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Mies’s Statues and
Lilly Reich

Sometime during 1926, L udwig Mies van der Rohe and the interior
designer Lilly Reich initiated a professional as well as personal
relationship in Germany.' Immediately thereafter, nude female
statues began tofigure prominently — evenfocally — ina series of
Mies's canonical works. Virtually nothing during Mies's twenty
yearsof practiceprior tothisliaison would have predicted thearrival
of these anthropomorphic presences.? Reich's singular successin
bridging both the office and domestic spheresof Mies's lifeallowed
this unexpected development. While Mies had been married for 13
years when he met Reich and had sought out previous extramarital
affairs,? it wasonly after finding ajoint collaborator/companion that
he could open himself to overt gestures of human sensuality in his
architecture. In parallel with the appearance of these nudes, telling
changes in Mies's attitudes toward material, surface and color also
rapidly occurred.

Reich proved to be a quietly forceful partner, one able to reach
even someone of "natural reticence” like Mies.* By 1926 her
autonomousartistic reputation asa" pioneer of modern design™ and
"one of the most respected practitionersin Germany" was becoming
widely known, though Mies's aggrandized persona rapidly sub-
sumed her own dawning fame. Prior to her involvement with Mies,
Reich's exhibition designs had been recognized for over a decade,
and she had been elected to the Werkbund's Board of Directors, the
first woman ever to have received thishonor.® Not just the depth of
her personal commitment to Mies but theinherent quality of her own
work gave her alarger sway over him than anyone else during his
longcareer. Froman artistic standpoint Lilly Reich wasquitelikely
the only significant personal relationship which Mies, that "lonely
seeker of truth™ in the words of Walter Gropius,® ever had.

Reich's arrival in Mies's professional life — an entrée much
enhanced by their personal relationship — was an unique event of
considerable import for the career of this most solitary of Modern
masters, and thus provides a highly controlled opportunity for the
study of influence within the design process of one of the seminal
figures of the age. More specifically, though, and also more
poignantly, Mies's later exclusion of her from hislife allows usto
probe the persistence and depth of mnremonic influence. To watch
her impact riseand then regress over several decades and to identify
the traces of her which remain or wane can remind us of how the
memories that [eaven architecturearenot just of placesand of things,
but of people, too.

FOUR WORKS, FOUR GRADATIONS

After meeting Reich, Miesrealized four seminal commissionsin
five years, each containing asingle femal e statue. These four works
— theStuttgart GlassRoom of 1927, theBarcelona Pavilion of 1929,
the Villa Tugendhat of 1930, and the Berlin Building Exhibition
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Fig. |. Plan o the Stuttgart Glass Room by Mies van der Rohe and Lilly
Reich, 1927, with Torso ofa Grl, Turning by Wilhelm Lehmbruck. Diagram
by author.

House of 1931 — established Mies's fame as a builder within the
European avant-garde, in contrast to the visionary renown he had
already achieved with his earlier, theoretical projects. 7 Mies's
inclusion of statues in these four canonical built works haselicited
considerable scholarly study, yet Reichis generating role as" statu-
ary" Muse has not been previously described or explicated.® While
the degree of Reich's direct professional involvement in these
realized works varies considerably, ranging from undocumented to
total, the importance of her aesthetic influence in all is beyond
doubt.” The sudden appearance of statues marks Reich's arrival in
Mies's professiona life, while the subtle transformation in the
demeanor of theselected statuesand in how they werespatially used
gauges the steady progressin the two designers' personal involve-
ment. The accessibiliry of thefemal eimagesinthese projectsslowly
increases in revealing gradations.

From the start these statues occupy crucial positions. Theearliest
debuted asthe spatial pivot of both entry intoand exit from Miesand
Reich's Glass Room Exhibit of 1927 in Stuttgart [Fig. 1]. The bust,
entitled Torsoofn Girl, Turning by Wilhelm Lehmbruck, stands on
apedestal inaglazed corner zone.'* Subdued in demeanor, itssubtle
rotating movement nonetheless controls our passage through the
exhibit. As Karin Kirsch has noted, upon entry the Lehmbruck
terminates the first deep vista into the space and turns us with its
glance toward the main area. It briefly disappears from view aswe
moveto theexhibit's central zone. Asweleave it returns to axially
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Fig. 2. Dawn by Georg Kolbe, Barcelona Pavilion by Mies van der Rohe,
1929 (reconstructed1986). Photo by author.

complete another vista and direct our attention toward the exit."
Most important to note, though, intracing Mies's attitudetoward this
sculpture, is that from both these angles the Lehmbruck remains
inaccessible, lying always behind alayer of glass. While powerfully
placed, it is wholly encased. Views into its glazed capsule are
different fromeither side. Upon entry itisseeninfull volumebehind
clear, highly reflectiveglass, floatingin adiffuse, whitefield. Upon
exit it is silhouetted behind " mouse” gray glass — adark and rather
ghostly image. In neither case can we approach it (much less touch
it), but rather only admire its varying qualities scopically through
differing transparencies.

In the 1929 Barcelona Pavilion, the female presence — a full-
figure sculpture by Georg Kolbe entitled Dawn'> — is no longer
vitreously enclosed [Fig. 2]. This second sculpture servesas more
than acompositional pivot; it is™apotent focus of visual attention at
theinnermost point of the Pavilion.”'* Instead of greetingor dismiss-
ing us, the statue itself now presumably justifies our long wander in
these labyrinthine passages. Further, while this statue — like the
Lehmbruck — isfirst glimpsed within its walled space behind glass,
weare now invited inside the statuary's quadrant. Moving around on
eithersideoftheglass wall wefind ourselveswithin theopencourtyard
with it. Frustratingly, however, it still cannot be approached duetoits
placement in alarge, distancing pool of water. Itsarcing motionsare
introspective, almost somnambulistic.** Though our passageinto the
courtyard may havetriggered itsgestures, it paradoxically pushes us
back without truly acknowledging us."

In the third project, the Villa Tugendhat of 1930, the Lehmbruck
torso from the Glass Room returns[Fig. 3]. Noless prominent here
than was the Kolbe at Barcelona, the Lehmbruck at Tugendhat
stands before Mies's onyx wall. One of the Villa's few remaining
preliminary design sketches reveals how the existence of afemale
bust in this precise position was an important part of the building's
initial conception; from the beginning the Tugendhat statue was
intended asa palpably reachableentity.'® It forthrightly inhabitsthe
same spatiality as us. Mies exactingly matched its eye-level to our
own.'7 Subtletiesthat still counterthisincreased accessibility, though,
must be noted. As a torso, the statue of necessity rests on a high
pedestal, retaining a slight aesthetic distance from us. Further, its
demure, sidewaysglance, whichsilently directedourturnsat Stuttgart,

Fig.3. Torso of a Grl, Turning by Wilhelm Lehmbruck, VillaTugendhat by
Mies van der Rohe, 1930. Photo by author.

seems to exist here only to prevent us from directly addressing it.

In the fourth and final of these projects — the Berlin Building
Exhibition House of 1931, another Kolbe nude work, Frauenstatue,
was placed upon an outdoor terrace [Fig. 4]." Mies gave the
courtyard of the Berlin Building Exhibition House apool very much
likethat at Barcelona, yet in Berlin he moved the scul pture from the
water up onto the paving with us. Thus reachable as at Tugendhat,
the statue's sense of accessibility is now further enhanced by the
lowness of the vestigial platform on which it stands, its strong
directionality downward off this platform, and the openness of its
direct, forward glance. If this statue were to take the next step
forward in space which its motion anticipates, any remaining spatial
distinctions between viewer and viewed would vanish." Thestatue's
demeanor is monumentally placid, almost somber.

In addition, though, to noting the heightened potential for
interactivity on the terrace in this case, it is crucial to also observe
how thislast statueis sensed from within the house. Aswas Mies's
lifelong design custom, he provided separate sleeping zones for the
husband and wife within the master's suite.?> While the view of the
statue from the wife's side is remote and partialy shielded by
vegetation in Miesis drafted plan, the husband's sleeping space
openswith glazed wallsdiagonally on two sides toward thisterrace,
focusing upon the sculpture. The man's writing desk is positioned to
reinforce this view, almost touching the glass. In addition, then, to
having the opportunity for direct accessibility tothe sculptureon the
terrace the man can also — if desired — withdraw behind the
framing device of the glass, returning to the purely voyeuristic
formulation of the Stuttgart Glass Room. Thereisareversal of roles,
though, compared to the interaction through glass at Stuttgart. At
Berlin it is the inanimate femal e statue which seems ready to roam
freely, whileit istheanimate viewer who retreatsto astatic position
in avitreous cell.

The last two of these projects were places of true domesticiry.
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Fig.4. Plan of the Berlin Building Exposition House by Mies van der Rohe,
1931. Diagram by author.

Surely itisnocoincidence that it wasin thesewhere the nudefemale
statues came within reach. The Tugendhat and Berlin Building
Exposition Houses — unlike the rather corporate Stuttgart Glass
Room and the civic Barcelona Pavilion” — were designed funda-
mentally as environments of intimacy. Mies and Reich had begun
sharing adomestic flat soon after starting their collaborations.?

Since virtually nothing isknown about how or why Mies (aswell
as Reich?) selected these specific statues,? to posit thissequenceis
admittedly to infer a structure from what might only be chance.
Taciturn as always, Mies never mentioned these presences, much
less what they meant to him. Still, asagroup, these statues at |east
speak decisively of Mies's taste in figural sculpture — a taste that
further leads one straight to Reich. All of the statues selected were
of agenre that remained conservative for the Weimarera, exhibiting
a" quietness of form" showing more debt to the work of the French
master Aristide Maillol than to theemotionalism of German Expres-
sionism. The Lehmbruck and the two Kolbes which Mies selected
drew liberally from Maillol’s figural language, partaking in the
Frenchman's "firm, rounded forms" and celebrating his vision of
""the vaguely sensual, passive, monumental woman.”** Physically,
these words could easily apply to Lilly Reich, who was full-bodied
infigureand "physically plain" in features, though alwaysimmacu-
lately groomed. AsMies's biographer notes: "' [Reich] disdained all
suggestion of flounce.”* These statues likewise exude restraint;
while undeniably sensual, none exalts the gratuitously ravishing.?
Some photos of Reich from the early thirties when compared to the
Kolbe at Barcelona show an eerie resemblance of face and even of
expression [Fig. 51.7

A MORE SENSUOUS PALATE

Paralleling Mies's acceptance of a restrained eroticism in these
"statuary"” projects is his transition to a richer, more colorful, less
quotidian material palate. Reich's flair for the sleek introduced
Mies, a stonemason's son, to a whole new sense of surface. While
Mies employed coarse limestone and granite before meeting her,
polish now replaced the chisel, and tautly thin slabs supplanted his
blocky ashlars.? Miesceased using exposed brick in projectswhere
Reich had ahand, and if he used it when working al oneit henceforth
became more smooth.*” Gone forever was the brutally raw clinker
brick Mies used just before meeting Reich in his Liebknecht-
Luxemburg Memorial. Sheen — from lustrous marble, chromium
plate and mirrored glass — appearedeverywhere. Along with this

Fig. 5. Comparison images. Kolbe’s Dawn and Lilly Reich. Cropping and
compositeby author.

heightened sheen also came soft, earthy textures — silks, luxuri-
ously grained woods, and pleated and tufted leathers.?" In the four
statuary projects the hues, too, intensified with new sophistication.
Reich's interest in color, evidenced by her exhibition displays of
hundreds of linoleum samples in sharp primaries and diaphanous
pastels, entered Mies's oeuvre at the Stuttgart Glass Room. Bright
red flooring, warmebony walls, and varying translucenciesand tints
of green glass expose her touch. The cream and orange of Mies's
subsequent onyx doré walls, cross woven with rose and gray veins.
seem unimaginablewithout her. Reich's material, surfaceand color
sensibilities read asforcefully in her and Mies's collaborations asdo
the human figures.

Commonalties in how Mies and Reich approached material can
help explain their initial empathy for each others' work. Contempo-
raries considered Reich's modernist attitude toward the presentation
of materials in exhibitions to be revolutionary in its forthrightness
and spontaneity."" Her exhibits sought integrity through corporeal-
ity, incorporatingimmensely long planks of rare wood, freestanding
cylindersof Lucite, and delicately draped bolts of cloth. Contempo-
rary newspaper reports praised the "exemplary objectivity" of her
display methods."" This probity resonated with preexisting tenden-
ciesin Mies's aesthetic. Mies, too, had a taste for directness — a
quality much accentuated by his entry into the neue Sachlichkeir
milieu. Prior to Reich, this had led him to the elemental and blunt.
as hisfrank celebrations of the unrelieved rough surface textures of
concrete, stone and brick in his early visionary projects amply
show.™ In this way Mies and Reich's decade-long collaboration
began asaproductive episodein mutual reinforcement. What Reich
decisively added, however, to Mies's material palate — in parallel
with the sculptures — was sensuousness.* This affected every
material he touched thereafter, even those with which he had
substantial priorexperiencein histheoretical works. Take glass. for
example. Before meeting Reich the curtain walls in his renderings
appeared to be heroically rough and grainy, as if they had been
etched and mottled by the coarsening dust of time."" In study
elevations of his 1922 curving Glass Skyscraper, the curtain wall
reads like an undulating slab of gritty sandstone. Mullions are
applied like broken wire.* After working with Reich at Stuttpart his
way of understanding the vitreous would never be the same.”" Facts
were central to both Mies's and Reich's aesthetics, but his were of
the base and hers were of the surface. With glass, she showed him
how ephemerality could function as an absol ute.

The adhesion of Reich's surface sensibility to Mies's planar
elements seasoned the trend toward greater formal abstraction in his
spaces, andenhanced their experiential richness. Itdistinguished his
otherwise increasingly neo-platonic, orthogonal arrays of walls
from similar, contemporaneous planar matrices like those of the
Dutchde Stijl movement. Incontrast totheabstractly coded coloring
and lack of refractive ambiguities in Rietveld's or van Doesburg's
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compositions, Mies's planar fields became mirrored spectacles of
earthy elegance. Barcelona particularly has been viewed this way.
One of the visiting critics in 1929 described the effect of Mies's
veneered walls as "precise like a machine" yet "polished like a
diamond.”® In the recently reconstructed Pavilion, Caroline Con-
stant notes how the reflectance of the materials can " simulate the
temporal flux of nature,”” and for K. Michael Hays the " fragmen-
tation and distortion of the space istotal.”*

With statues and surfaces, then, Reich enriched Mies's work in
tworelated ways: the human figures gave literal sensuality,and the
surface treatments gave the architectural planesa potently sensorial
reverberation of this. After emigratingtoAmericaandleavingReich
in Germany, Mies would expend great effort in understanding these
two developments, making exacting probes of what meaning the
statues and exotic veneers could havein his American work. One he
would retain and the other he would allow to gradually wane.

COURT HOUSES AND MNEMONIC REDUCTION

Asrevealing asit isto trace Reich's increasing impact on Mies, it
iseven morefascinating to watch her memory persist after they grew
apart. The particularsof why their relationship cooled are unknown.
Mies's practicefell idle once Modernism wasrejected by the Nazis,
and, grudgingly, he succumbed to the temptations of potential work
abroad. After a series of preparatory visits, he left permanently
without Reich for the U.S. in 1938. Franz Schulze, Mies's biogra-
pher, speculates that: "' [Reich's] professional thoroughness, turned
by lovefor himinto personal solicitude, finally caused him to retreat
from her. Mies cherished nothing in hislife more devoutly that his
independence, and when he emigrated to the U.S. he closed her out
of hislife""" Reich did visit him in Chicago before World War 11
began, though friends report that Mies did little to encourage her to
stay,*> Her spirit was hurt, and she never saw him again.** Reich
endured the War alonein Germany, devotedly tendingMies's papers
and effects until most were lost when her studio was bombed in
1943.% She died a sudden and untimely death in Berlin in 1947.
After her passing, Mies had more than two decades yet to live and
reflect upon their collaboration.

While the war progressed an ocean away, Mies commenced a
focused study of the statuesand lush materials. Tellingly, the venue
he selected was domestic. In Chicago he produced his definitive
seriesof Court House renderings — atypol ogy first explored by him
in Germany.* Thefinal Americanvariantssuggestively weredrawn
not long after the definitive break with Reich.

Little — almost nothing — is encountered within these ascetic
perspectives. Itisasif an exhaling breath has expelled al trace of
daily inhabitation from within. What remains isa strident contrast
between the crisply drafted, linear precinct and, poignantly, an
occasional collage of a statue or veneered screen. The tenuous
position of the statue and screen inclusions vis-a-vis the space is
reinforced by their literally " pasted on” character. They couldeasily
be moved about — or removed. The luxuriousness that clothed so
much of the space in the statuary projectsis here compacted onto a
lonely plane or two, typically rendered in wood,* with the figure
standing carefully clear — never brushing against these infinitesi-
mally thin. scrim-like surfaces. Rarely, in fact, doesthefigure enter
aview that contains a screen.”” In these precincts Mies isolates the
twin impacts of hiscollaboration with Reich. Toexaminethescreen
and figure most clearly, he draws them independently. The bound-
ing brick walls blinker off the remainder of the world; the inward
focus is absol ute.

Ultimately these terse Court Houses distill to triadic environ-
ments, formed of the three interrelated factors of reticulate space,
human figure and veneered screen— with the screen as the arbitrat-
ingelement. Looking first at adrawing with just the abstracted space
and thefigurecan help clarify thisdynamic. Such adrawing reduces
to a tangibly — indeed supremely — voluptuous sculpture resting
upon anincessantly mechanical floor grid. Itisasif Miesweretrying

to identify the ultimate emblems of the rational and sensual, wall
them up together, and suggest that they can coexist but never cross-
fertilize. An unbridgeable dichotomy confronts us. Now movingto
oneof thedrawingswith just reticulate space and veneered screens,
and placing it beside the drawing with just space and figure, it
becomes clear that thisfirst impressionistoosimplistic. Rather than
adichotomy, Mies has posited a dialectic. The screen is a precise
blend of the rational space and the sensual figure. The screen
simultaneously mimics not only the sculptural figure's sinuous
patterning, deep tonality and organic vivacity, but also the drafted
space's mechanically straight profiles, sharply rectangular corners,
and theoretically infinitethinnessand weightlessness. These planes
manage to mediate the antithetical contrast of grid and figure.

In this triadic, dialectical formulation, Mies inspired the ab-
stracted space and Reich the curvaceous figure, while the blended
plane wasacollaboration between their characters. Quitelikely this
is the core truth of their professional relationship. For Mies, it was
aclarifying discovery born of the reductionism prevalent in mne-
monic processes. Only after she wasdefinitively gone could he see
it, draw it, and understand it.

Again, since the taciturn Mies said nothing of these things, such
aformulation must remain speculative. It is buttressed, though, by
noting how Mies treated brick in these Court House renderings.
Simply the fact that brick appeared with statues in these courts is
noteworthy,asbrick wasabsent from his European statuary projects.
That the brick was drawn with pencil, like the grid, is even more
interesting. Why did he not represent the brick through collage'?
Brick — onewould suppose — could havefunctioned effectively as
amediator of the rational and sensual. Such a" pasted on™ collage
zone of brick could have been earthy, colorful, and tonal, and also
could have been straight, sharp cornered and rectangular. Why,
instead, doesthe brickalwayscleave in graphic techniquetoward the
linear, rationally drafted space of the grid? This happened because
brick — before, during and after Reich— wasexclusively his; it was
never lush, she never cared for it, and it never appeared when he was
in close collaboration with her. Thuswhen their collaboration came
under Mies's later scrutiny, and an accounting of what had happened
in his European works was being made, Mies naturally saw his"old
friend" brick as part of his abstracted space. In these perspectives,
he carefully distinguished the brick from the sensuously clothed
screens that represented his and Reich's coalescent activity by
drawing the brick rather than making it out of collage.

AMERCIA WITHOUT STATUES: ABSENCE AND
PRESENCE

By thetime Mies finished histheoretical Court House studies, his
American practice wasascending. Throughout theearliest commis-
sions. Miesdrew dozens— probably hundreds — of human figures.
Sometimes they are obviously real people, but mostly they are
stylized statues.® Typically they are dark, like the heavily toned
collage figures in his final Court House renderings. Significantly,
though, they only appear in the drawings of his American commis-
sions, and never actually find their way intotherealized works. Even
whenit wasclear that an obvious placefor statuary had been set aside
in the planning phase, as in the Seagram Plaza, the figures fail to
materialize in fact."" Further, even his drawing of them waned as
time went by.

True, thevast andcountless plazasMiesprovided, asat Seagram's,
could beinterpreted asexpressing adesire to encourage real people
to now mount the increasingly reticulate and abstract stage of his
architecture. If a throng of living humanity would come forward,
stone surrogates would no longer be necessary. Yet one wonders
upon looking at the largely uninhabited and rather lonely swathes he
often drew latein America whether he ever wasreally seeing these
plazas quite thisway. Certainly the general public's own reticence,
astimehastold, toactively usethesebare and windy spaces suggests
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that this vision, if indeed Mies held it, was manifest naiveté. And
Mieswas not really naive. Instead weshoul dconsiderthepossibility
that these sublimely open swathes of plaza suggest the depth and
extent of his self-imposed isolation after crossing the Atlantic. As
raised plinths typically cut off from the surrounding life of the city
by gravely scaled steps, these plazas hardly welcome casual use.
Solitude, both professional and personal. must have been something
he wanted; it is felt powerfully in these plazas.

Here it is important to mention the words "professional” and
"personal” in unison. Mies had many close colleaguesin America,
and rapidly after moving there began yet another lasting and satisfy-
ing affair.”' Never, though, would anyone bridge his professional
and personal lives asdid Reich. This specificloneliness, intention-
ally sought, is the cryptic meaning encoded within the" statue-less"
and depopulated plazasin his late work. The statuary memory of
Reich did liveon in America, but as a profound absence rather than
presence. If Mies seemed less visibly hurt by the end of the Reich
affair than did Lilly, the uncanny®' emptiness that somehow haunts
these plazas nonethel ess suggests that the memory of her ashuman
figure had an intense — perhapsoverly intense— meaningfor him.
A forced forgetting has wiped these architectural slates too con-
spicuously clean.

What did not disappear was the veneer of luscious material.
Increasingly his American work explored the promise of these
episodicaccentsfrom his Court House renderings.”* This method of
incorporating sensuality became a signature in his later career.
Marble and travertine in lobbies, freestanding wood dividers in
galleries, and polished granite benches sliding around the periphery
of his vast plazas — these were the elements that added a quiet,
material sumptuousness to his American architecture's pragmatism,
and made hisfundamentally reductive late work still so attractiveto
his status-seeking, corporate clienteleof the50'sand 60's. Respect-
ing the attitude toward the compaction and isolation of the collage
elementsin rhe Court House renderings, he carefully detailed these
exotic surfaces to maintain adiscreet distance from the surrounding,
rationalized structural enclosure, setting them off with deep reveals
where literal separation was not possible. Alongside these stones
and woods, the rarest silks and |eathers continued to be seen.

In this case, the memory of Reich created presence not absence.
Material elegance helped maintain Mies's long-standing reputation
as*a poet among the rationalists"** even as hisoverall compositions
became increasingly rigidified and cold. Reich helped him under-
stand that humanity always needs the sensual, no matter how
mechanically driven theage. Long after hisrejection of her, hestill
remembered her lesson.

NOTES

! Precisely how Mies met Reich is unknown. Mies's biographer
states that they were in correspondence by 1925, and had met
personally by 1927, during the preparations for the
Weissenhofsiedlung in Stuttgart. [Franz Schulze, Mies van der
Rohe, A Critical Biography (Chicago: The University of Chi-
cago Press, 1985), pp. 138-139.] Sonja Gunther dates their
"acquaintance” to between 1924-26 [SonjaGiinther, Lilly Reich,
1885-1947. Innenarchitektin Designerin Ausstellungsgestalterin
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1988). p. 10].

A figure of Bismarck with smaller flanking groups of statuary
terminated the central axis of Mies's unrealized Schinkelschiiler
Bismarck Monument Project of 1910. These pieces. though,
were moreareflection of the honorific natureof the project than
an indication of Mies's affection for sculpture. The statuary in
this gigantic project is remarkably muted — almost begrudging
— inscaleand extent. Schinkel, who Mies deeply admired, had
a pronounced taste for statuary. yet in no other of Mies's
Schinkelschiiler works did Mies include any statues. For ex-
ample, Mies's Kroller-Miller house project of 1912, where one
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might expect extensive use of statuary given the pergolas. garden
walls, and courtyards, contains none. A sole urn, geometrical in
flavor, marks theentry yard.

Mies married Ada Bruhn in 1913, and she bore him three
daughtersin threeyears. Mies was notoriously unfaithful to her
from the beginning, and early in the marriage this drove her to
occasionally contemplate suicide. Later, shecametorationalize
and accept his unconventional behavior as being a necessary
adjunct to his artistic temperament. [Schulze, pp. 75-76.]
1bid., p. 232.

Reich's autonomous reputation has only recently reemerged
from behind Mies's. The most important work in English, from
which theabovequotationsaretaken,is: Matilda McQuaid, Lilly
Reich, Designer and Architect (New York: The Museum of
Modern Art, 1996), p. 9. Sonja Giinther's recent work, in
German, isacomprehensive account of Reich's career [Giinther.
1988]. Further information in English can be found in: Sandra
Honey, “Who and What Inspired Mies van der Rohe in Ger-
many," Architectural Design (No 3/4), XLIX (1979): 99ft.
Reich, whofirst becameknownin Berlinafter 1911 asacouturier
and interior designer with considerable expertise in fine materi-
als and textiles, went on to become an accomplished window
dressing and furniture designer, as well as ultimately a pioneer-
ingwoman figure in theareaof exhibition designin Germany and
an architect in her own right. Having completed her early
training with designers who had studied under Henry van de
Velde, a founder of the German Werkbund, Reich quickly
becameinvolved in numerous Werkbund exhibitions before and
after World War I. She was elected to the membership of the
Werkbund in 1912, and to its Board of Directors in 1920, six
years prior to meeting Mies. [McQuaid, pp. 10-14 & 60.]
Walter Gropius. Apollo in the Democracy, The Cultural Obliga-
tion of the Architect (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968), p. 171.
Hisfame prior to meeting Reich wasderived primarily from five
theoretical works — the Concrete Country House, the Brick
Country House, the Concrete Office Building, the Glass Sky-
scraper, and the Friedrichstrasse Competition project. During
the time of collaboration with Lilly Reich, Mies did realize his
1927 Corbusian-inspired housing block a Weissenhof and his
1930 Estersand Lange brick villasin Krefeld. These other built
works, however, played much less of a role in the subsequent
development of his avant-garde reputation than did the contem-
poraneous four works with statues. Thesefour, in tandem with
histheoretical projects. attained seminal statusin critical consid-
erationsof hiscareer and of Modernism asawhole. Mies's brick
Wolf Houseat Guben, finished in 1927, was designed and begun
in 1925 before he had met Reich.

A previous. detailed study of these statuary projects and an
attempt to relate them to Miesis later works in America —
especialy his Farnsworth House — are found in: Paulette
Singley,"LivinginaGlass Prism: The Female Figurein Ludwig
hlies van der Rohe's Domestic Architecture,” Critical Matrix:
The Princeton Journal of Women. Gender and Culnure (Volume
6, No.2,1992). pp. 47-76. Viewing these works predominantly
from feminist and Freudian standpoints, Singley discusses at
length theimportance of statuary for Mies within thesefour early
projects, but does not address the trend of these statues toward
greater accessibility or their possible roles as reverberations of
Reich's increasing presencein Mies's life, either physically or
professionally. Rather, Singley sees these statuesas all equally
" Captured, mounted. and displayed as compliant objects of
passive contemplation . . .” and regards Reich's professional
involvement in these projects as limited to that of furniture
collaborator [pp. 53-54].

Reich’s participationin al aspects of the Stuttgart Class Room
is well documented. [Karen Kirsch, The Weissenhofsiedlung
(New York: Rizzoli. 1989), pp. 27-29.] Her involvement at
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Barcelona, in contrast, is undocumented to such an extent that the
major monograph on the building mentions her name only
regarding the furniture. [Ignasi de Sola-Morales, Christian
Cirici, & Fernando Ramos, Mies van der Rohe, Barcelona
Pavilion, 3rd ed., (Barcelona: Editorial Gustavo Gili, S. A.,
1996), p. 18.] Kenneth Frampton, however, sees Reich’s influ-
ence in many of the materials used within the Pavilion. [Kenneth
Frampton, “Modernism and Tradition in the Work of Mies van
derRohe, 1920-1968" in Mies Reconsidered (New York: Rizzoli,
1986), pp. 44-45.] While little more is known of Reich’s specific
activities in creating the interiors of Tugendhat due to the loss of
that project’s correspondence, her “essential participation” in the
Villa is nonetheless beyond question. [Giinther, p. 25.] Grete
Tugendhat fully acknowledged Reich’s involvement, writing:
“All of the color schemes were tested in place by Mies van der
Rohe in collaboration with Ms. Lilly Reich.” [Quoted in: Peter
Lizon, Villa Tugendhat in Brno, An International Landmark of
Modernism (Knoxville: University of Tennessee College of
Architecture and Planning, 1996), p. 57.] Of the Tugendhat
commission, Sandra Honey has written: “The Tugendhats gave
Mies and Lilly Reich the freedom they needed to explore the
aesthetic of the ‘Velvet and Silk Café’ in a luxurious house.”
[Sandra Honey, “Mies in Germany” in: Frank Russell, ed., Mies
van der Rohe, European Works, Architectural Monographs 11
(London: Academy Editions, 1986), p. 19.] Given the paucity of
actual documentation of Reich’s activities at Tugendhat, the
Villais notlisted in Sonja Giinther’s comprehensive catalogue of
Reich’s works. [Giinther, pp. 77-78.] Reich’s involvement in
Mies’s work at the Berlin Building Exhibition extended to being
given a house commission of her own immediately adjacen to
Mies’s. Reich and Mies also collaborated extensively on a fifth
important commission during this time frame — the Silk and
Velvet Café at the Exposition de la Mode in Berlin, of 1927 —
mentioned above by Honey. The most ephemeral of all these
projects, it contained no fixed surfaces of any kind and also no
sculpture.

Forinformation onthe various states of this statue by Lehmbruck,
see: Dietrich Schubert, Die Kunst Lehmbrucks (Worms:
Wernersche Verlagsgesellschaft, 1990), pp. 195-196 & Plate
167. Lehmbruck produced many earlier versions of this slightly
elongated maiden, such as the shorter half-figure cement cast
Torso der Knienden of 1911, which was housed after the War in
Nationalgalerie in East Berlin, and the terra-cotta Biiste der
Knienden of 1911 in the Norton Simon Museum in Pasadena. All
the variants of this statue were portraits of Lehmbruckis wife,
see: Reinhold Heller, The Art of Wilhelm Lehmbruck (Washing-
ton: National Gallery of Art, 1972), pp. 27-28.

Kirsch, p. 27.

This statue’s title is also variously translated as Morning. Itis one
of a series of sculptures of standing dancers made by Kolbe.
Mies’s initial plans for the Pavilion showed the possible inclu-
sion of three sculptures, though in the end this was reduced to
only the one Kolbe. Ignasi de Sola-Morales speculates that the
Kolbe was chosen for the courtyard because it may have been
“more accessible, and possibly cheaper, than some other piece
specially commissioned orchosen froma private collection.” [de
Sola-Morales, p. 20.]

Ibid.

For an alternative discussion of the meaning of this statuefs
motions, see: José Quetglas, “Fear of Glass: The Barcelona
Pavilion,” in Beatriz Colomina, ed., Architectureproduction,
Revisions: 2 Papers on Architectural Theory and Criticism
(Princeton: Princeton Architectural Press, 1988), pp. 145-148.
Despite the poetic power of Quetglas’s virtuoso description of
the Kolbe sculpture and his comparison of its gestures and
expression to those of the tragic woman on the staircase in
Eisenstein’s Battleship Potemkin, the Kolbe sculpture’s elegant,
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dance-like motion is more suggestive of a somnambulist than of
someone being terrorized. Transitory emotion is suspended in
this sculpture, the woman’s gestures exuding an eerie timeless-
ness wholly unlike the impassioned, fervid events in Eisenstein’s
film.

In a large, unfinished presentation rendering of the Barcelona
Pavilion, Mies showed a reclining sculpture in the pool. Its
gestures, or lack thereof, would have admittedly read very
differently from the Kolbe’s. For a reproduction of this drawing
and a discussion of the possible sculpture shown, and for specu-
lations as to why a vertical figure was ultimately chosen see:
Wolf Tegethoff, Mies van der Rohe, The Villas and Country
Houses (New York: The Museum of Modern Art, 1985), p. 81
and plate 10.6.

For an illustration of this sketch, see: Arthur Drexler, An Illus-
trated Catalogue of the Mies van der Rohe Drawings in the
Museum of Modern Art, Volume 2 (New York: Garland, 1986),
Plate 2.191.

Foradiscussion of the implications of the horizon in establishing
this eye-level, see: Randall Ott, *“The Horizontal Symmetry of
Mies van der Rohe,” Dimensions (Vol. 7, 1993), pp. 115-116.
The version of this statue that Mies most likely used —a version
which appears as white in all photos — was a preparatory plaster
cast. The interior location of the exhibition house would have
allowed for the use of such a plaster version even on the
“outdoor” courtyard terrace. For a photograph of a bronze
impression of this statue, dating to 1929, see: Rudolf G. Binding,
Vom Leben der Plastik, Inhalt und Schéinheit des Werkes von
Georg Kolbe (Berlin: Rembrandt-Verlag, 1933), p. 79.

Here is where my interpretation of statuary and its meaning in
Mies’s canonical works diverges most fully from that of Singley,
who characterizes this statue as “‘petrified ina garden.” [Singley,
p. 511.

This separation of sleeping areas occurred in all the large brick
villas — the Wolf, Esters and Lange houses — and also in the
master’s suite at Tugendhat. Irene Kalkofen, the Tugendhat
governess, comments on this arrangement extensively in a taped
interview held in the Mies van der Rohe Archive at the Museum
of Modern Art, and describes how unusual many of the other
family members felt this was. [Irene Kalkofen taped interview
with Ludwig Glaeser, 5/24/77.]

Barcelona has a domestic scale, though there is nothing else
domestic in the actual conception or realization of the commis-
sion. Its public nature is manifest in its position on the major
cross axis of entire exhibition grounds. The building was
included in Tegethoff’s study of Mies’s villas primarily because
of its importance for Mies’s overall career development.
[Tegethoff, p. 69.]

Their cohabitation began at the time of the Weissenhofsiedlung
in an apartment located in Stuttgart. [Schulze, pp. 138-139.]
Nothing is known about how the Lehmbruck came to be used at
Stuttgart, though Mies was friends with Lehmbruck prior to the
artist’s tragic suicide in 1919. [Ludwig Glaeser, Ludwig Mies
van der Rohe, Drawings in the Collection of the Museum of
Modern Art (New York: The Museum of Modern Art, 1969),
Introduction, unpaginated.] de Sola-Morales speculates that the
selection of the Kolbe for Barcelona must have been made at the
last moment. [de Sola-Morales, p. 20.] The preparatory sketch
for Tugendhat, incontrast, suggests that Mies had the Lehmbruck
in mind there from the start. Nothing is known of the procure-
ment of Frauenstatue for Berlin.

For all these quotes describing formal interactions of these
sculptors with Maillol, see: Stephanie Barron, German Expres-
sionist Sculpture (Los Angeles: Los Angeles County Art Mu-
seum, 1983), pp. 132 & 142. Throughout his career Mies favored
Maillol’s figural formulation, and gravitated toward Maillol’s
own works and toward those of others obviously inspired by
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Maillol. For example, Mies's taste for Maillol was clear to the
Tugendhats. Grete Tugendhat assumed Mies's early design
sketch showed a sculpture by Maillol, writing: " After awhile,
finally, we had a drawing of the Great Room showing the only
pieceof furniture: asculptureinfront of theonyx wall. Itlooked
like a statue by Maillol. However, we later choose a torso by
Lehmbruck. We liked this sculpture very much and it hurt
exceedingly to learn that, during the Nazi era. it disappeared
without atrace." [Quoted in Lizon, p.56.] The cement version
of the statue used at Tugendhat did indeed survive the War and
today isin thecollectionof the Moravian Gallery, Brno. A much
more reddish, terra-cotta version was recently placed in the
renovated Villa. For Lehmbruck's relationship to Maillol. see:
Barron, p. 142. Many of Lehmbruck's earliest statues, circa
1906-09, weredirectly inspired by thisimportant French master.
The Torso of a Girl, Turning, of 1913-14, till looks back to
Maillol.even thoughit wasscul pted several yearsafter Lehmbruck
had already experienced a breakthrough toward his own highly
personal handling of thefigurein other works. Thetorso displays
only the slightest indication of theelongation of human form that
characterizes Lehmbruck's rapidly maturing expressionist man-
ner, a quality which had already first appeared in Lehmbruck's
work asearly as 1911in his Kneeling Woman and culminated in
his momentous yet spare scul ptures formed as a traumatic reac-
tion to World War |, such as his Seated Youth of 1915-16 and
Fallen Man of 1916-17. In comparison to such authoritatively
expressionist works, the Torso d a Girl Turning adheres
retrospectively tothelessmeditative stance and more voluptuous
plasticity of Maillol. Only the girl's constricted waist, length-
ened neck, and diverted glancehint of theemotiverevolution that
was by then well underway in Lehmbruck's other works. For
Kolbe's relationship to Maillol, see: Barron, p. 132,and Joachim
Heusinger von Waldegg, “Sculpture,” in Eberhard Roters. ed.,
Berlin, 1910-1933 (Secaucus; Wellfleet Press, 1982). pp. 141-
142. Kolbe's worksof thetimeof Barcelonaand Tugendhat were
known for their “gentle, contemplative aesthetic.” While Kolbe
had a brief flirtation with the raw emotions of German Expres-
sionism after 1919, he quickly returned to his more idealized
visions, of which the sculptures at Barcelona and the Berlin
Building Exhibition are exemplary.

Quotes from Schulze, p. 139. Schulze further notes that Reich
“kept herself as carefully groomed as one might expect of a
professional couturiére.”

Mies was known to appreciate full-bodied women. He would
describe the woman of one of his affairs prior to Reich as" The
Horse," saying" Yes, | know she's no beauty. But she'sadancer
and we are fine together. and it isgreat fun." [/bid., p. 75.]
Compare, for example, the photos in Schulze, p. 198, and
Quetglas, p. 147. Schulze notesthe character of the environment
"in the liberal circles of Weimar Germany, where a taste for
mannish features was commonplace.” [Schulze. p. 139.} The
mannish facesof Kolbe's sculpturesin particular are very appar-
ent, and have parallels with Reich's appearance.

Massive. coarse stone figured prominently in Peter Behrenis
German Embassy in St. Petersburg, for which Mies was site
manager. In his own works before Reich. hlies drew stone in
heavy courses, as in the Bismarck hlonument and the Kréller-
Miiller House.

Why Reichdid not participate in the Esters and Lange brick villas
isunknown. For mentions of Reich in relation to the villas. see:
JulianHeynen, A place for Art, Ludwig Miesvan der Rohe, Haus
Lange — Haus Esters (Krefeld: Krefelder Kunstmuseen. Verlag
Gerd Hatje, 1995), pp. 11 & 18. Perhaps at this early stage in
Mies and Reich's relationship, their collaborations were re-
stricted to interior projects centering around exhibition venues.
asin the Stuttgart Glass Room. Reportedly, the commission lor
these two villas came to Mies through Reich. Theladies of both

familieswereclientsof Reich's couture salon. [ Tegethoff, p.61.]

% Frampton, pp. 45-46.
31 As Matilda McQuaid has commented: “In her [Reich's] most
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eloquent displays, she allowed the materialsand contents to act
as the primary design feature as well as the subject of the
exhibition itself." [McQuaid, p.9.] Mies, beingfamiliar with her
prior exhibition designs, appointed her to design the interior
exhibitsin thelarge, downtown hallsof the Werkbund enterprise
a Stuttgart, which were associated with the famous housing
development on the periphery of town. [McQuaid, p. 22.] Mies
and Reich directly collaborated on the design of the Plate-Glass
Hall and the German Linoleum Hall. Reich also designed
interiors for Mies's apartment building in the housing section of
the exhibit. [Kirsch, pp. 60-62.]

Magdalena Droste, “Lilly Reich: Her Career as an Artist," in
McQuaid. p. 52.

Thefactual rendition ofconcreteand brick in Mies's av ant-garde
works of the early twentiesisobvious. Thestone of hishistoricist
Bismarck monument of 1910 is equally factual in character,
every block being shown with care and individuality.

Sandra Honey has written of Tugendhat that: "'they [Mies and
Reich] gave a demonstration of an elegance, combined with a
sensuousness, that Mies alonefailed to achieve either before or
after their collaboraton. The stylishness of this classic modern
interior can be attributed to Lilly Reich." [Honey, p. 19.]

This can be seen in the drawings of the Friedrichstrasse sky-
scraper proposal and the Concrete Country House.

The existing model photographs of this project, however, do
portray glass as “'slick,” perhaps mostly dueto the literal use of
Plexiglas necessitated by the model.

Some roughness in the representation of glass lingers on, for
example in the Tugendhat charcoal design sketches, but the
drawings of the Adam Building Project of 1928 already start to
show anew crispness, cleanness, and sheen-like purity of reflec-
ton.

Carlo Enrico Rava, "I1 padiglione di Mies van der Rohe a
Barcelona," Domus (March 1931).

Caroline Constant, " The Barcelona Pavilion as Landscape Gar-
den: Modernity and the Picturesque,” AA Files 20( 1990}, p. 48.
K. Michael Hays, “Critical Architecture: Between Culture and
Form," Perspecta 21 (1984), p. 24.

Schulze, pp. 139 & 216. Reich faced the same gradual yet
inexorable withdrawal that Mies's wife had underwent several
decades before.

Ibid., p. 233. Reich did maintain "along and dutiful correspon-
dence with hlies."

Of the situation after Mies's emigration, Schulze additionally
specul atesthat Reich " suffered in spirit forit,and it can beargued
that [Mies] never found a collaborator who rounded out his own
formative talents as effectively as shedid.” [/bid., p. 139.]
McQuaid, p. 40.

These drawings were made with the assistance of Mies's early
students at the Armour (later lllinois) Institute of Technology
shortly after his permanent arrival in the United States. Most
were drafted on standard American 30in. x 40 in. stock, and date
to approximately 1939. For a summation of the complicated
dating and attribution issues of these drawings, see: Tegethoff,
p. 123. This set of presentation drawings cannot be attributed
precisely because they areassumed to have been produced under
Mies's direction rather than by his hand and exist in various
versions by various people. They represent, asLudwig Glaeser
has written, "elaborations on hlies's earlier studies of Court
Houses" in Germany, of which a copious number of freehand
sketches survive. [Glaeser, Introduction, unpaginated.]

Mies did experiment with subtle variations in these screens.
Occasionally he would substitute a modernist painting for the
organic veneer. This reinforces the supposition that he was
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seeing these screens as sensual accents. At times he would pair
apainting with awooden panel, asif to explore which was more
effectivein thisrole. In hislater architecture, he never actually
used paintingsin thisway, but alwaysrelied on material veneers.
Of the extant renderings, only oneshows a statueand a veneered
surface together.

For instance, they occur as real peoplein his numerous sketches
of the .L1.T. campus, and asobvious statuesin his sketchesof pairs
of reclining figures near the pools of the Seagram plaza.

The lack of statuary isparticularly noticeableinthedesignsof his
urban, multi-structurecompositions like the Toronto Dominion
Bank and the Chicago Federal Center. The abstract, large red
Calder which was added |ater to the Chicago plaza appears in
none of Mies's renderings. At the New National Gallery in
Berlin, several truly figural statues of courseappear in the lower

outdoor scul pturecourt, and another abstract Cal der occupiesthe
plaza. Again, Mies's design drawings show none of these.

% Schulze notes at length Mies's relationship with Lora Marx,
saying " UnlikeLilly, she[Marx] played norolein hiscreativity,
aseither inspiration or irritant.” [Schulze, pp. 233-235.]

31 Vidler describesthe uncanny as'the fundamental property of the
familiar to turn on itsowners.” [Anthony Vidler, The Architec-
tural Uncanny (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1992), p. 7.}

52 Brick, recalling hisEuropean works without Reich, appeared with
forcein some of hisfirst American buildings, asat I.L.T., but then
gradualy lost its fascination for him. The relationship of exotic
veneersto hisgrid-like, structural space became hisfocus instead.

3 Juan Pablo Bonta, Architectureand irs interpretation, a study of
expressivesystemsinarchitecture(New York: Rizzoli, 1979), p.
140.



