained. The

newspapers erroneously reported that Gropius had fled to the Soviet
Union and that Mies had gone to Paris.

Gropius in Exile

As Peter Hahn has shown, it had been increasingly difficult for Gropius'
to find work in Germany. Modernist architecture was disfavored by Nazi
commissioners and eventually outlawed. Consequently, Gropius's designs
for competitions were consistently rejected. His move to England and sub-
Sequent move to the United States certainly had an economic expediency
to it* But his emigration must be seen as multicausal: it was a mattef
O_f personal safety and of artistic and political principles. In order to be-
8In to understand the tensions surrounding Gropius's position in Ger-

e
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many, one must consider his relationship to the cultural organizations
of the Reich. In 1934, Gropius confronted Eugen Honig, president of the
Reichskammer der bildenden Kiinste (Reich Chamber for the Visual Arts
[Rkdbk]).2 Using language suggestive of military conquest, Gropius re-
iected 2 formalist interpretation of his work and stressed the social nature
of his plans:

How do you think . . . a German like myself must feel, who, after four
years of hard combat duty during the war, has been working on our prob-
lems responsibly and with great intensity, incessantly fighting in an ex-
posed position for cultural concerns . . . and being respected everywhere
abroad as a representative of a living German culture. . . . My homeland,
being ashamed of my achievements, shuts me up and people like me
while [others] mislead the public opinion. . . . Is it now really true that
movement of German origin shall be lost
for Germany? Are we forced to stop working on this movement after the
whole world has begun to accept our suggestions and to further pursue
. I am convinced that the victory of this new architec-
1 cannot accept always being

s originators of cubes

this strong, new architectural

what we began? .
ture cannot be halted in this world. .
labeled from a merely formalist point of view a
with flat roofs; this point of view ignores the compre
design and sociology which we have been doing for German society as a

whole.®

hensive work in

Itis tempting to question Gropius's judgment, in that he admits in 1934
1o the president of the RkdbK, that his architecture linked design and soci-
ology. Passionately committed to the social agenda of modernist architec-
ture, Gropius evidently hoped to convince Honig to look past The conser-
vative critique of the avant-garde aesthetic. Ignoring the Nazi attack on
the international aspect of Bauhaus architecture Gropius appealed to an
alternative and older set of values, the sense of Germany as a leading cul-
tural force in the world. Conversely, he also made the point that the fol-

lowing for his architecture was international, and therefore, by extension,

not exclusively German—and these were the aspects of modernist art and
t the Bau-

architecture that so often were the basis of Nazi attacks agau.nlsl e
haus: that the work was intended to have an effect upon soda organ

I % nd
tion and that it was not German. However, he also wrote, 'You der.na
d who can make himself a judge

the German man. 1 feel very German—an

; tlawed
over what is German and what is fotusial lfeel Fe thizl am outid
in Germany along with all that 1 have built in my life.

: in his
On September 5, 1934, Hitler spoke out against modern art 1 it




294 KAREN KOEHLER

Nuremberg speech.”” In October 1934 Gropius and his wife Ise left for a
conference in Rome, after which they exchanged their return tickets to
Berlin for one-way passages to England.*

Once in England, Gropius enjoyed the patronage and support of Jack
Pritchard and formed a brief partnership with Maxwell Fry, with whom
he worked on problems of design and housing. Yet, despite the support
of many individuals, Gropius and his wife were financially strapped. He
continued to be quite cautious concerning his relationship with the Ger-
man authorities. When asked by a London newspaper to write about the
arts in Germany, he refused: “I cannot have my name put up against
an official report from Germany without risking very unpleasant conse-
quences.”?

During the next three years, Gropius made only a few brief return trips
to Germany, each time under increasing threat. During a trip in 1936—
made at the request of the National Socialists— Gropius was twice inter-
cepted, detained, questioned, and searched in a complicated series of
events. Charges were being brought by the Third Reich against a state offi-
cial regarding business dealings in cooperative housing associated with
the Weimar Bauhaus. Gropius was subpoenaed in England and left for
Erfurt in November 1936. Gropius's testimony was damaging to the gov-
ernment’s case, and the charges were dropped. In apparent retribution,
Gropius was arrested by the Erfurt Gestapo shortly after the trial ended,
where he was questioned and released. Later he was taken from the train
en route to Holland; again he was questioned and searched. Since Gropi-
us"s address book contained the name of Lion Feuchtwanger, an author
critical of the Nazis, he was retained for five hours while authorities de-
bated how to proceed. Gropius was again released and finally returned to
England. He did not make another trip to Germany until after the war.”

Gropius’s attempts at finding substantive architectural work in England
were unsuccessful. When he was invited by Joseph Hudnut to join the
faculty at Harvard as a professor in the school of architecture, he, of course,
acceptfad.” When Gropius came to the United States he quickly acquired
ﬁnancnal_securily, prestige, and influence. Still, his position as an exiled
Qeman in the late 1930s was not without its complications and difficul-
ues_—Personally, professionally, and politically. One might imagine that,
i e g it S
Bl ce yP 10n6d. in the United States, Gropius was suddenty
and a collective tensior?sbm s the-re Wateoniacs S als‘i
circumstances both at h rought about by social, political, and econom!

Oome and abroad. Gropius, as an exiled German,

e
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yas in a potentially volatile situation. When Gropius worked on the Bau-
haus exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art he was in very significant
ways responding to the difficult historical circumstances in which he
found himself. One must look very closely, then, at the historical condi-
tions not only in Germany but also in the United States to begin to recon-

sruct Gropius’s exile and consequently the issues surrounding the MOMA
exhibition.

The Context for the 1938 MoMA Exhibition

When Walter Gropius emigrated to the United States in 1937, he arrived
inthe midst of the Great Depression. The stock market crash of 1929 and
the economic crisis that lasted throughout the 1930s created an era of
political and cultural chaos. When Franklin Roosevelt won the presidency
in 1932, he started on a path of sweeping reforms—his New Deal legisla-
ion—which put many people back to work. Yet, in the late thirties, the
social disintegration brought about by the Depression was still evident in
bread lines, soup kitchens, foreclosed farms, and collapsed banks. There
wete still over nine million people out of work in the United States in
1938, Beginning in 1935-36, there had been an expansion of federal relief
programs, which intensified a smoldering class antagonism. By 1938, the
extension of the New Deal had brought an end to a decade of labor unrest,
which had been, in part, supported by American Communists. The newly
empowered and radicalized labor unions staged numerous work stop-
pages—often ending in bloody confrontations, as in the sit-down strike
against General Motors in Flint, Michigan, in 1937 and the San Francisco
general strike of 1934 led by the longshoremen. Wealthy industrialists
continued to brand Roosevelt's initiatives as “Bolshevist,” and many lead-
ing capitalists turned against the expansion of the New Deal to form' the
American Liberty League. These top men from the largest corporatlo'nts
published pamphlets that referred to the New Deal as'exther commur;%i ;
fascist, or both. Yet in 1936 even established conservatve pewspapers i d.ci
the Chicago Tribune claimed that “Moscow Orders Reds in U(is;' Ttﬁ B;ed
Roosevelt,” and the papers of William Randolph Hearst cite e =
New Deal with a Soviet Seal.”* In the furthest reaches of the cc:nserva i e
i i .. _hrases such as the “Jew Deal
movement against Roosevelt, anti-Semitic p ‘ _ R ¢
and “President Rosenfeld” were included in their sub;;’erswe pamphlets,
s were references to a widespread Jewish world plot.

: : h-
In 1938, right-wing extremists in the United States like Father Coug

, f anti-Semitic
lin and the German-American Bund PfeaChEd a MEMGARE O
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hatred. Reaching a radio audience of at least ten million, Coughlin
maintained that Roosevelt was a dictator, an “anti-God” who had to
be removed from office, by force if necessary. In the summer of 1938
the German-American Bund held a mass rally in New York, with upward
of 4,000 fascist sympathizers watching members of the Bund march in
swastika-adorned uniforms, shouting against the “Jewish rabble rous-
ers.”? These kinds of spectacles caused anti-German sentiment in the
United States to grow.

In 1938 the U.S. Congress authorized the House Committee on Un-
American Activities to monitor the movements of the Bund, as well as any
communists, socialists, and foreigners in the United States thought to be
seditious. The so-called Dies Committee was set up to assess “American-
ism” because, according to its chairman, Congressman Martin Dies, the
treasonous were everywhere in the United States:

The enemies within a country constitute a peril as great as any foe. . . .
Stalin and Hitler have pushed their Trojan Horse tactics to the point of
perfection. . . . Indeed, the Trojan Horse, as we have seen, has been
drawn into labor organizations, political parties, peace societies, educa-
tional institutions, civic clubs, and even into the government itself”

Also in 1938, Germany took back the Rhineland and annexed Austria,
setting the stage for the invasion of Poland and World War Two. In No-
vember 1938, the Reichkristallnacht (Night of Broken Glass) took place, in
which Nazi storm troopers destroyed Jewish temples, demolished Jewish
shops, robbed Jewish homes, and began the importation of thousands of
Jews to concentration camps.3 Yet, in the United States, hostility toward
immigrations became more intense in 1938; there were millions of Ameri-
cans unemployed, and the labor competition from these new émigrés was
regarded as a threat.

And, in December 1938, the Museum of Modern Art in New York
opened The Bauhaus, 1919-1928, an exhibition of the work of modem
German artists, many of whom had been declared degenerate, Marxist,
communist, Jewish, and Bolshevist by Hitler in the Entartete Kunst (Degen
erate Art) exhibition in Munich the previous year. The Entartete Kunst exhi-
bition included banished and confiscated modern art and illustrated virtu-
ally every modern movement from postimpressionism to expressionisi.
cubism, and dada, as well as the art produced at the Bauhaus.* Every effort
Wwas made through the hanging of the show, the accompanying texts, and
the catalog to characterize modern art as non-Aryan, racially impuré and
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hamful to the German people. The Bauhaus exhibition at the Museum
o Modern Art in New York must be seen in the context of these political
gvents.

The exhibition The Bauhaus, 1919-1928 was open from December

7 1938, until January 30, 1939, in the museum’s temporary quarters
in Rockefeller Center (figs. 42-44). Portions of the exhibition traveled
lhroughout the United States in the following months. About 17,000 peo-
le saw the exhibition during the seven weeks it was displayed in New
Tork. The exhibition was designed and organized by the former Bauhaus
atists Herbert Bayer and Walter Gropius, at the suggestion of the MoMA's
ditector, Alfred Barr, Jr., with contributions by many other Bauhaus teach-
es, notably Josef Albers and Alexander Dorner. The show included some
seven hundred objects, including items made in the workshops, basic de-
sign courses, and by individual faculty members— Lyonel Feininger, Was-
sy Kandinsky, Paul Klee, Oskar Schlemmer, Joseph Albers, Herbert Bayer,
and others. Everything was arranged in a stridently dynamic style of exhi-
bition design, which Gropius and Bayer were then practicing. Objects were
hung from the ceilings, pictures and labels were hung at sharp angles from
the walls, photographs were wrapped around posts, and the floors were
piinted with abstract designs, even with footprints that led the viewer
trough the exhibition.

Originally scheduled to open in the spring, the exhibition was post-
poned because, as Albers wrote from Black Mountain College, “’Ihere.: ar.e
many difficulties in preparing such an exhibition—most of the material is
abroad and probably scattered or not existent any more. ... Furtherm:’ore,
Bauhaus members dare not lend their materials for political reasons. Al-
bers was referring to the Nazi confiscation of modern art in Germany at
the time, a purging of museums that started in 1937 anq was legalized ex
post facto in 1938, He was also referring t0 the persecution of those whe
made and collected the art. Albers continued, “1 have come 0 the co.ndlf-
sion that this show should be more one¢ of principle Tﬂtlr"ef than an h’Stg_rll’
al collection.”*® MOMA’s press release restates Albers's c?ncilms—“':ﬁlne
arefully avoiding direct references t0 political qn'eats: Unai;e;l . Ci
conditions in Germany, it was not possible to bl:mg moreﬂj ofore *lim-
{0 this country for this exhibition.” The collection was ler i
ted to objects which were available, supplemented by en a;gﬁo r::; =
graphs.”¥” There were additional problems with customs ngu adel i
objects reached the United States. For example, Gropiuss Ifngerman S
Dessau Bauhaus building was held up in customs becmllse (()) rtantly, prob-
iffs on removing works of art. s

38 There were also, more
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lems getting Bauhaus people out of Nazi Germany by 1938; Bayer and
his wife both used the exhibition as a means of getting visas to leave Ger-
many.*

The exhibition, therefore, could not show the entire scope of Bauhaus
work. According to the press release, the exhibition did, however, reflect
the main principle: “The Bauhaus as an idea.”** How, then, did they ex-
hibit an idea? And what kind of an idea?

Recasting the Bauhaus

The temporary exhibition of The Bauhaus, 1919-1928 and the accompa-
nying catalog established a distorted vision of the institution. As outlined
above, the Bauhaus was founded in Weimar Germany in the frenetic atmo-
sphere of the German Revolution, was forced by political reactionaries to
move from Weimar to Dessau in 1925 and to Berlin in 1932, where it
was searched and closed in 1933 by Nazi police. Bauhaus pedagogy from
the very beginning put an emphasis on the education of socially commit-
ted artists and on the creation of objects—whether handcrafted or mass-
produced—that would have a profound effect on refashioning society.
Bauhaus objects were intended to contribute to environments that were
aesthetically unified and, therefore, more conducive to productive human
interactions and harmonious social relationships, while those who made
the objects were engaged in fulfilling, unalienated labor.

Yet all of these factors were misrepresented or simplified in New York
in 1938 by the exhibition organizers. Both the exhibition and the catalog
skewed the chronology in numerous ways. Very little attention was given
to the work produced in the Bauhaus after 1928 under Gropius's succes-
sors, and certainly there was no mention of the conflicts produced by the
communist theories and activities of Hannes Meyer, director of the Bau-
haus from 1928 to0 1930. One might conclude that this was outside the
chronological focus of the exhibition (1919-28) except that much con-
temporary work by Bauhaus artists in the United States was included,
such as the objects made by Josef Albers at Black Mountain College or by
Moholy-Nagy at the New Bauhaus in Chicago; graphic designs by Herbert
Bayer after 1928 were also featured. On the other hand, the exhibition
favored the work produced after 1923, despite the importance of the early
.exprESSioniS‘ experiments of 1919-23 in the formation of the school’s
lc?e.olog_y and_ aesthetic. Why, then, did those who contributed to the exhi-
:;tll]zn ll:jt(?ntl()n?lly neutr.alize the s_ocial a.nd political histog of the Bau-

and its radical, albeit contradictory, ideological ambitions?
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There are many possible motives for this strategy, all of them complex
sdinterconnected. Moholy-Nagy. Herbert Bayer, and Joseph Albers had
dar reasons to favor their current work in the United States and likely
wanted to protect their status as émigres. It is important to remember
#at as the exhibition was being planned, the House Committee on Un-
\nerican Activities was investigating foreigners with ties to communism

' adsodialism with the intention to deport those considered to be subver-
siie. The regulations requiring that all refugees from Germany have em-
doyment in this country had been eased in the spring of 1938; yet there

| ¥ continuing controversy surrounding the number of German and Jew-

. ishémigres, especially in New York City."

. Bamwas concerned with the critical reaction to the exhibition and the

' dlkcts the Bauhaus show would have upon the reputation of the museum;
| buthe also had a critical and historical agenda. Beginning with the 1932
| ahibition Modern Architecture—I nternational Exhibition (and the accompa-
| mingbook by Henry Russell Hitchcock, Jr., and Phillip johnson, The Inter-

mtional Style: Architecture since 1922), modernist art and architecture at

MoMA was clearly and deliberately regarded as a purely aesthetic phenom-

e to be considered solely in the realm of art.*2 This formalistic approach

was continued in Barr's 1936 exhibition and catalogue at MoMA, Cubism
and Abstract Art.*

As demonstrated above, Gropius had good cause to refuse to allow the
teal political history of the Bauhaus 10 be discussed. In 1919, 1922, anq
1923, politically motivated journalists in Weimar had used Bauhaus exbl—
bitions to denigrate the school on nationalist and racist grounds. The in-
dusion of Bauhaus art in the Entartete Kunst exhibition in 1937 was the
almination of these attacks. Gropius was concerned with howi the.Bau-
haus would be depicted and tried 1 control the way in which its history
would be written. In his 1935 book The New Architecture and the B'auhaus,
Gropius adopted a stance somewhat gimilar to Barr's in that he discussed
the Bauhaus historical context only in the abstract Weuhe re.fused o coml-(
pletely treat Bauhaus art and architecture as a style and con’unu‘ed to sf;:ea
out against those critics who reduced his architecture 10 formalism oF func

‘ i of “the
tionalism; he saw the goal for modern architecture 0 be part

iti ithi i e architect
technical, economical, and social conditions within vx{l;lcg thedﬁcs s
works.”* After leaving Germany: Gropius always avolde sp
speculated about what architecture would be

like in the future; he never
publicly discussed the comroversial

history of the Bauhaus of the politic;;
i i exhibition in 19
o i i tion with the MoMA

ealities of his own exile. In connecti 1 and political issues. ACCOT

i ding
Gropius steadfastly refused to discuss socia
0 an article in the New York Post,

. .
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[a]t a preview of the exhibition yesterday, [Gropius] was reluctant to dis-

cuss the political vicissitudes of his movement except to observe that the

same architectural and aesthetic phenomenon is condemned in Russia as

“western bourgeois,” and in Germany as “Bolshevik” while it is acclaimed
in Italy as “real fascist style.”*

There were also resonant political issues connected with the site for
the MoMA Bauhaus exhibition—the museum'’s temporary quarters in
Rockefeller Center. Four years before the Bauhaus exhibition there, a scan-
dal had arisen over the murals Diego Rivera had painted in the building.
Rivera included a small portrait of Lenin in the midst of a large and com-
plex narrative, prompting a controversy that caused the murals to be re-
moved in 1934.% Clearly, in 1938, Gropius and Barr were not going to
stress the origins of the Bauhaus in the German Socialist Revolution and
the Workers’ Council for Art; it would have been potentially risky to men-
tion other aspects of Bauhaus history, such as Hannes Meyer's communist
doctrines or the activities of the Bauhaus kostufra.

The Bauhaus artists were Germans, and people were terrified of Hitler
and, by extension, all Germans—often without distinguishing between
those who were Nazis and those who were not. Anti-German propaganda
had been part of U.S. visual culture since World War One and was still
prominent in 1938. Many Americans were also afraid of the Soviets, and
the Bauhaus artists had also been labeled Bolshevist, communist, Marxist,
and Jewish, most recently in the Degenerate Art exhibition. Anti-Soviet and
anti-Bolshevist imagery was also prominent in contemporary popular cul-
ture in 1938. In other words, whether they were identified as Germans or
as Bolsheviks, from any perspective, the Bauhaus artists were potentially
a threat to the dominant isolationist mood in the United States. In a poll
taken in February 1937, 95 percent answered that the United States should
stay out of the impending war at all costs, and the isolationist voices in
the United States grew more pugnacious—ranging from pacifists to sena-
{ors to extremist figures like Father Coughlin.*” Anxiety about war was in-
creasingly pervasive—Americans feared both military invasions and the
mass immigration of the thousands of ethnic and political refugees then
fleeing from fascism in Europe.*® The anxiety of the populace was force-
fully demonstrated by the mass hysteria in October 1938, occasioned by
Orson Welles's radio play, The war of the Worlds, when many Americans
were duped into believing in an invasion from outer space.

In the catalog for the Bauhaus exhibition, a brief essay, “Background
of the Bauhaus” by Alexander Dorner and a short selection, “Press Com-
ments,” later in the book do make brief reference to the difficulties the

M
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Bauhaus experienced in Germany.* In the his catalog introduction, Barr
noted that many of the works were shown without the consent of the
artists and that it was “considered advisable” to delete their names, al-
though he offers no clarification whatsoever as to why (i.e., their status
as former Bauhaus members still residing in Nazi Germany.) Indeed, no-
where are the social passions of the school'’s early years, nor the vehemence
ofthe reactionaries’ hatred, nor the intrigues involved in closing the school
anywhere fully discussed or, most importantly, judged. Instead, the “Back-
ground” reads almost like a mea culpa. It is almost as if the Nazi criticisms
of the Bauhaus were accepted as true, such that the evidence needed to
be hidden—that is, the Bauhaus was being seen through the eyes of its
Nazi detractors and was retreating from its origins.

When the exhibition first opened in December, Barr wrote to Gropius
that he expected hostile criticism from four main sources: “pro-Nazi, anti-
modern sources”; “pro-French, anti-German sources”; “American anti-
foreign sources”; and “people who felt that the Bauhaus was too old-
fashioned.”* In effect, many of these types of criticisms were raised in the
eviews, but they are not so clearly categorized. \

“As we could have guessed, we have reports that the exhibition is con-
sidered Jewish,” Barr wrote.”' Americans, he wrote, were so ignorant of
European names that they considered the names Gropius a.nd Moholy-
Nagy to be “probably Jewish-Communist, ” and he wanted to issue a statc?-
ment about why the Nazis persecuted the Bauhaus. He suggested that it

state the following:

In 1933 the Bauhaus was closed by the National Socialist Government.
Because the Bauhaus developed during the Social Democratic regime, the
National Socialists felt it was politically related to German Democracy

and therefore suspect. Furthermore, the kind of art and .architeclture fos-
tered by the Bauhaus was hated by several of the most mﬂu.ennal Na- :
tional Socialists who expressed the hostile attitude of the uninformed pub-

lic toward any kind of artistic innovation. . . -

many Jews were on the fac-
h students, there were no
"52 Gropius refused to
nse of his

Barr wanted to make a statement about how

ulty: “Although the Bauhaus welcomed Jewis
J i ly two Jews) or whatever.
i While Barr feared the respo

all be written. _
Dnemmmemrini Bauhaus students and staff still

US. critics, Gropius feared for the lives of : e
in Germany and continued to refuse to make any public remarks ag

the Nazis
Despite Gropius's desire

to avoid making political statements about
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the exhibition, the contemporaneous reviews stressed the Nazi persecu-
tion of the Bauhaus. Even the brief notices in the press made mention of
the political tensions in the world and the position of the Bauhaus within
it, whether reviewing the exhibition or the catalog. The fact that the Bau-
haus artists were exiled Germans exhibiting works of art that had been
banned in Germany did not go unnoticed by reviewers. A selection of the
headlines, captions, and excerpts from throughout the United States reads:
“New York Holds Exhibit of Nazi-banned Art”; “Refugee Art Exhibit Will
Remain Here Until Friday . . . Democracy in Relation to the Applied Arts
Is on View"; “German Creative Genius before the Blight of the Nazis . . .";
“Suppressed by the Nazis . . . Called Bolshevistic. . . . International in
Character and Therefore unGerman”; “Charged with Teaching Architec-
tural Socialism”; “Nazi-banned Art Shown”; and “Gropius and His Bau-
haus: Museum Honors a German Group in Exile for Art’s Sake.”

Some articles directly commented on the forced ahistoricity of the ex-
hibit. An essay in the socialist journal New Masses referred to the “lack of
chronological continuity which gives the effect of a chapter of history in
a vacuum.”” Elizabeth McCausland, writing for the Springfield Morning
Union [Mass.], complained the exhibition design was chaotic and anar-
chic—an “unhistoric presentation.”*® On December 4, 1938, the New York
Times reviewed the Bauhaus exhibition with a headline that read: “Nazi
Banned Art Exhibited Here.” The text began by noting that the Nazis closed
the school when they came to power and mentioned that “the school came
into official disfavor because of the Nazi illusion that modern furniture,
a!DSUad painting and flat roofed architecture were degenerate or bolshe-
vistic.””” These excerpts make it clear that in 1938, the political and ideo-
logical chaos of the world made it impossible to isolate Bauhaus art from
the political crisis taking place.

The inability to separate art from politics was also a dominant concern
for. U.S. artists at this time. Roosevelt had initiated federal funding for
;Zt('isets under ‘h‘? auspices of the Works Progress Administration and the

ral Arts Project; but these programs came under attack by a coalition
S ng in a decrease in funding. In some cases, the
;f:[?sr;cgse?nc:lfus(;l::jv:z;?ocon.tent brgught b)'r the senators were justiﬁed,. ats
For example, in San Fus DA Plaures they weishing t_o e
: ) fancisco, a mural in the Coit Tower contained the
Images of a hammer and sickle, the phrase “Workers of the World, Unite,”
o e ot o of i nd s ey 30
ek giigen Cosmlngton, the artist RocWe]l Kent (even‘tuallY calle
Mittee on Un-American Activities) included an
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Alaskan Eskimo and a Puerto Rican exchanging messages about liberation
from the United States.*® Initially, the decrease in federal funding for artists
was met with protest: in December 1936, New York artists marched to
the Works Projects Administration headquarters on East 69th Street. Both
police and artists were wounded in the ensuing scuffle.® However, the
protests quieted down in 1938, when a number of artists and arts adminis-
trators were called before the Dies Committee, where carefully chosen wit-
nesses testified that the Federal Arts Project was infested with commu-
nists, %

The relationship of U.S. artists to communism and socialism was com-
plex and confusing, for the artists and their critics alike. In 1936, in re-
sponse to the Soviet call for a united front against fascism in Germany
and ltaly, many left-wing artists redirected their criticisms from U.S. capi-
talists to the cause against Hitler and Mussolini. The so-called Popular
Front strategy was to organize as many people as possible into visible anti-
fascist organizations, such as the American Artists’ Congress, whose first
symposium was held in February 1936.' Artists and critics such as Lewis
Mumford, Meyer Schapiro, Lynd Ward, Max Weber, and George Biddle
spoke against fascism as the true enemy of the artist; an exiled German
artist also spoke at the symposium on the condition of anonymity. “To
'emain in Germany means to goose step,” according to this artist, “to
march in public, in private, [and] in art. The ‘intellectual beast’ who does
not wish to march must be exterminated.”**

The American Artists’ Congress was opposed not only to fasc.ism bfn
also to U.S. involvement in the war—isolationism was as promment' in
artistic circles as it was with the population as a whole.” Many U.S. aru.sts
debated the relationship of their work to the international community,
including artists like Thomas Hart Benton who called for an art that was
exclusively concerned with themes of the American_landscape amd.peo.pltii
Others like Stuart Davis polemicized for a modernist vc?cabu_lax:y msc;lnfr_e
i by European art and labeled artists like Benton as nationalistic and fas-

cist & S
Considered in this context, the critical responses to the Bauhaus e):}v:lb;!
| tion in the popular press make it clear that the attem!)t to avcn::lkP:t ll:;st
issues by the exhibition organizers was simply not gmr}g to WO d, o
in the immediate sense. It was impossible to erase hl.story s
; nd is, itself political. But
from the Bauhaus, and the desire to do so was, 4 ifested in the
itis by their conspicuous absence that these issues aref[;,am i
exhibition and in the catalog. The b Eera oent:tiin displaced
the models, and the spatially dynamic means O PES“X "\ .oy,
any sense of the intended function (utilitarian, pRitE L
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Fig 42. Installation view of the exhibition The Bauhaus, 1919-1928, Museum of Modern Art, New
York, 1938. Photo ® 2000 The Museum of Modemn Art, New York.

which was so essential for the Bauhaus, Two examples that are especially
revealing: the Bauhaus Manifesto and a set of rugs from the Bauhaus textile
studio.

The Bauhaus Manifesto was a pamphlet issued in Berlin in the spring
of 1919 in the midst of the German civil war. It was printed in the form
of an illustrated broadsheet, similar to the street literature that was then
being distributed by the different left-wing factions vying for power in the
aftermath of the German Revolution. Gropius’s text, which called for an
end to the “class distinctions between the arts and the crafts” and the “new
building of the future . . . which will one day rise from the hands of a
million workers like the crystal symbol of a new faith!” was also pattemned
after radical political manifestos.% Yet, in the 1938 exhibition, the Bauhats
Manifesto was not represented in the original but by a poster-sized photo-
graph of the woodcut (fig. 42, left). The fact that the manifesto was 2
b.roadsheet with both image and text was not represented in the exhibi-
ton. Furthermore, the image that was reproduced was not the actual
Woodcut that was printed and distributed in 1919; Gropius chose instead
a photograph of the preliminary design for the manifesto, of which only
one example existed. The catalog reproduced a cropped image of the sameé
Preliminary design, which was not as fractured nor as abstract and, in a
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Fig 43, Installation view of the exhibition The Bauhaus, 1919-1928, Museum of Modern Art, New
York, 1938, Photo © 2000 The Museum of Modern Art, New York.

%nse, not as visionary, as the actual cover for the manifesto. As a conse-
qQuence, for many years, surveys of modern art and architecture, as well
‘ & some more specialized studies of the Bauhaus, continued to illustrate
what was essentially the wrong cover design; the manifesto was most often
’ shown as if it were a rarified image, separated from its function as a propa-
gandistic document.

In the 1919 manifesto, Gropius wrote that artists, painters, and sculp-
tors had to recognize the composite nature of a building in order to create
0tal works of unified art. In the Bauhaus program, it was stressed that
Everyone at the school was to make utilitarian objects that could in one
Way or another be used in an architectural setting. Yet at the MoMA exhibi-
tion, photographs illustrating Bauhaus articles.were wrapped ar(;;:nc:;h col-
Umns, or hung at strange angles to the wall, in an effort to mM e e:’il
dPpear as art objects themselves, rather than as documentation. Many o
' i that further accentuated
Jects were represented by photographs, a situation

the senge of contextual alienation.®
The two Bauhaus rugs displayed there (fig. 43) represent another ex-

i us ob-
imple of how the exhibition altered the con.text from which ;:;l;:: s
Jects were created and used. These rugs, which We‘f SUSP:C‘; PR o
at sharp angles to one another, formed an X that fractur
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Fig 44. Rugs. Installation view of the exhibition The Bauhaus, 1919-1928, Museum of Modem Art,
New York, 1938. Photo ® 2000 The Museum of Modern Art, New York.

three-dimensional components of an abstract floor pattern (fig. 44). This
strange attempt at activating the space all but erased the intended function
of the objects. If one compares the display of the rugs in 1938 with similar
objects at the 1923 Weimar exhibition (fig. 45), where they were exhibited
in use as part of an interior, it becomes clear that the functional aspect was
ignored in New York. The inability to walk on the rugs and their bizarre
suspension in space separated the objects from the world of usefulness.
In this way, the fugs were removed from the realm of daily life to be en-
shrined in that of the Mmuseum; the objects did not exist in the everyday;
they existed in isolation, in a realm of untouchable aesthetics.

Like the artists, then, the objects on display in the Museum of Modem
Art were also, in some ways, i exile. The exhibition format isolated objects
that were intended by the Bauhaus to be, in all cases, part of a utilitarial_n
architectural context. They became, instead, objects purely for aesthetic
consumption and therefore illustrations of the reductivist modernism o
posed by Barr, with Philip Johnson and Henry Russell Hitchcock, Jr., in
the 1932 Modern Architecrure—-lntemational Exhibition.

But there was another effect of this style of display. That s, the remOV_al
of Bauhaus products from the chronological and geographical setting I
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Fig 45. Installation view of the exhibition Art and Technics: The New Umte/, Haus Iam Ho;r;, |Tn e
Bauhaus, Weimar, 1923. Photo courtesy of the Bauhaus-Archiv, Museum fiir Gestaltung, Berlin.

which the objects were crafted made them seem somehow no longer utal;-
tarian but also no longer German and perhaps no lol}ger ]_ewnsh,.Bo -
shevist, or degenerate. By transplanting the Bauhaus objects mt9 a ]ajzg
American context, the museum display in 1938 tumfad what werT dll'lt;ll'l ct:
to be socially embedded products of ar.tisfic. l'abor. mto‘ alit-w?ir eccc:n:)e:l lsc
denied the syntactical substance of their initial historical an

Snuitflt:l sl.he exhibition was over, Barr wrote to Gropius, describing, at

length, his feelings about the exhibition:

ibition I want to
While we are speaking frankly about the Bauhaus exhnswe i

assure you that, although it was one of the most expe ha;e i

: i ibitions we .

i i unrewarding exhibi
A s A i uld like to suggest to
we do not in the least regret having had it. . . - I:vc;ld e
ippi i u sho

clippings are 1n yO ;
you that after all our press ' : g
go through them carefully. 1 am under the 1mpressm;n fr(?rn Zl_e e

incli o1
letters and from conversations that you were inclined to ign
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the adverse criticisms, somewhat as you did in Germany fifteen years ago.
To be perfectly frank, this seems to me rather unwise. . . . The fact is that
in the Bauhaus exhibition a good many works were mediocre or worse,
so that the critics were naturally not impressed.®’

In fact, the critics were so unimpressed that Barr had been forced to
send a memo to the museum’s board of trustees defending the exhibition.
In his memo, “Notes on the Reception of the Bauhaus Exhibition,” Barr
categorized those critics who were “hostile,” “noncommittal,” “favorable,”
or “enthusiastic.”*® According to Barr, the museum had not expected large
audiences because of a “lack of popular elements.” Yet the show had a
larger attendance than any other exhibition, and “the controversy aroused
has been more violent than almost any exhibition that the Museum has
had.” Indeed, it seemed in many instances that the controversy over the
criticism was going to eclipse discussion of the exhibition itself. For exam-
ple, Arts Digest included review articles entitled “Bauhaus Attacked” and
“Bauhaus Defended.”® Yet, rather than rehearse the political controver-
sies, as outlined in the exhibition reviews, Barr remained most comfort-
able discussing the exhibition and its reception in formalist terms. His
memo to the trustees discussed the style of the installation and concluded
that the negative criticism came from “art critics, unaccustomed to seeing
education, architecture and design.”

It was precisely Barr’s formalist methodologies and lack of historicist
specificity that caused the U.S. art historian Meyer Schapiro to criticize
Barr. In his now canonical essay, “The Nature of Abstract Art,” Schapiro
reviewed Bart’s book and exhibition of 1936, Cubism and Abstract Art.”
Schapiro rejected the kind of aestheticism and stylistic classifications that
Barr had introduced in the 1936 exhibition. He also rejected Barr’s focus
on artistic autonomy and challenged Barr’s inability to look beyond the
realm of art for causes and effects. Schapiro criticized Barr's reliance on
theories of stylistic exhaustion and offered instead an interpretive model
bas.ed upon the social contexts surrounding the development of mod-
ernism.

Indeed, it did seem as if Barr consciously rejected contextualization
and intentionally assumed an ahistorical approach when it suited his pur-
Poses or his argument. In Barr's preface to the Bauhaus catalog, he briefly
Slfelc%)ed the problems that confronted the Bauhaus in Germany but then
dismissed them. “This is history,” he wrote. He was not concerned with
what he termed the “obsolescence” of Bauhaus art—its existence in Ger-
many’s past—but, rather, its reformation in the United States:
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Are this book, then, and the exhibition which supplements it, merely a be-
lated wreath laid upon the tomb of brave events, important in their day
but now of primarily historical interest? Emphatically no! The Bauhaus is
not dead, it lives and grows through the men who made it, both teachers
and students, through their designs, their books, their methods, their phi-
losophies.”

Barr’'s conclusion was that the Bauhaus, once again, was not an institution,
but an idea.

The MOMA exhibition catalog, which referred to itself as “the most
comprehensive and authoritative account of the Bauhaus so far at-
tempted,” was, in fact, the only account written for well over a decade.
After World War Two, as Gropius wrote, “the traces of the Bauhaus in
Germany have been pretty much destroyed under Hitler”; and the MoMA
catalog was consequently reprinted in 1955 in German.” Certainly since
then there have been numerous scholarly studies that have done a great
deal to recoup the history of the Bauhaus and its political situation as we.il
as the complications and contradictions of Bauhaus ideology.”” What is
at issue here is that these studies needed to be recuperative.

Even today, collections of documents are presented as histori_es: them-
selves, with little distinction between reminiscences and actualities, be-
tween memories and recorded events.”* Produced in the 1970s and 1980s
| during the cold war, books on the Bauhaus from East German)r. are usel-ful
for their discussions of the sociopolitical issues surrounding the institution
yet limited because of their obvious polemical prejudices.” Cf:rtai.nly the.re
are many provocative connections between this .type o.f art historical wcrlxt-
ing and the historiography of German history, l_ﬂdUdmg the PoitEarces
sire to start with, again, a tabula rasa. The question of (_}tz‘.rrnfln h;story in
relationship to a German sense of war guilt and comphcuy is, }? co?ﬁ.ﬁ;
a very complex one, and recent publications on the relationship 13
Bauhaus to National Socialism are surely part of a new.post-co war

isi i i blematics of Bauhaus
fevisionism.”® A thorough discussion of the pro i
scholarship is outside of the scope of this essay; it.18, NOREIHCES p

i ns made in 1938 by the
fant to recognize the extent to which the decisio ; e
organizers of the MoMA exhibition have had a lasting effect

haus legacy. . '
In Eﬁn?{usion, I want to clarify that I am not blaming Gropius Or others

5wk dern Art for
involved with the Bauhaus exhibition at the Museum (t)}f;:?:zstorical g
their actions. My intention, rather, has been to UBCOYE 70 U o
text that they were forced to negotiate and to disclose the very
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tions between Gropius’s exile and the design and content of The Bauhaus,
1919-1928. In 1938, with many Bauhaus artists still in Nazi Germany,
with the U.S. Congress investigating anyone accused of being fascist or
Bolshevist, and with Americans marching in New York wearing swastikas,
the Bauhaus artists in the United States were justifiably in fear of their
reception. In 1938, Gropius had looked back, and he looked around him;
he could not act as an historian when putting together the MoMA exhibi-
tion.
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