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Dangerous Architecture: Reconstruction and Historicising Construction as Threat


The following paper deals with supposedly dangerous architecture: namely, current historicising construction in the Federal Republic of Germany. Using some citations, I would like first to present for whom and why this architecture appears as a danger. By way of comparisons with contemporary retro culture and 19th century historicism, I then try to grasp the phenomenon of historicising construction more precisely. In conclusion, I place the highly emotionalised debate that has been going on for years in its social and political context, which can provide insight into both real and supposed dangers.

I. Dangerous Architecture
In contrast to countries with an unbroken tradition of historicising construction – above all, Great Britain and the USA – in both German states, an a-mimetic, contrastive modernism was long predominant.  In this context, diverging approaches, like reconstructions and historicising new construction, appeared as – frequently contested – special cases. These included the north side of the market square in Weimar, which was realised following a design dating from 1988 (see picture on the opening slide).

“Historicising construction” here refers to any type of architecture that draws on historical models or building styles for formal inspiration. Architectural reconstruction, in the sense of historical conservation, represents a special – and, accordingly, relatively rare – case, which involves a detailed, scientifically-based recreation of a destroyed building that is faithful to the original in terms of both material and structure and that takes place at the original location.
Slide: Hildesheim Market Square
In the case of the rebuilding of the Hildesheim Market, the Knochenhaueramsthaus (Butchers’ Guild Hall) and the Bäckeramtshaus (Bakers’ Guild Hall) could be described as relatively faithful reconstructions. The other buildings, by contrast, are only vaguely oriented by the preceding structures and hence serve as examples of more-or-less freely historicising construction. What is in fact reconstructed here is the spatial layout of the town with respect to the routing of the streets, the breadth of the facades (corresponding to the earlier plot sizes), the height of the buildings, and, in part, the form of the roofs, systems of arrangement and surfaces.

· Slide: Nikolaiviertel Berlin
In the case of Berlin’s Nikolaiviertel or “Nikolai Quarter”, only the buildings around the Nikolai Church (picture on the left) could be described as reconstructions, but even these do not exactly correspond to the historical antecedents. The historicising “Plattenbauten” or concrete slab structures to the right do not follow any concrete historical model. This is likewise the case for the corner building in the Weimar Market Square: You here see the same view each time, with the town hall on the left and the freely historicising corner building on the right. 
· Slide: North Side of the Weimar Market Square II
German Reunification brought with it a clear increase in reconstructions and historicising construction. This concerns not only “delayed reconstruction” in the eastern German states, but the entire Federal Republic, which thus showed new openness to what was an international trend. The political “Wende” appears in this connection less as turning-point than as reinforcement of a development that was already underway. Like in other countries, in Germany too, the drawing of formal inspiration from historical buildings or building styles is met with approval by large parts of the population and increasingly influences the – already largely internationalised – construction market.
· Slide: Dresden New Market Square I

At the same time, however, this current, which is diametrically opposed to the prior self-conception, is encountering vehement resistance. The notion that such architecture represents a danger is striking. This danger gets expressed in the frequently invoked image of a “wave of reconstruction” against which we are helpless. Thus, Deutschlandradio Kultur speaks of CITATION “an unprecedented wave of reconstruction”, which is “overrunning” the country. In light of the rebuilding of Dresden’s New Market Square, many observers have the impression that CITATION “…the enthusiasm for the reconstruction of the Frauenkirche [the Church of Our Lady] has broken all resistance.” The violence and wildness of this development that are implicit to such a conception are reflected in concepts like “reconstruction mania” and “rebuilding rage”.  The Federal Foundation for Baukultur [Building Culture] then also took an unambiguous position and pleaded for a non-historicising architecture that is “suitable to the times”. As the newspaper Die Welt noted in an article titled “Architects’ Fear of Reconstruction”, the foundation – which is in fact independent – regards the “new historicism” as a threat to contemporary architecture in Germany. It was in this context that in 2013, the online forum BKULT asked: “Is historicising construction harmless?”
· Slide: Is it Harmless?
The often emotional responses are highly varied: from “no, it is a catastrophe!”, by way of a few “yes-and-no’s”, to “absolutely harmless”. CITATION “Historicising construction is supposed…even to be dangerous? I would like to see the architecture that represents a serious threat!”

The danger invoked is not only related to German architectural modernism, but also to civil society, inasmuch as the latter is interested in architectural matters. What is feared is a division: a splitting up of society into two camps – that of the passionate supporters and that of the radical opponents – which could end up in a “Kulturkampf”, a (here from a report by CITATION) “struggle between the educated elite and popular tastes” (Deutschlandradio Kultur).

In 2007, Heinrich Wefing, the former editor of the arts section of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, noted CITATION: “A chasm is beginning to open up between the dogmatism of historical conservation and the popular rage for reconstruction…”. This impression is evidently shared by foreign observers, like, for instance, the Austrian writer on cultural affairs, Robert Schediwy CITATION: “Especially in the Federal Republic, a dangerous gap is presently opening up between the section of the public that is interested in culture and a part of expert opinion…”. A 2005 study commissioned by the Federal Ministry for Transportation, Construction and Housing observed CITATION: “If anything, this gap is presently getting larger, since…reconstructions of historical buildings have more-and-more supporters and the ‘traditionalists’ are openly and confidently proclaiming ‘Neo-Historicism’ as the successor of Classical Modernism, Post-Modernism and Neo-Modernism.” 

But for the professor of art history, Adrian von Buttlar, the differences of opinion are by no means limited to questions of architecture and urban development. Rather, their central role for the culture of remembrance extends the conflict to sectors of society as a whole CITATION: “The controversy over the right way to remember what has been forgotten, to ‘reacquire’ what has been lost, ‘to heal wounds’ or to foster ‘identity’ in the name of history is not only dividing expert opinion, but also the nation. Accordingly, the new buildings signalled ‘a dangerous paradigm shift in our cultural self-understanding’”.

The gap that is described here is undoubtedly real. After three years spent conducting research on the subject of contemporary historicising architecture, I have to confirm that the circles – in Germany at least – remain closed. The chasm runs between, on the one hand, the majority of art historians and conservators of historical monuments, who are champions of architectural modernism, and, on the other, large parts of the population that display an unprejudiced openness to internationally successful historicising architecture. Even if the majority of German architects – and, above all, of German professors of architecture – are on the side of the first group, the proportions appear to be shifting under the influence of international developments and market demand.

The second source of dangers, apart from the “division” of society, concerns architecture itself and, more precisely, the charge of dishonest scenery-making without any relation to the underlying building structure. According to Manfred Sack, a writer for the weekly Die Zeit,
the reconstruction of the Berlin Palace is a matter CITATION “not even of a faithful copy of the whole palace…, but merely of its facade or, in short, of a Wilhelmine mock-up.”
· Slide: North Side of the Mainz Market Square

The “cardboard baroque” of the Mainz Market Square, where historicising baroque facades were superimposed on post-War modernism – and then twenty years later covered up again by the construction of a shopping arcade – was already the target of criticism in the 1980s. In light of this tendency, Wolfgang Pehnt, one of West Germany’s most influential architectural critics, spoke of a CITATION “rampant culture of facsimiles” in which what counts is only the view.

I will not here go further into the question of to what extent these structures are understood as scenery or as historical buildings. As far as I know, there are no studies devoted to this subject.
· Slide: Dresden New Market Square II
That it is a matter of historicising facades that are superimposed on what are often large-scale new buildings will in many cases be readily apparent to the interested observer: for example, in the case of rows of windows and roofs that run across the different facades. The individually designed facade sections principally serve to create small-scale detail on the urban planning level. Historicising solutions for the most part only constitute one variety among many others in this connection. With its combination of largely faithful facade reconstructions, more-or-less freely historicising solutions and also sections displaying a decidedly “modernist” formal idiom, the example of the rebuilding of Dresden’s New Market Square makes the above-mentioned urban planning focus clear.
· Slide: Dresden’s Salzstraße
In the adjacent Salzstraße at the latest, there is no longer any room for doubt that we are dealing with a complex of new structures on top of an underground car park and historicising facades – “scenery” or mock-ups – that have been overlaid upon them. If the observer is at all interested, here we would already have arrived at another point.

II. Retro Culture
If, to this end, we first turn to other cultural domains, we see that in them as well historical models are drawn upon – and here too with increasing frequency starting in the 1980s. We can think, for instance, in literature of the boom of historical novels that began in 1980 with Umberto Eco’s The Name of the Rose and that comprises both “quality” literature and popular fiction. If the Middle Ages were initially the focus, the spectrum was continually extended all the way to the 20th century.
In addition to the historical novel, with its thematic connection to history, we have also to think here of formal-linguistic aspects. The currently observable literary “neo-conservatism” (Claus Michael Ort) involves recourse to earlier periods on the formal-stylistic level: for example, in the cases of Martin Mosebach and Uwe Tellkamp. On the occasion of the awarding of the Büchner Prize to Mosebach in 2007, Sigrid Löffler criticised his CITATION “historicism”, the “overly-adorned and affectedly grandiose style” and a “would-be literary elegance” whose terms are taken from the “threadbare bourgeois repertoire of the 19th century”. In the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Marius Meller wrote: “Martin Mosebach’s language is largely retro and often kitsch. It tries to evoke Thomas Mann and Heimito von Doderer…. Whether one likes this style or not is a matter of taste. Either one has a taste for it or one does not. The fact, however, that Mosebach’s writing style is so popular and so appreciated: This seems to be a retro phenomenon in the literary world.” 

· Slide: Neo Rauch, The Escape
A further example is provided by contemporary painting: here, specifically, the most prominent representative of the so-called Leipzig (or New Leipzig) School, Neo Rauch, and his painting “The Escape”. Due to his surrealistic theatrical spaces, which are painted in the style of the old masters, Rauch has been accused of being a CITATION “atemporal Mannerist”. We see here a coach with a broken wheel and people dressed in the clothing of the 19th century, but also, in the case of the woman in the foreground, someone dressed in 20th century clothing. The factory in the background also appears to be from the 20th century. One could thus say that content and form are historicising and that various periods and historical painting styles are combined.

Yet another area is fashion: after petticoats, pleated trousers and bell-bottoms, we are presently experience a revival of the 1980s and 1990s. Haute Couture also is having recourse to historical clothing styles. As an example, I show here Vivienne Westwood’s first professional collection, “Pirates” from 1981, as well as later Rococo-inspired designs.
· Slide: Westwood, “Pirates” Collection 
In this case as well, the revival starts in the 1980s CITATION: “Inspired by the fashions of the 18th century, she created ‘mini crinis’ and used corsetry to create a kind of cleavage that hadn’t been seen in centuries. Many of her collections in the 1990s seemed to be alluding to the French Revolution…. Some fashion journalists complained that going to her shows was a bit like being given heavy-handed lessons in costume history and revolutionary politics.”
· Slide: Gautier Collections
Vivienne Westwood was by no means alone, as these examples show.

· Slide: Furniture Design
The same goes for product design: as shown here in the case of the firm Manufactum, which is currently fashionable among German academics and which uses the slogan “The good things still exist” to advertise its products. The frequent recourse to the 1930s is striking. But clearly this is not tied to the taking of any concrete position vis-à-vis this period, much less any political position. The recourse to the 1930s merely represents a formal preference.
One general characteristic of this retro trend is the combining of historicising forms with modern constructions and materials, as well as high-tech equipment. I thus refer, finally, to bicycle design and the currently popular recourse, yet again, to the 1930s and also to the 1950s, like here in the case of an e-bike.  
· Slide: Bicycle Design
This survey of examples could be continued by way of music and film and even include computer games (“retro-gaming”). I would like here, however, to draw some brief conclusions regarding retro culture: Since the 1970s and 1980s, and parallel to an increased interest in history, recourse to earlier eras can be observed in virtually all cultural domains. We find here a mixture of factuality and fiction (literature, film) or of reconstruction and freely historicising design (product design, architecture). A common feature is the unconstrained use of earlier styles – which clearly takes place without any political connotations – and increasing shrinkage of the temporal distance from earlier eras. In the wake of the relatedness-to-the-past that he himself proclaimed, in 1985 Hermann Lübbe described the latter as a “foreshortening of the present” and “expansive historicism”. The question regarding whether the objects are “genuinely old” is not posed. Their “newness” is self-evident.
All of the above-mentioned points are also to be found in architecture with the trend to historicising new buildings and reconstructions, which, at the same time, involve the most modern construction technology and functional layout concepts. Is it possible, then, to understand historicising architecture entirely differently: namely, as part of the current retro trend? This is a view that is often suggested by the media – for the most part, pejoratively. But why is there, then, such bitter opposition to this supposed retro-architecture on the part of expert elites?

[bookmark: _GoBack]Undoubtedly, architecture has here a special role in many respects and, therefore, can only be partially treated as belonging to retro culture. In the first place, building is relatively expensive and is meant to endure: In contrast to everyday objects and short-lived clothing fashions, future generations are also supposed to identify with buildings. Above all, however, architecture is a decidedly public art, which hence has public prestige functions. Moreover, in the case of German architecture, historicising tendencies – especially because of the specific historical situation and a desire to take distance from both the Wilhelmine period and the Third Reich – were initially limited to low culture: for instance, family homes and consumer architectures. Revealingly, the revolt against contemporary historicising construction began, then, with its incursion also into the public space and publicly prestigious high art projects. The 1995-97 construction of Berlin’s Hotel Adlon Unter den Linden, directly across from the Brandenburg Gate and hence right at the centre of post-Reunification German attention, played an especially important role in this connection.

· Slide: Hotel Adlon, Patzschke
The hotel building was constructed on a clearly enlarged surface area, as compared to its predecessor, in between the embassy of the United Kingdom (on the image on the left), which was rebuilt beginning in 1998, and Academy of Arts (on the image on the right), which was built in 1994. As one of the first new structures at this historical location – and despite the fact that it was the investment property of a private company – the Hotel Adlon was inaugurated in an opening ceremony by German President Roman Herzog. Four months earlier, on 26 April 1997, Herzog already made his influential “Jolt Speech” at the same place CITATION: “The world is on the move and is not waiting for Germany. But it is not too late. A jolt needs to go through Germany.”
· Slide: Berlin Speech Roman Herzog 
By way of this act, the hotel building at least temporarily took on the character of a public building with representative functions. In fact, exactly two years to the day after Roman Herzog’s speech, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan spoke at the same location on “The Global Role of Europe in the 21st Century”. Numerous highly important state visitors have stayed at the Adlon as the “unofficial guest house of the federal government”. In light of the historicising formal language of the prominent new structure, Germany’s expert community felt offended and, at the same time, mocked the building as kitsch: as “tasteless and primitive” (architect Stephan Braunfels). Nonetheless, the Patzschke architectural studio has been booked solid with commissions ever since, now going into its second generation.

The Hotel Adlon marks the turning of German architecture toward the international trend of historicising building. At this point, at the latest, the proponents and the critics faced off against one another in implacable opposition. So, what is behind the invoked danger of this architectural language. What is behind the charge of kitsch and tastelessness?

In addition to architects, the historic conservation authority is another important actor here. On the one hand, its representatives argued that the flawless historicising new buildings divert attention away from imperfect historical monuments – and hence too divert the resources required for the preservation of the latter. Reference was made to the danger of a diversion of the imitation from the original that was already invoked by Plato. On the other hand, they claimed that a historical monument is not always easily distinguished from a new structure built in an old style. This, in turn, gives rise to the notion of a supposedly unlimited replaceability of monuments, which is said to represent a further danger for the latter. The call for an architecture that is appropriate to its times and that is formally distinguished from historical monuments is supported by the 1964 Venice Charter. These guidelines for historical conservation, which are still valid today, lay down that a supplementary structure should bear the stamp of its times. In the spirit of architectural modernism, provision is made for a contrastive formal idiom, which, as Achim Hubel put it in his 2006 Introduction to Historic Conservation, CITATION “lets everyone know from the first glance what is old in the monument and what had been newly added”. This call for recognisability of historical monuments is tied to that for a legibility of history with all its ruptures CITATION: “It would be an…intolerable idea, if we…would approach a situation in which cities look more ancient than ever, but consisted of nothing but historicising new structures. If history had thus departed from an old city, it would be nothing more than an illusory world…”.

· Slide: Visualisation Dom-Römer Quarter
The argument regarding the threat of a “departure of history” is also invoked outside of historical conservationist circles. Thus, for an article on the currently under-construction Dom-Römer Quarter, the Frankfurter Rundschau ran the headline: “The Old Town is a Falsification of History”. The article criticises the fact that the historicising ensemble of new structures, which is being built on the basis of the historical plot arrangement, suggests a continuity of the urban space, thus rendering invisible both history and, along with it, the wars and destruction for which Germany was responsible. Under the title “Beloved Falsification”, Jürgen Tietz described this obscuring of German history as follows CITATION: “But the brilliance of what is past seems to possess a wistful magic for many Germans. Each new reconstruction covers the abyss of Germany’s own 20th century history like a healing mantle of forgetfulness.” Adrian von Buttlar even sees here a targeted intervention with anti-communist overtones CITATION: “But the ideological revision of history remains all too transparent in the cases of the reconstruction of the Berlin City Palace in place of the demolished [East German] Palace of the Republic and of Moscow’s Cathedral of Christ the Saviour in place of the never finished Soviet Palace or in that of the suggestion to rebuild the Tuileries Palace that was destroyed by the 1871 Paris Commune.”

There is no proof for the frequently made charge that in Germany’s case, historicising architecture is tied to reactionary, right-wing political convictions. Concerns that the point of reconstructing the facades of the Berlin Palace is to revive Prussianism also remain a matter of assertion. Even just the attribution of historicising architecture to a generally conservative attitude is not necessarily valid. A clear separation between ideologically left-wing supporters of classical modernism and conservative advocates of a traditionalist historicising formal idiom has never yet worked and still does not work today. Up to now, not even an unambiguous ascription to a particular social stratum has been possible: Thus, historicising structures in housing construction are to be found in both the highest price segment and among cheap prefabricated homes. Studies are evidently only available thus far as concerns age groups. According to such studies, young people have a greater-than-average chance of being partisans of historicising architecture. Thus, opinion surveys on the reconstruction of the Berlin Palace and Frankfurt’s “New” Old Town showed that the greatest approval is registered in the 18-to-25 age group (Die Welt). 
The desire for historicising architecture is evidently thus to be found in all social strata and among representatives of the most diverse worldviews. Moreover, it is neither a matter of an isolated phenomenon, as consideration of retro culture has already made clear, nor of a unique one. A look back at architectural history shows rather that historicising currents were also present in earlier eras.

III. Historicising Building as Neo-Historicism?
19th century historicism exhibits a recourse to historical architectural forms that is comparable to contemporary historicising construction. England again played the role of pioneer, as already at the beginning of the 18th century buildings emerged that were constructed in exotic (Chinese, Indian) styles, as well as gothic and ancient Greek ones. Following the English model, analogous exotic and historicising buildings emerged in the landscaped garden of the German states beginning in the second half of the century.
· Slide: Stylistic Pluralism in the 18th Century
The choice of style was based, in the first place, on the function of the building (see the Chinese teahouse on the left) or on the character that was to be brought to expression by way of it. Thus, particular conceptions were associated with particular models and styles: for example, the Doric style for ancient male deities in the case of the Temple of Mercury.

With the advent of 19th century historicism, for the first time all styles were freely available for use. 
· Slide: Historicism
Both Historicism and contemporary historicising building have in common an unfettered recourse to historical styles of construction, all of which are regarded as equal, and thereby a pluralistic understanding of style. The combining of historical styles with modern construction tasks and the latest construction technology constitutes another parallel. Last but not least, they also have in common that they are subject to the charge of having not produced any “autonomous” style that is suitable to their times. This supposed deficiency of historicism stamps architectural historiography until the 1970s, when the contemporary historicism treated here first got underway. Thus, for instance, in the 1960s, Nikolaus Pevsner was still dealing with the question of CITATION “Why has the century produced no style of its own?” Historicising construction is still today regarded by its critics as a form of expression that is “not suitable to the times”. Thus, under the headline “Reconstruction: Sin or Blessing”, in 2013, the newspaper the Tagesspiegel asked: “Does our era lack the self-confidence to create its own cityscape and good architecture?”

Contemporary historicising construction also, however, exhibits crucial differences from 19th century historicism. These include the notion of an architectural-historical continuity into which – following the brief interruption of modernism – one is integrated. Thus Martin Mosebach notes CITATION: “In art, a need for ancestors is again to be perceived – no longer that revolutionary demand to be the first to venture on a new path, but rather to be part of a long chain as perpetuator of tradition…”. The distance to history is becoming noticeably blurred CITATION Hanno Rauterberg: “And, just like the future, what is past often appears now as merely an extension of the present”.  In contrast, 19th century architects looked at the past from a clear distance – the distance taken by a historian – and they had recourse to historical styles of construction on the basis of their scholarly knowledge of them. These styles were, then, also supposed to be used in the most precise and “historically correct” manner possible.
· Slide: Neo-Historicism
To the extent that it is not a matter of exact reconstructions, the “historical correctness” of an architectural idiom does not constitute an express goal for contemporary representatives of historicising architecture. What is important appears rather to be the creation of streets and squares with an atmospheric look: often on the basis of vague, associative references to historical buildings or building styles. The combination of different mimetic processes is characteristic of such architecture. These include reconstructing, copying and quoting.
Hence, the attitude toward history is fundamentally different in 19th century historicism and contemporary historicising construction. The conception of a history that is continuously ongoing has replaced the established concept of individual historically successive periods. The rejection of the concepts of style that were largely shaped in the 19th century has given way to the suppression of the frontiers between historical periods in the form of so-called “long centuries” (the “long Middle Ages”, the “long 19th century”, etc.) and even the idea of, as Jacques le Goff has put it, a “history without historical periods”: “Must we divide history into periods?”
Equating contemporary historicising construction to 19th century historicism by treating it as a neo-historicism does not only contradict the above-mentioned aspects, but also the existence of other, non-historicising architectural idioms. This applies, in particular, to the formal tradition of modernism, which has never ceased and which is still present today in the form of “late modernism”.

In its own self-understanding, the architectural modernism that predominated since the post-War period was a supra-temporal principle that brought the succession of styles of previous centuries definitively to a close. In the view of its representatives, classical modernism – the so-called “Bauhaus style” or “international style” – was, then, not a building style, but simply the expression of the new achievements in construction and the new relations of production. The visible break with the architecture of the Wilhelmine period and the Third Reich – historicism and/or neo-classicism – reinforced the conception of a stage of development that could no longer be avoided. The formal taking-of-distance from the historicising architectural idiom of these systems was also understood as a commitment to not forgetting and to a new, morally superior society. Architectural modernism thereby took on a strong normative character, such as classicism previously exhibited.

The simultaneity of new late modernist structures and historicising architecture suggests a parallelism of different worldviews: modernism, which is defined by way of historical caesura, and the historicising camp, which understands itself as part of a historical continuum. In this connection, it is interesting to note the recourse that is often made to modernism itself – here the 1920s and 1930s – as, for instance, in the area of product design, but also in architecture. In keeping with Lübbe’s “expansive historicism”, recourse to this formal idiom clearly represents historicising architecture, which now treats modernism itself as a past era.
· Slide: Bauhaus Examples Weimar
It is only logical that the classical modernism of the 1920s and 1930s thus takes its place in the canon of historical styles. Analogous examples of recourse to past styles are already to be found today with respect to the 1950s. In this way, the strict demarcation of modernism is, in effect, mimetically undermined by the equality of all formal idioms in historicising construction.

Interestingly, the representatives of modernism do not reject recourse to classical modernism, since for them classical modernism is – like classical antiquity – timelessly valid. As from the start, their opposition is only directed at “stylised architecture”, up to and including 19th century historicism. In reality, however, a distinction is made between “good” and “bad” historical building styles, and since the 1980s, 1930s retro items and villas in the Bauhaus style are regarded as “timely” and “tasteful”.
· Slide: Waldorf Astoria, Berlin
It is in this sense that in the title of an article in Die Zeit, Jens Jessen proclaimed the Waldorf Astoria Hotel at Berlin’s Bahnhof Zoo, which recalls the “aesthetically good” 1930s both inside and out, to be the “anti-Adlon”.
· Slide: Comparison Waldorf Astoria and Adlon
CITATION “In its delightful interior, it is a single demonstration of good and therefore reserved taste – in comparison, for instance, to the rampant grand hotel and art nouveau citations of the Adlon in the east part of town. Perhaps we can only understand the modest art deco style of the Waldorf Astoria, which has been cleansed of all excesses, if we bear in mind what it does not offer. No plush, no panelling, no pseudo old paintings, no carpets into which you sink, no stucco on the walls…. The Waldorf Astoria is an anti-Adlon. Its art deco only consists, strictly speaking, in well-chosen citations.”
There is no doubt that objective argumentation has here been left behind and that the critics of historicising building, disregarding post-modernism and the rejection of meta-narrative, make use of the “archaic idea of ​​a monopoly on truth" (Bernhard Pörksen). This – supposed – fundamental consensus cannot be called into question and allows for no alternatives.
Nonetheless, the elitist interpretive authority of modernism frequently provokes opposition and protest. In this respect, we can indeed see a parallel to populist and even politically right-wing attitudes: What they have in common is resistance vis-à-vis the “establishment” in both the universities and in the planning, construction and historical conservation agencies, whose actions are perceived as repressive by large parts of the population. In fact, most reconstructions and historicising urban ensembles have their origin in an initiative undertaken by civil associations. Just where the resistance of civil society will concretely emerge is difficult to foresee and can hardly be controlled: a circumstance that recalls Plato’s warning about the destabilisation of social orders as a result of unconstrained imitation. Above all, however, this resistance calls into question the elitist approach of modernism. A prominent current example is provided by Frankfurt’s “new” Old Town, which is coming into being between Römer Square and the cathedral in the historic centre of this once mighty imperial city. The “new” Old Town is a consequence of the rejection of an award-winning victorious 2005 design by a well-established Frankfurt architectural studio.
· Slide: Frankfurt Engel and Old Town
There is already a tradition of resistance against urban planning policy in Frankfurt. 
During the Frankfurter Häuserkampf or “housing struggle” in the late 1960s, the population resisted the demolition of the largely historical Westend to make way for an investor-sponsored extension of the city centre. 
· Slide: Häuserkampf Frankfurt
This first revolt of civil society in the construction and planning history of the Federal Republic of Germany took place in the context of the general protest mood of the time. Nonetheless, it was borne by a broad and correspondingly heterogenous cross-section of population groups: from radical left-wing circles, by way of the church, to residents, many of whom were “guest workers”. A citizens’ initiative that was founded in 1969 was able to hinder the further demolition of the historicist [historical?] buildings.
Analogous movements throughout the country led to a transformed understanding of urban planning that involved growing civic participation. Such participation was and is increasingly used: often in favour of reconstructions and historicising buildings. Rainer Haubruch, journalist at the daily Die Welt, recently summer up the now widespread procedure as follows CITATION: “The pattern is nearly everywhere the same. A citizens' initiative is founded; historical conservationists and architects oppose the project; then it reaches the political level – and in most cases, the citizens use their power of persuasion to prevail in the end against what at first seemed like overwhelming resistance.”





Apart from the fact that the solutions favoured by the expert elites are often not supported by the majority of the local population, attention has to be paid here to the role played by the public authorities. These are increasingly inclined to follow the wishes of the civil society movements for both political and commercial reasons: not the least of which being the marketability of the historicising urban spaces. Indeed, a shift is currently becoming apparent from mere approval within the context of authorisation procedures to active intervention. Accordingly, historicist structures are no longer only coming into being in outlet centres of commercial zones or residential communities on the outskirts of the city, but also in the historical centres. Whereas the individual quarters of Dresden’s New Market Square were sponsored by various investors, in the case of the recent Frankfurt project the sponsor is the city itself.
· Slide: Frankfurt Main
Thus, the realisation of the “New Old Town” is the responsibility of a specially-created company that is 100% owned by the municipality.

The same is to be observed in the case of public prestige structures: The Bundestag’s 2002 decision to reconstruct the Berlin Palace facades was preceded by the creation of numerous civic associations promoting the project. As is typical for such projects, there was a private investor (the businessman Wilhelm von Boddien) or a private company. This was likewise the case for the Braunschweig Palace.
· Slide: Braunschweig Palace
In the case of this supposed win-win situation, the city received space for cultural uses, and presumably also considerable tax revenue, and the operator got a large building site at a prime city location and the valorisation of the mall by virtue of the prestigious palace facades.

In November 2016, the German Bundestag decided to provide partial financing for the reconstruction of the colonnades in front of the Berlin Palace that formerly provided the architectonic setting for the Kaiser Wilhelm monument. The decision was taken even before any decision was taken on the realisation of the project. The Bundestag also decided to provide financing for the reconstruction of the Academy of Architecture.
· Slide: Colonnades Berlin
In case of their realisation, both reconstructions would thus be financed in large part by the German government.

Conclusion
The increasing participation of the citizenry in planning processes and the eruption of populist tendencies in the very centre of society correspond to a general trend of recent decades. The reconstructions and historicizing urban spaces, which were promoted by effective groups, can thus be regarded as an expression of this socio-political development. The decision-making power that has thus been transferred from the state to the citizenry is, however, in many respects directly dependent on economic elites in the form of private investors or companies.
· Slide: Academy of Architecture Berlin I
Nonetheless, a reduction of historicizing building to a populist investor architecture would be mistaken, as this, after all, only describes one aspect of this highly-varied architectural phenomenon. Thus, historicist building is equally part of retro culture and of a new historicism. In any case, it is something that is proper to our times and that has been preceded and borne by cultural and political currents since the 1980s.

In contrast to the postmodern architectural idiom, with its distancing ironic refractions and dual coding, the dissolution of the boundaries between low and high culture appears to be characteristic of historicist building. Its decidedly affirmative character vis-à-vis the existing system of economic liberalism – to which there appears to be no alternative – can be considered a core feature. The desire to be connected to a historically-rooted order is expressed here by way of recourse to traditional historical styles. Harmonic and, at the same time, varied small-scale designs that constitute a “pleasant” backdrop for passers-by and consumers prove to be the urban planning ideal. These friendly soothing atmospheres, which appear to encourage consumption, are at the same time thought to promote happiness. Thus, the successful Dutch architect and representative of historicising architecture, Sjoerd Soeters, called the new studio he founded in 2016 “Pleasant Places, Happy People”.

But these places do not make everybody happy. Here, in conclusion, we return to the question of the dangers of historicising architecture. Public historical conservation finds itself today facing a dilemma: It no longer has only to resist reconstructing destroyed monuments, but now it must also defend itself against a whole architectural current. Having emerged from out of the opposition against the reconstruction and purist restoration practices of historicism, it today sees itself confronted again by precisely the same thing. Moreover, less and less importance is being attached to the originality-paradigm of modernism and hence to the aspect of authenticity that is central to historical conservation. Historicist building also has recourse to a new understanding, which has been promoted by the digital revolution, of the ubiquitous availability and reproducibility of historical imagery.

Historicising building, including the special case of reconstruction, is a contemporary phenomenon that has many parallels on the international level. It seems indeed – at least partially – to be displacing the era of modernism and the architectural idiom of modernism that had been cleansed of the Vitruvian stylistic apparatus: As a market factor, and hence as a factor in municipal politics, the new mainstream is increasingly imposing itself in the public space and in high culture and is thereby challenging the interpretive authority of the expert elites. Bolstered by the international development and growing demand, even the community of experts, however, is gradually showing greater openness. The current discussion about the reconstruction of the Academy of Architecture and its proposed – also by architects – use as an architecture centre provides an example. In this case, the new building would undoubtedly serve as a model to which other reconstruction projects could refer for support.

There is, for the moment, no constructive discussion about real and supposed dangers of historicising architecture. There is likewise no dialogue about the architectonic quality of the new buildings – which should be the most proper task of architectural history and criticism. In light of the growing number of historicizing buildings in public places, many of them in historic city centres, there is clearly a danger to be seen here and the threat cannot be met by blanket rejection of the phenomenon. 

Finally, the question remains about the impact of historicising building on the face of our cities and hence on our own self-conception. Just as there is no unambiguously “left-wing” or “right-wing”, democratic or dictatorial, architectural idiom, historicising architecture is not the expression of a particular political orientation. Nonetheless, it is not apolitical. Above all, if we consider its affirmative character vis-à-vis neo-liberalism and its appropriation of the public space, it most certainly represents a danger: Architecture is never “harmless”. Thanks so much for your attention.
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Fragen zur Bezeichnung der Folien:
Entwurf, Ausführungsentwurf = Design, Master Plan
„Ist es harmlos, historisierende zu bauen?“ = “Is historicising construction harmless?”
vormaliger Mauerstreifen = The former path of the Berlin Wall
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