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Nothing is self-evident, and a critical historiography of institutions and organiza-
tions is no exception. For that reason, it seems to be a good idea to take a step 
back and ask: who wants to know what, and why?

This contribution aims to demonstrate how the history of the Kunstverein 
München during the Nazi era might be researched and documented: let us begin 
by sketching out the fundamental challenges of this endeavor.

I. THREE CHALLENGES 

Institutions and organizations follow specific, at times idiosyncratic founding logics, 
which however interact with society and politics at large. A typical chronology 
that accentuates development and progression, stressing the temporal dimension 
above others, is therefore hardly an adequate framework to address the diversity 
and complexity of institutional structures and activities—of parameters and con-
texts. A sequence of dates demands a quasi-extraterritorial standpoint, which 
privileges continuities and smooths over ruptures. Finally, drawing connections 
between events or protagonists and dates (as is often the case)1 may unintention-
ally neutralize the many levels and indeed the violence of these ruptures, fissures, 
and systemic changes. For these chronologically organized retrospective ac-
counts of historical processes often fail to include defining social factors and politi-
cal contexts. Importantly we must, therefore, firstly reflect upon this fundamental 
historiographical problem: what is it that we look back upon when we (wish to, 
have to, are able to, may, must) review the history of a single entity?

Secondly, it is important to precisely articulate the intended epistemological 
outcome. What do we believe we will find through an investigation of the Kunst-
verein München in the Nazi period? What are our expectations, our presupposi-
tions? What should be ultimately uncovered and exposed? Which assessments 
should be confirmed, and which should be “disillusioned”2 or refuted? Which 

1 See, for example, the entries in the menu option 
“Geschichte” (History—not available in English) about 
the Sammlung Schack on the Pinakothek’s website: 
www.pinakothek.de/besuch/sammlung-schack (ac-
cessed March 20, 2023), or the list of the Kunstverein 
München’s directors (since 1970) and curators (since 
1992) in chronological order: www.kunstvere-
in-muenchen.de/en/institution (accessed March 20, 
2023). This kind of short self-description appears large-
ly typical of the status quo of the portrayal of an institu-
tion’s history. The latter’s text recalls the last 200 years, 
alongside eight illustrations which refer to a broad his-
torical field; however, in regard to the significant pro-
tagonists, the timeline only begins in 1970. The new 
autonomy of the Kunstverein—which it had fought for 
in the years following 1968—and its particularly strong 
management position (according to its code of conduct, 
section two, www.kunstverein-muenchen.de/de/institu-
tion/verhaltenscodex, accessed March 20, 2023) may 
have contributed to the classification of this era as a 
new beginning within this continuity. However, the 
question remains as to why the years since the Kunst-
verein’s establishment and up until the third quarter of 
the twentieth century are so conspicuously absent. The 
answer is relatively simple—until recently, it was obvi-
ously not deemed necessary to illuminate this histori-
cal dimension and acknowledge the institution’s own 
past “becoming” as an asset. The previous curatorial 
team (Chris Fitzpatrick as director and Post Brothers as 
curator) embarked on initial research, however without 
an archive or any other institutional sources dating 
from the first 150 years, and subsequently without 
much corresponding scholarly literature. In this regard, 
the current website must be understood as nothing 
more—and nothing less—than a work in progress, as 
well as a visible component of a formally and methodical-
ly multifaceted means of address, which also includes 
the investigative work of the artist Bea Schlingelhoff 
(more on this at the end of this contribution). In their 
interplay, these approaches investigate whether and to 
what extent the separate elements of an institution’s 
history can be productively worked on and through, 
and how they can ultimately be integrated into a neces-
sarily transformed self-image. Indeed, the Kunstverein’s 
bicentennial of 2023 offers many possibilities and 
 opportunities for retrospection: not in service of an 
 affirmative closure of historiographical gaps but rather 
toward a decidedly critical mode of reflection. This 
contribution to the commemorative publication is based 
to a large degree on documents and archival material 
which the Kunstverein assembled over the course of  
the past few years. In the fall of 2022, director Maurin 
Dietrich and curator Gloria Hasnay made sources and 
surveys available to me in a quantity and quality that  
I have never witnessed in this form before. These inves-
tigations and bodies of research were undertaken in large 
parts by the former archivist of the Kunstverein, Adrian 
Djukic. At this point, I can only summarily express  
my thanks for these exceptional working conditions— 
I am standing on the shoulders of giants who have just 
opened up a wide field. I can only hope for this genu-
inely collective mode of knowledge acquisition to con-
tinue beyond 2023. 

2 “Disillusioned” here in the literal sense of the end 
of an illusion, that is, as “enlightenment in regard to the 
state of illusion,” as formulated by Rudolf Freiburg in 
“Einleitung—Täuschungen: Essayistische Überlegun-
gen zum ‘doppelten Boden’ der Wirklichkeit,” in FAU 
Forschungen, Reihe A, Geisteswissenschaften, vol. 14: 
Rudolf Freiburg, ed., Täuschungen. Erlanger Universi-
tätstage 2018 (Erlangen, 2019), p. 10.
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 narrative should be debunked, and which strengthened? Put briefly: who wants to 
know what and why? This setting of the course—an anticipatory discussion of the 
direction(s) that our questioning will take—in fact plays a decisive role, because it 
defines both focus and objectives.

In my approach, I opt primarily for a mode that is characterized by largely unre-
stricted, general curiosity: basically, I want to know everything—all the details, de-
velopments, nuances, and unearthed stories, all the false trails, all missed oppor-
tunities of these years between the German Empire and the Federal Republic, all 
the dates and facts, and really just all the phenomena that occurred prior to, 
during, and after the end of the Nazi regime in 1945. I combine this basic attitude 
with an approach that could be referred to as an open-ended autopsy. Against this 
backdrop, I want to (learn to) understand better which structures and conditions 
were defining, which actors gained access to, possessed, and held onto which 
spheres of action and influence, and how. This is ambitious, seeing how an entity 
like the Kunstverein München is configured not only stratigraphically—as though 
we were faced with a series of linear planes of time in the form of sedimentations—
but much rather we are also confronted with a thoroughly complex knot of inter-
acting currents, tendencies, perspectives, opinions, conceptions, expectations, 
ambitions, interests, requirements, claims to power and interpretation, necessities, 
and sensitivities. These relations have internal effects, regarding the inner work-
ings of the different levels within the Kunstverein (among the members, board, and 
team) just as they also impact externally (in relation to the city of Munich, the Free 
State of Bavaria, and the Federal Republic of Germany). The history of the Kunst-
verein München (during the Nazi period, though also generally speaking) is thus 
always also a history of the encounter between structures, actors, events, and 
 objects or artifacts. 

The basic supposition of this contribution is a categorical interweaving of het-
erogeneous elements, in part also by lumping together and even merging distinct, 
and in part contradictory phenomena. Insofar as the setting is multi-layered and 
complex from the outset, the treatment must necessarily follow from multiple 
 perspectives.

It is important to analyze the specific (spatial and historical) organizational 
 configurations (that is, Munich, 1933–45, Kunstverein) with—as is always the case 
with art in the twentieth century—particular attention given to the relations be-
tween progressive and conservative or impeding elements, culminating, as we 
know, in the question of the specific relationship between “modernism” and 
“ Nazism.”  Recent scholarship has diagnosed that the well-established, but highly 
schematic narrative of a progressive artistic modernity radically “interrupted” by 
“the” Nazi cultural politics of 1933, but quickly reanimated after the war, is lacking 
in complexity.3

The third challenge that must be met when we wish to investigate the Kunst-
verein München during National Socialism is the modest cache of source material, 
combined with the relatively poor provision of literature and, in consequence, the 
suboptimal state of research. Although this diagnosis applies generally, to a cer-
tain extent, to all German Kunstvereine,4 I would argue that it is especially prob-
lematic in the case of Munich, since the constitution of visual arts here may be 
seen as paradigmatic for an understanding of the history of art in Germany 
throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The reason for this can be 
found in the interdependence of factors that led from the establishment of the 
Academy of Fine Arts in 1808, via the monarchical-aristocratic-bourgeois ideals of 
education and representation in the so-called ‘Athens on the Isar,’5 as well as the 
international exhibitions at the Glaspalast, to the coining of Munich as “Kunststadt” 
(“City of the Arts”). The especially dynamic cultures of the art trade and art repro-
duction in the nineteenth century were later followed by a tendency toward seclu-
sion in Bavaria in the nineteen-twenties, and eventually the proclamation of the 
“Capital of German Art” in October 1933, on the occasion of the foundation stone 
laying for the “Haus der Deutschen Kunst.” Nowhere else—or rather, only here—did 
the first “Große Deutsche Kunstausstellung” (“Great German Art Exhibition”) and 
“Entartete Kunst” (“Degenerate Art”) coincide almost directly: in the summer of 1937, 
the two exhibitions were staged, at short notice, perhaps 350 meters apart; the latter 
in the rooms of the Hofgarten arcades, into which the Kunstverein moved in 1953.

All these factors, including the exceptional continuities beyond the supposed 
“zero hour” of May 8, 1945, render the lack of a detailed historiography of the Kunst-
verein München de facto a pressing and substantial concern. While scarcely any 

of the more than 300 German Kunstvereine have been closely, let alone compre-
hensively or comparatively examined (with very few exceptions—which often place 
an emphasis on the nineteenth century and treat the time of National Socialism 
only in passing),6 the deficit weighs particularly heavily in Munich’s case. The few 
existing studies on Kunstvereine in the Nazi period (which, significantly, tend to be 
texts for academic qualification) only rarely contain overarching, analytical models 
that would allow for a transference of the respective specificities onto the situation 
in the Bavarian capital.7

Bearing in mind these three very different conceptual challenges, the following 
cursory discussion8 highlights what are essentially only initial hints toward ques-
tions that should be examined later. My mode is thus that of a cartographer, mark-
ing out the terrain, probing conditions, sketching out points of approach and per-
spectives, and finally, formulating concrete pistes de recherche: which research 
perspectives appear adequate, that is, fit for purpose and ambitious in the sense 
of a critical reflection geared toward the present and the future?

II.  FORWARDS, BACKWARDS, OR SIDEWAYS? OR KEEP STILL AND  
HOLD OUT? DIRECTIONS OF MOVEMENT DURING THE LONG 
 NINETEEN-TWENTIES (FROM 1918 TO 1933)

The characterization of the Kunstverein in the interwar period as “reactionary”9 
 appears entirely appropriate—if one were to understand reactionary as geared 
firmly in reverse and self-avowedly hostile to progress. It seems significant that the 
exhibitions planned for 1928 with works by Vincent van Gogh, James Ensor, and 
Max Slevogt indeed went unrealized;10 instead, a short while later, the Kunstverein 
put out an invitation using an antiquated, almost authoritarian language, to an 
 exhibition named Bildwerke und Werkkunst des 12.–18. Jahrhunderts (Sculptures 
and Decorative Arts from the Twelfth to the Eighteenth Centuries): the Kunstverein 
“would consider it an honor, if Your Excellency were most inclined to view” the 
show.11 Under this title, the private collection of the artist, art historian, and collector 
Hubert Wilm (1887–1953) was presented.

As early as 1919, the Reich’s art warden Edwin Redslob determined, with a 
 certain astonishment, that contemporary art (he was thinking of the Brücke artists 
and those of Der Blaue Reiter, as well as Alexander Kanoldt and Karl Hofer) could 
indeed be found in Neuss and Jena, “but Berlin and Munich do not offer a perma-
nent home to these emblems of a new age.”12 The periphery and the province were 
more receptive, dynamic, and perhaps more open to experimentation than the 
metropoles.

“Reactionary” is harsher—though more accurate—than just “conservative.”13  
It describes an attitude that does not only seek to cultivate and conserve the by-
gone, but which, regardless of all previous developments (such as democracy re-
placing monarchy, the republic replacing the kingdom, or a contemporary 
avant-garde replacing the nineteenth-century “Munich School of Painting”) strives 
with a certain fervor against any form of renewal and, in doing so, can border on a 
dogged withdrawal from the world. While it is understandable that retrospectives 
may dominate on occasion of a hundred-year anniversary,14 what nevertheless re-
mains astounding is the pervasive absence of those artistic practices that were on 
view in Munich galleries and art dealerships at the same time, such as Heinrich 
and Justin Thannhauser, I.B. Neumann, Günther Franke, Hans Goltz, and Franz 
 Josef Brakl. The exhibition Die Neue Münchener Sezession 1914–1924 (The New 
Munich Secession 1914–24) in February 1925 was a rare exception.

The fact that the Kunstverein’s exhibition and publication program of the long 
twenties was predominantly dedicated to a past century correlates with a notable 
skepticism of contemporary art. The fact that many of those active at the time 
were ageing, and some were indeed very old—which is to say they were born 
some time before the proclamation of the German Empire in 1871, such as the 
president of the Kunstverein, the lawyer Karl Joseph Leopold Freiherr von Stengel 
(1840–1930)—substantiates this finding.15 This ninety-year-old was succeeded by 
the almost-seventy-year-old Ludwig Ritter von Knözinger (1862–1942).16 Similarly, 
by the early nineteen-thirties, the long-standing secretary or director of the Kunst-
verein, Erwin Pixis (1872–1946),17 had lived the majority of his life in an empire in 
which his father, the painter Theodor Pixis (1831–1907) had received numerous 
commissions from Maximilian II and Ludwig II. Sociologically, the persistent pres-
ence of a feudal upper class of nobility, civil servants, and officers, one hundred 

3  May it suffice to refer to the discussions around 
Emil Nolde during the course of the twenty-tens,  
and the two exhibitions at the Deutsches Historisches 
Museum Berlin, about documenta, and the so-called 
“Gottbegnadeten” (“divinely gifted”) in the summer 
and fall of 2021. In the case of Nolde, his complicity 
and pro-Nazi partisanship was revealed, while the two 
exhibitions addressed fascist continuities: how the Nazi 
past had collided with and partly intoxicated biographies 
and frames of reference along with aesthetic preferences 
in the postwar period; and how artists who had been 
particularly esteemed before 1945 would continue to 
receive public commissions—especially in the Federal 
Republic of Germany.

4 This is due not only to the “Verein principle” it-
self, but also to the fact that while this specific form of 
communal organization—in contrast to a municipal or 
state agency—has certain accountability obligations, it 
has no obligation to hand over old files. The histories  
of the Vereine must therefore often be compiled—as  
is partly the case here—from the counter-accounts of 
other entities.

5 Cf. Hannah Rathschlag, “Der Königsplatz und 
Ludwigs Isar-Athen,” in MunichArtToGo, munichartto-
go.zikg.eu/items/show/58 (accessed March 22, 2023).

6  Among the summary accounts that only periph-
erally touch on the Nazi period: Thomas Schmitz,  
Die deutschen Kunstvereine im 19. und frühen 20. 
Jahrhundert. Ein Beitrag zur Kultur-, Konsum- und 
Sozialgeschichte der bildenden Kunst im bürgerlichen 
Zeitalter (Neuried, 2001), here pp. 451–59. Specifically 
on the Kunstverein München, though omitting the Nazi 
period: York Langenstein, Der Münchner Kunstverein 
im 19. Jahrhundert. Ein Beitrag zur Entwicklung des 
Kunstmarkts und des Ausstellungswesens (Munich, 
1983), with only a few sentences on the period after 
World War I and the reference (p. 221) to an upcoming 
study on the Kunstverein after 1945 by Claudia Müller, 
which, however, was apparently never published. Recent-
ly, Adrian Djukic concisely analyzed the Kunstverein 
München e.V. in: Karin Althaus et al., eds., Kunst und 
Leben 1918 bis 1955, exh. cat., Städtische Galerie im 
Lenbachhaus and Kunstbau München (Berlin and 
 Munich, 2022), pp. 286–88.

7 In chronological order, these are: Sabine Herms, 
Der Kunstverein Kassel in der Zeit von 1933 bis 1945, 
unpublished master’s thesis (Gesamthochschule Kassel, 
1990); Kerstin Tonnemacher, Die Geschichte des 
Freiburger Kunstvereins, unpublished master’s thesis 
(University of Freiburg, 1990); Ulrike Becks-Malorny, 
Der Kunstverein in Barmen 1866–1946. Bürgerliches 
Mäzenatentum vom Kaiserreich bis zum Nationalso-
zialismus, exh. cat. (Wuppertal, 1992); Jürgen Brömmer, 
Die Geschichte des Kunstvereins Mannheim von der 
Gründung 1833 bis in die Zeit nach dem Zweiten Welt-
krieg, M.A. thesis (University of Heidelberg, 1992); 
Christoph Zuschlag, “Der Kunstverein und die ‘Neue 
Zeit.’ Der Badische Kunstverein zwischen 1933 und 
1945,” in Jutta Dresch, ed., Bilder im Zirkel. 175 Jahre 
Badischer Kunstverein Karlsruhe (Karlsruhe, 1993), 
pp. 191–207; Ute Haug, Der Kölnische Kunstverein im 
Nationalsozialismus. Struktur und Entwicklung einer 
Kunstinstitution in der kulturpolitischen Landschaft 
des ‘Dritten Reichs,’ Ph.D. diss. (Rheinisch-West-
fälische Technische Hochschule Aachen, 1998), full 
text at publications.rwth-aachen.de/record/56966/
files/56966.pdf (accessed April 18, 2023) (continuous 
text up to page 313, followed by numerous transcribed 
documents, 1,219 pages in total); the literature up to 
1998 has been systematically evaluated by Haug 1998; 
Jenny Mues, Kunstvereine als Vermittlungsinstanzen 
der Moderne in der Zeit der Weimarer Republik,  
Ph.D. diss. (LMU Munich, 2018), full text at edoc.ub.
uni-muenchen.de/21760/1/Mues_Jenny.pdf (accessed 
March 22, 2023). Mareike Schwarz wrote “Der Kunst-
verein Rosenheim und die deutschen Kunstvereine im 
Nationalsozialismus” in the context of a project semi-
nar at LMU Munich, published in Christian Fuhrmeis-
ter et al., eds., Vermacht, verfallen, verdrängt—Kunst 
und Nationalsozialismus. Die Sammlung der Städ-
tischen Galerie Rosenheim in der Zeit des National-
sozialismus und in den Nachkriegsjahren (Petersberg, 
2017), pp. 116–25.

8 These considerations include parts of a lecture I 
gave on September 20, 2022 at the Kunstverein Nürn-
berg, Nuremberg, under the title Das “Betriebssystem 
Kunst” und der Kunstverein Nürnberg im National-
sozialismus: Wie umgehen, erinnern, gestalten?

9 Djukic 2022 (see note 6), p. 286.

10 Cf. Langenstein 1983 (see note 6), p. 220, with ref-
erence to the report on the holdings and activities of the 
Kunstverein München in 1928, p. 6.

11 Printed invitation card, Otto Greiner files. Digital 
copy Kunstverein München 2022.

12 Edwin Redslob, Zeitgenössische Kunst in 
 öffentlichen Sammlungen (manuscript), GNM, DKA, 
NL Redslob, I B 302, p. 3, citation from Schmitz 2001 
(see note 6), p. 449.

13 Langenstein 1983 (see note 6), p. 205.

14 This refers to the two anniversary exhibitions on 
nineteenth-century painting from Munich in 1924 and 
the Kunstverein’s double “anniversary edition” for its 
members in 1923 and 1927: Rudolf Oldenbourg, Die 
Münchner Malerei im neunzehnten Jahrhundert. Die 
Epoche Max Josephs und Ludwigs I (Munich, 1922); 
Hermann Uhde-Bernays, Die Münchner Malerei im 
neunzehnten Jahrhundert. 1850–1900 (Munich, 1927).

15 Historische Kommission bei der Bayerischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, ed., Neue Deutsche 
 Biographie, vol. 25 (Munich, 2013), pp. 244–45.

16 Joachim Lilla, “Knözinger, Ludwig Ritter v.”, in 
Lilla, Staatsminister, leitende Verwaltungsbeamte und 
(NS-)Funktionsträger in Bayern 1918 bis 1945, verwal-
tungshandbuch.bavarikon.de/VWH/Kn%C3%B6zing-
er,_Ludwig_Ritter_v.#lang-de (accessed March 22, 
2023).

17 I have not consulted the private Pixis family ar-
chive mentioned by Schmitz 2001 (see note 6), p. 479.
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years after the institution’s founding, is clearly recognizable, albeit with an increas-
ing number of upper-middle-class citizens (bankers and merchants) and members 
of the educated classes.18 In terms of the age of the members—and their attitudes 
toward and conceptions of art—the pro-monarchy Kunstverein starkly resembled 
the aged collegium of the Academy of Fine Arts Munich.19 This constellation can 
even be linked to the architectural phenotype of the Kunstverein building, de-
signed in 1864 by Eduard von Riedel at Galeriestraße 10, in the north-east corner of 
the Hofgarten, the former Verein headquarters: this was the result of royal, or rath-
er Wittelsbach patronage, and appeared “at first glance as the product of a form of 
Bavarian late-classicism.” Indeed, at second glance, the building, in terms of 
courtly forms of representation, reveals itself as “Bavarian baroque with classical 
Roman influences conveyed via France.”20 In essence, the association’s building, 
much like its members and its program, were fairly hermetically sealed within a 
tradition anchored in enlightened absolutism, which adorned itself with artists in 
line with its liberalizing tendencies.

Against this backdrop of contradictory value horizons in the long nineteen-twenties, 
the  Kunstverein seems to have tended toward stagnation and resignation, and perhaps 
even a decisive refusal to accept the impositions of the present. The change of the 
political system with the end of the war in 1918 was understood as a loss of meaning 
and structure, and went along with concrete financial losses. At the Kunst verein, in 
any case, there was no evident spirit of optimism, no emphatic  embrace of the 
“new,” let alone the avant-gardist. Instead, one can observe a kind of stiffening and a 
creeping retreat: the number of members decreased slowly but consistently, along 
with their paid contributions. The effects of the world economic crisis must be taken 
into account here as well as elsewhere, when considering that the sum of contribu-
tions halved from 32,000 reichsmark in 1929 to around 16,000 in 1933, only to continue 
falling to just 10,500 reichsmark in 1937 and to below 9,000 in 1941.21 

From the end of World War I (and with it, the defeat of the Bavarian Council 
 Republic), the state of the Kunstverein was in decline—in terms of its program, 
concept, and personnel: at the general meeting of the Association of German 
 Kunstvereine in Speyer in 1930, Erwin Pixis described the situation as ‘vegetative,’ 
referring to the loss of financial and political power.22 Still evidently enthused by  
the presentation of his own collection at the Kunstverein in 1931, Hubert Wilm 
stressed the exact opposite in an article for the Münchner Neuesten Nachrichten 
on January 28, 1932: “Let us introduce: Kunstverein München. One hundred and 
eight years old, but extraordinary lively.”23 This anticyclical invocation seems all the 
more untenable in light of the commemorative exhibition in 1932 of the ‘German 
Impressionist’ Maria Slavona, born in 1865, who had died a year earlier. Against 
this background, it is significant that the traveling exhibition Junge Künstler in 
München (Young Artists in Munich), conceived by Hans Eckstein (1898–1985) and 
organized with adequate commitment from Pixis in 1931—which presented the two 
thirty-year-old artists Ernst Andreas Rauch and Hermann Mayrhofer-Passau along 
with two artists well under thirty, Richard Hallgarten and Erwin von Kreibig—was 
not on show at the Kunstverein München, of all places, but instead at the Kunst-
vereine in Mannheim, Bochum, and Leipzig, among others.24

In summary, it can be said that the ties between potent patrons and significant 
contemporary artists, which had shaped the Kunstverein for much of the nine-
teenth century, gradually began to dissolve over the course of the first third of the 
twentieth century, if not earlier. As far as we can tell, Pixis tried in vain to carry on 
with the earlier recipe for success as well as old ingredients, but it was precisely 
this attachment that may have reinforced the institution’s isolation.

III.  CONTEMPORANEITY DURING NATIONAL SOCIALISM— 
RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES

Seemingly paradoxically, contemporary art—the art of that moment—which had 
played little to no significant role at the Kunstverein München of the Weimar Re-
public, became increasingly present throughout the nineteen-thirties. It would be 
going too far to portray this striking tendency in detail here. Suffice it to mention  
a handful of exhibitions: the retrospective for Edmund Steppes in the spring of 
1933 (Steppes had been a member of the NSDAP, the National Socialist German 
 Workers’ Party, since the beginning of 1932);25 the exhibitions organized by the 
NS-Kulturgemeinde (National Socialist Culture Community) in 1934/35 and 1936 
(“Geformte Kraft” or “Formed Power”), as well as the traveling exhibition “Blut und 

Boden” (“Blood and Soil”) of 1935;26 and the show of works by Ernst Vollbehr, “Am 
Westwall. Feldzug gegen Frankreich” (“At the Siegfried Line. Campaign Against 
France”) in 1940. Another exemplary exhibition to be mentioned here is “Münchner 
Künstler erleben den Krieg” (“Artists from Munich Experience the War”) in spring 
1941. Even if not all presentations are documented in catalogues and the exhibition 
titles may, in principle, express both a programmatic affirmation and a reserved at-
titude to the Nazi regime—which is to say, there might be a certain tension be-
tween “packaging and content”27—a turn toward current phenomena is neverthe-
less undeniable.

At the same time—according to the incomplete but continuously updated 
chronicle of the Kunstverein to which I refer here—the annual frequency of exhibi-
tions was markedly intensified after the beginning of World War II. While only one 
or two exhibitions were shown annually in the years after 1924 (at present, we know 
of none in the years 1919, 1920–23, 1926, or 1928), this number increased continu-
ously in the nineteen-thirties (three exhibitions per year in both 1933 and 1934, and 
five in 1935, 1935, 1939, and 1940 respectively)28 to reach a highpoint in 1941 and 
1942, each hosting nine exhibitions. It seems as though the Kunstverein, with Pixis 
as its motor, had been able to shift into turbo and firmly establish itself—now of  
all times—within the extremely competitive environment of the “Große Deutsche 
 Kunstausstellung,” the “Große Münchner Kunstausstellung” (“Great Munich Art 
 Exhibition”), and the “Kameradschaft Münchner Künstler” (the “Fellowship of Munich 
Artists”), that is, between or among the regime-compliant “Haus der Deutschen 
Kunst,” the Maximilianeum, and the Künstlerhaus at Lenbachplatz.29

The networker Pixis had, in other words, proactively formed and made effective 
use of the replacement, or indeed the adaptation and transformation of the politi-
cal elite. The Nazis’ understanding of art was doubtlessly heterogeneous and vari-
able in relation to specific contexts. A prerequisite of the smooth convergence of 
the Kunstverein with these conceptions from around 1935 was unquestionably its 
conformity in relation to decisive ideological and cultural parameters such as for-
mal aesthetic premises as well as preferences of motifs. The accountability report 
from June 30, 1936, presents this congruence emphatically:

A brief word should be said about the activities of the Verein after the proud 
days of the national uprising. 

For many years—one could say since the beginning of the twentieth century. 
[sic] our exhibitions have often been accused of backwardness in journalistic 
reviews, academic papers, and other assessments, because the board of di-
rectors and the exhibition committee were never prepared to go with the fash-
ion and to let those deemed great in their day have their say; those who were 
put on pedestals by the art trade and the circles interested in it.

This made our work much more difficult and its cost was considerable rejec-
tion. In those times it would have been more comfortable and rewarding to go 
with the current. 

The fact that the association has steered free of all that which today is rightly 
called ‘degenerate art’ is reason for justified pride, and has brought with it its 
own reward, as the association did not have to change allegiances as so many 
others did after our leader Adolf Hitler seized power. 

That is why we have no difficulty in joyfully pledging allegiance to the princi-
ples established by the Third Reich for the cultivation of German art and to em-
ploy our best efforts on Munich’s future mission, for the benefit of Munich’s art 
and Munich’s artists.30

This narrative of backdated, premature obedience was also adopted by other con-
servative-reactionary people and organizations, such as the völkisch anti-Semite 
Bettina Feistel-Rohmeder in Karlsruhe31 and the Kunstverein in Erlangen, which 
claimed that in 1933 “neither a change in the orientation of work nor in the director-
ship of the Verein was necessary, since the Kunstverein has always explicitly em-
phasized the völkisch point of view in the cultivation of art.”32 Self-praise—the claim 
that a reconfiguration had not been necessary, because one had been compliant 
even before 1933 out of one’s own convictions—also served as self-assurance in 
the context of what was, until summer 1937, a confusing landscape; confusing be-
cause, while the opponents of the National Socialists’ racial and cultural ideology 
and party politics had been repeatedly defamed, a positive definition of a genuine-
ly Nazi form of art remained very vague.33
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18 Barbara Eschenburg et al., “Zur Geschichte des 
Kunstvereins München,” in K, K, K–K. Künstler, Kunst-
werk, Kommunikation–Kunstverein. 150 Jahre Kunst-
verein München. Zur Kunst in München heute. Doku-
mentationen zur Frühgeschichte des Kunstvereins: 
Jahresgaben des Kunstvereins 1825–1973/74 (Munich, 
1974), pp. 5–6. The social milieu of the members of the 
Kunstverein in the long nineteen-twenties may have been 
similar to the Münchner Altertumsverein e.V. (Munich 
Antiquity Association) of 1864. See Benno Gereon Engel 
and Heinrich Kreisel, “Preface,” in Hans Buchheit, ed., 
Unbekannte Kunstwerke im Münchner Privatbesitz. 
Festschrift zum 90jährigen Bestehen des Münchner Al-
tertumsverein e.V. (Munich, 1954), pp. 8–12. Cf. Andreas 
Zoller, Der Landschaftsmaler Edmund Steppes (1873–
1968) und seine Vision einer “Deutschen Malerei,” 
Ph.D. diss. (Hochschule für Bildende Künste Braun-
schweig, 1999), opus.hbk-bs.de/files/4/STEPPES.PDF 
(accessed May 4, 2023), pp. 60–61: “before the establish-
ment of war factories following the year 1914, [Munich] 
was primarily the ‘capital and residence city’ of Bavaria, 
and the regent’s court remained the main client for the 
flourishing arts and crafts scene. More than 30,000 peo-
ple were employed directly or indirectly by the courtly 
arts and crafts and the rich artistic life of the city. Signif-
icant social and political influence was exerted from the 
administrative center of Munich by the civil servants of 
the liberal-conservative high bureaucracy, who mediated 
between crown and parliamentarism, and in doing so 
managed to preserve a free space for their own political 
management until the end of the Prince Regency period. 
Today, this is recognized as one of the main factors for 
Munich’s moderate traditionalism, which was also open 
to modern tendencies. This, despite the fact that the 
 ministerial bureaucracy often disregarded the ideas of 
parliamentarism and pushed back against the ideas of  
the Social Democrats and Catholic conservatism in favor 
of a moderate modernization of society, thus ensuring  
an unburdened relationship with the Reich.”

19 For an instructive comparison of the professorships 
of the Munich Academy in 1919 and the Bauhaus in 
1926, see Wolfgang Ruppert, “Introduction,” in 
Zwischen Deutscher Kunst und internationaler Moder-
nität. Formen der Künstlerausbildung 1918 bis 1968, 
Wolfgang Ruppert and Christian Fuhrmeister, eds. 
(Weimar, 2007), pp. 12–13. Pixis had taken up an offi-
cer’s career and commanded the “Kraftfahrtruppen der 
6. Armee” (motorized units) during World War I (see 
Münchner Neueste Nachrichten, no. 115/116, 25/26, 
April 1942, digital copy Kunstverein München, from 
the Bayerisches Kriegsarchiv, the Bavarian War Ar-
chive). Pixis’s rejectionist attitude towards the Bavarian 
Council Republic is not least expressed in his role as 
chairman in the Bavarian Order Bloc, see: www.his-
torisches-lexikon-bayerns.de/Lexikon/Bayerischer_
Ordnungsblock_(BOB),_1920-1923 (accessed February 
8, 2023). On his insistence on “discipline” and “order,” 
see: www.kunstverein-muenchen.de/newsletter/ar-
chiv-newsletter-no-8-3 (accessed February 8, 2023).

20 Regine Hess, “Das Kunstvereinsgebäude von 
 Eduard von Riedel. Ein erster Bau Ludwigs II. in 
München,“ in Königsschlösser und Fabriken. Ludwig 
II und die Architektur, Andres Lepik and Katrin 
 Bäumler, eds. (Munich, 2018), pp. 170, 173, and 175.

21 Book auditor and tax consultant Fritz Will, bal-
ance sheet 1937, dated February 7, 1938, with later 
handwritten additions for the years 1938 to 1942, files 
Otto Greiner, “Finanzen, Jahresbilanz 1937,” digital 
copy Kunstverein München, 2022.

22 Pfälzische Landesbibliothek Speyer, Hs. 568, file, 
Tagung des Verbandes Deutscher Kunstvereine in 
Speyer, October 4, 1930, paper by Erwin Pixis, Mu-
nich, “Vegetierende Kunstvereine,” quoted from Mues, 
2018 (see note 7), p. 29.

23 Munich City Library, Monacensia, Wilm estate, M 
215, typescript. A press clipping of the article can be 
found in the City Archive in folder ZA 09114.

24 Kindly pointed out by Julia Reich, who is writing her 
doctoral thesis on Alfred Leithäuser (1898–1979) at the 
LMU Munich and researched sources on the exhibition 
in the archives of the city of Mannheim, among others.

25 Zoller, 1999 (see note 18), p. 180; with references to 
two reviews of the exhibition at Kunstverein München in 
the Völkischer Beobachter, June 19, 1933, and in the 
Münchner Neuesten Nachrichten, July 4, 1933.

26 On the Karlsruhe station in the spring of 1936, see 
Zuschlag, 1993 (see note 7), p. 197. An accompanying 
letter from the NS-Kulturgemeinde dated October 2, 
1935, can be found at the Bayerisches Hauptstaatsarchiv 
(the Archives of the Bavarian State, BayHStA), MK 
51575.

27 This is how research from the 2000s summarized 
what was happening in the field of art history at universi-
ties during National Socialism, as the titles of the lec-
tures and seminars could indeed often, though not al-
ways, be equated with political declarations.

28 In an article signed “wtg,” “Vier Jahre Dienst an der 
Kunst. Die Generalversammlung des Münchner Kunst-
vereins,” in Völkischer Beobachter, no. 184 (July 2, 1936), 
reference is made to Pixis’s report on the developments 
of the years 1932 to 1935. According to this, “in the last 
four years, 246 different exhibitions” had taken place. 
This would amount to more than one exhibition per week 
in the 208 weeks from 1932 to 1936, which raises the 
question of the scale and scope of these events.

29 Hermann Roth and Walther Zimmermann, Das 
Münchner Künstlerhaus und Künstlerhausverein 1900 
bis 1938 (Munich, 1939).

30 Report on the 108th to the 111th business years 1932 
to 1935, typescript, eight sheets, of which seven sheets 
recto and verso, here sheet seven verso and sheet eight. 
Digital copy Kunstverein München, 2022.

31 See Bettina Feistel-Rohmeder, Im Terror des Kunst-
bolschewismus. Urkundensammlung des “Deutschen 
Kunstberichtes” aus den Jahren 1927–33 (Karlsruhe, 
1938); Cara Schweitzer, “Bettina Feistel-Rohmeder, “ in 
1938: Kunst, Künstler, Politik, Eva Atlan et al., eds., exh. 
cat. Jüdisches Museum (Frankfurt/Main, Göttingen, 
2013), pp. 89–96.

32 Minute book of the Erlanger Kunstverein, quoted by 
Hermann Wilhelm, Der Kunstverein Erlangen e.V.. Eine 
kritische Darstellung, unpublished manuscript, Stadtar-
chiv Erlangen, 32, no. 84, quoted from Schmitz, 2001 
(see note 6), p. 453.

33 On the scandal surrounding the preliminary view-
ing of exhibits selected for the “Erste Große Deutsche 
Kunstausstellung” (GDK), see Goebbels’s diary entry 
from June 6, 1937, Elke Fröhlich, Die Tagebücher von 
Joseph Goebbels, 1987, vol. 3, p. 166, www.degruyter.
com/database/TJGO/entry/TJG-3584/html (accessed 
March 11, 2023), quoted from Marlies Schmidt, Die 
“Große Deutsche Kunstausstellung 1937 im Haus der 
Deutschen Kunst zu München. Rekonstruktion und 
Analyse, Ph.D. diss. (University of Halle, 2010), digital, 
bibliothek.uni-halle.de/hs/download/pdf/1430376?origi-
nalFilename=true (accessed May 3, 2023), p. 48.
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Without Pixis’s alertness to cronyism and changing power relations, and without his 
compliant adaptation to the diverse challenges of the National Socialists’ operating 
system with regard to art, the Kunstverein München would not have been able to 
grow and prosper. However, this development coincided with a dramatic decline of 
membership numbers, which was, for example, also recorded at the Kunstverein in 
Nuremberg in the nineteen-thirties.34 comes to determining the degree of conformity 
to the system, it is their interplay which needs to be scrutinized. It can come as no 
surprise that the Kunstverein München emphasized its distance from the regime 
 immediately after 194535—it thus sought to align with the justifying mainstream rhetoric 
that left no part of society untouched.36 The numerous actors of the former “Nazi 
art operating system” who—with little to no adjustment or modification—simply 
continued their work constitute a visible indication of the significant continuities 
 after the change of system.37

IV. CONSIDERING RESEARCH DESIGN

Based on the sources already identified (and those still to be investigated), several 
research perspectives are conceivable, desirable, and necessary, in order to fur-
ther profile the specific realities of the Kunstverein München under the Nazi regime. 
It should be noted in advance, however, that only guiding principles can be indi-
cated here, following which future research efforts can presumably generate new 
insights.

Firstly, it appears fruitful to identify artworks and artists who were on view at the 
Kunstverein more than once. Considering the generally more limited significance 
of, for example, landscapes and floral still lifes as regards content and program-
ming, the allocation of meaning made in opening speeches, catalogue texts, and 
exhibition reviews takes on a special role. As a rule, these context-specific state-
ments are well placed for an examination of the strategic framing of production, 
distribution, and reception in art. The narrower fields of producers/authors and 
objects/artifacts—and thus, of course, also questions around education and mar-
keting—are especially suitable for an analysis of this framing. A case in point would 
be Edmund Steppes, who exhibited no less than five times at the Kunstverein 
(1893, 1901, 1910/11, 1933, and 1940)38 and whose works, collected by Hitler himself, 
such as the almost surreal Paladine des Pan (Paladins of Pan) from 1942,39 could 
serve to illuminate the development of an artist’s deeply nationalistic self-conception. 
The picture shows a kind of dialog between a unicorn and a squirrel high in the 
mountains, around the tree line. One could also write about the exhibition “Münchner 
Geschichte von Blumenstilleben” (“The Munich History of Floral Still Life”), which 
would have to take many different positions into consideration, such as those of 
Anton Müller-Wischin, Gabriele Münter, and Adolf Ziegler.

The second possible research path would be a closer look into the configura-
tion of non-artistic staff, in particular Erwin Pixis’s specific working premises and 
the further illumination of his relationship to Nazi art policies (the degree of align-
ment, the reasons for continuities and ruptures), while bearing in mind the honor 
bestowed upon him on the occasion of his seventieth birthday in the form of a por-
trait bust by Arthur von Hüls, which was shown in room thirty-five at the “Große 
Deutsche Kunstausstellung” (GDK) in 1942. This inquiry might bear the title “a na-
tionalist man in sad times,” which was the verbatim phrasing of the gratulatory 
telegram from the Reich Chancellery.40 However, Pixis as an actor who suffered 
and constantly rubbed up against the status quo, might come into focus most 
starkly through the manuscript of a lecture from 1930/31. On no less than twenty-one 
pages, Pixis—apparently by invitation from the “free political working community” 
(a group that requires further scrutiny)—mauls his topic: “The Spirit of Art and Cul-
ture—A Contribution to the Laws of Life in Our City.”41 This almost desperate, all-round 
attack reveals the author to be, on the one hand, decidedly anti-intellectual and 
anti-academic, and, on the other hand, a shrewd showoff of the type you might 
find sitting with the pub regulars, who can’t keep his antipathies to himself and at 
the same time suspects that his intuitive description of the situation is indeed 
 totally unsuitable as a solution to the problem. 

Thirdly, a systematic examination of the respective “spaces of experience and 
horizons of expectation”42 is necessary: who had which visions for the future, and 
when, based on their biographical influences? How will art’s development—and 
the development of one’s own institutional entity—be assessed after 100 and 150 
years? How can the descriptions of these positions be contextualized with a 

 critical stance in regard to the source material? As an example of an (attempted) 
functionalization, reference can be made to the welcoming address by the first 
chairman of the Kunstverein, Ministerial Manager Eberhard Kuchtner (1906–1983) 
from 1953: the promotion of art was “society’s insurance premium against nothing-
ness [because the artist was] the bearer and creator of absolute values in our time 
of relativization and the dissolution of all values.”43 He goes on to thank those “who 
stood faithfully by the side of the Kunstverein München in the past years and are 
now once again helping to bridge the difficulties of a new beginning.” What im-
age—of the Kunstverein and of art—is thus projected retroactively onto art during 
the Nazi era?

Fourthly—and since the research on art during the Nazi period is still in its 
 infancy—the fundamental analysis of the structures and framework conditions  
of activities in the operating system art under National Socialism can best be 
dovetailed using the textbook case of the Kunstverein München; if necessary by 
modifying, correcting, and updating the diagram recently put forward elsewhere.44 
Here, at the latest, it is crucial to take a position on the questions raised at the begin-
ning: what is the purpose of this autopsy? Which epistemological interest justifies 
the elaborate labor of reconstruction? Why should the existing interpretations be 
 consistently questioned? 

V. ART IN THE NAZI PERIOD AND US

Why do we still seek a debate about National Socialism today? This question was 
recently justified with the statement that it is “especially important in a democracy 
to understand how dictatorships function.”45 Taken with a pinch of salt, this also ap-
plies to this volume, which of course spans all of 200 years. Nevertheless, the inte-
gration of perspectives of those alive today is an important step, since such sub-
jective viewpoints, familial influences, and communal attempts to generate 
meaning are brought into relation through the examination of historical phenome-
na. The reflection on processes of transformation in which we inevitably take part, 
by way of re-evaluating and re-contextualizing the historiography of institutions 
and organizations, is indispensable. The exact mode of this repeated negotiation 
and re-negotiation—whether this happens via artistic research or processes  
of conceptual intervention, as practiced by artists such as Hans Haacke, Maria 
 Eichhorn, and Bea Schlingelhoff, or else by current historical or art historical 
 examination, or other specialist and methodical approaches—seems to me to  
be of lesser importance.

In this context, Bea Schlingelhoff’s project for her exhibition No River to Cross 
from September 11 to November 21, 2021 at Kunstverein München, is particularly 
 illuminating. In the framework of her research into the Kunstverein’s history, she 
came across an amendment to its statutes, which had been passed in the general 
meeting on June 30, 1936. The amendment in section 8, paragraph d, declared: 
“Non-Aryans cannot be members of the association.”46 In an extraordinary general 
meeting before the opening of the exhibition in September 2021, Schlingelhoff  
put it to the Kunstverein to apologize explicitly for this exclusion, and suggested  
a preamble to today’s statutes: 

The Kunstverein München asks for forgiveness for its collaboration with the 
Nazi regime and the Reich Chamber of Culture and acknowledges its substan-
tial share of responsibility for the injustices committed by the Reich Chamber  
of Culture and the Reich Chamber of Fine Arts. 

In particular, the Kunstverein München asks for forgiveness for the inclusion 
of section 8, paragraph d in the association’s statutes on June 30, 1936. 

The Kunstverein München declares that it is permanently committed to the 
principles of non-discrimination and equal treatment towards members and 
non-members.47 

Juliane Bischoff situated this remarkable, conceptual address precisely: 

The realization of non-discrimination may seem like an impossible task, but 
Schlingelhoff’s proposition shifts at least a part of the normative framing of the 
work of the institution, within which questions around interpretation and par-
ticipation must be renegotiated again and again. […] Increasingly revisionist, 
 anti-Semitic, and racist tendencies alongside a dwindling social willingness to 

THE KUNSTVEREIN MÜNCHEN DURING THE NAZI ERA. 
WHAT TO ASK, HOW TO DO RESEARCH? CHRISTIAN FUHRMEISTER 

34 In 1838/39, the Nürnberger Kunstverein had almost 
1,600 members, “including twenty-four from ruling 
houses—these included the Tsar and Tsarina of Russia, 
the King of Prussia, the Kings of Württemberg, Saxony, 
and the Netherlands, as well as celebrities such as the 
artists Thorwaldsen, Klenze, Gärtner, Schadow, and 
 Dillis. [...] However, the number of members dropped to 
412 by 1936,” kunstvereinnuernberg.de/wp-content/up-
loads/2019/12/die_geschichte_des_kunstvereins.pdf (ac-
cessed February 8, 2023). According to Langenstein, 
1983 (see note 6), p. 220, the Kunstverein München had 
around 6,000 members towards the end of the nineteenth 
century. As Wolfgang Brauneis pointed out at the Berlin 
conference “Art and Culture after National Socialism” 
on March 13, 2023, the number of members increased 
steadily in the first half of the nineteen-forties, rising 
from 700 at the end of 1942 to 882 members at the end of 
April 1945. Referencing an argument often brought for-
ward in discussions by Hans-Ernst Mittig (1933–2014), 
this “peak phase” was due to the largely compensatory 
and system-stabilizing role of art and culture: in the 
midst of dictatorship, propaganda, and total war, the 
sphere of art nourished the illusion of a free space far 
 removed from politics.

35 BayHStA, MK 51575, excerpt from the history of 
the Kunstverein München by Erwin Pixis, three pages, 
with an accompanying letter from November 14, 1947, 
here p. 2: “It was difficult to navigate through the follow-
ing years [after the Nazis’ rise to power]. Repeatedly 
there were most serious clashes with supervisory bodies 
of the National Socialist Party because of alleged support 
of the so-called ‘Bolshevik’ in the exhibitions of the 
 association.” It seems significant that in this formulation 
itself, the use of the word “alleged” counteracts the 
 statement.

36 See Roman B. Kremer, Autobiographie als 
 Apologie. Rhetorik der Rechtfertigung bei Baldur von 
Schirach, Albert Speer, Karl Dönitz und Erich Raeder 
(Göttingen, 2017).

37 The painter Hermann Kasparmust be mentioned 
here, as well as Hans Müller-Schnuttenbach—with 
 fifty-six exhibits at the GDK one of the most successful 
artists during the Nazi era—who was a member of the 
council of the Kunstverein München e.V. in 1954 (Archiv 
der Akademie der Bildenden Künste München, X.17.8). 
Other examples are Constantin Gerhardinger and Carl 
Theodor Protzen; see Anke Gröner, “Ziehet die Bahn 
durch deutsches Land.” Gemälde zur Reichsautobahn 
von Carl Theodor Protzen (1887–1956) (Vienna et al., 
2022).

38 Zoller, 1999 (see note 18), pp. 49, 51, 181, and 188.

39 GDK 1942, www.gdk-research.de/de/obj19362786.
html (accessed March 11, 2023); cf. Zoller, 1999 (see 
note 18), pp. 187 and 215.

40  BayHStA, MK 18463, Chief of the Presidential 
Chancellery of the Führer and Reich Chancellor to Gau-
leiter Adolf Wagner, April 24, 1942: “On your seventieth 
birthday today, I extend to you my warmest congratula-
tions in grateful appreciation of the services you have 
rendered to German art and the promotion of German 
artists, as a national man in sad times and as the long-
time managing director of the Kunstverein München.” 
For more information on the bust, which remained un-
sold, see: www.gdk-research.de/de/obj19362227.html 
(accessed March 11, 2023). On the occasion of Pixis’s 
seventieth birthday, an honorary mention of the councillor 
by Wally P. Schultz appeared in the Völkischer Beobachter, 
no. 115/116, April 25/26, 1942.

41 BayHStA, MK 18463.

42 Reinhart Koselleck, “‘Erfahrungsraum’ und ‘Er-
wartungshorizont.’ Zwei historische Kategorien,” in 
Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft. Zur Semantik geschicht-
licher Zeiten (Frankfurt/Main, 1979), pp. 349–75.

43 Eberhard Kuchtner, “Vorwort,” in 130 Jahre 
Münchner Kunstverein (Munich, 1953), n.p. The follow-
ing quote: ibid.

44 Christian Fuhrmeister, “Punkt und Panorama, 
Kunstwerk und Kunststadt, Mikro und Makro,” in Kunst 
und Leben 1918 bis 1955, Karin Althaus et al., eds., exh. 
cat. Städtische Galerie im Lenbachhaus und Kunstbau 
München (Berlin and Munich, 2022), pp. 20–35, here p. 
29.

45 Thomas Drachenberg, “Vorwort,” in Der “Auftrag 
Speer” der Staatlichen Bildstelle Berlin. Zur wissen-
schaftlichen Erschließung eines fotografischen Be-
standes im Messbildarchiv des Brandenburgischen 
Landesamtes für Denkmalpflege und Archäologischen 
Landesmuseums (Arbeitshefte des Brandenburgischen 
Landesamtes für Denkmalpflege und Archäologischen 
Landesmuseums, vol. 60, Thomas Drachenberg, ed.), 
Katharina Steudtner, ed. (Berlin, 2022), p. 7.

46 See the inventory of the Kunstverein München e.V. 
held by the Monacensia Bibliothek, Munich.

47 The proposal to amend the bylaws was submitted to 
a vote by the Kunstverein’s, at the time, nearly 1,300 
members at an extraordinary general meeting on August 
19, 2021, where it was passed by a two-thirds majority 
vote. Cf. www.kunstverein-muenchen.de/en/program/ex-
hibitions/past/2021/bea-schlingelhoff (accessed March 
15, 2023).
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deal with Nazi history make the confrontation with the past and its continuities 
within public institutions seem ever more urgent. Historical knowledge shapes 
aesthetic as well as communal judgment.”48 

With the exhibition No River to Cross, Kunstverein München catalyzed a process. 
For artifacts, sources, structures, spaces, and biographies constitute the dissonant 
legacy of Nazism to which we must develop a position. Not least because the 
 material and structural inheritances of the Nazi period reach into our present, 
there is no alternative to continuing the research efforts that are already underway. 
Who, if not we, should pay attention to this segment of our cultural heritage? It is 
those living today who are called upon to take an explicitly critical approach to the 
effects and consequences of Nazi cultural politics and their structural, toxic narra-
tives. In doing so, it is necessary to continue to precisely reconstruct networks and 
cliques, as well as to investigate determining factors and asymmetrical power rela-
tions. This active addressing of National Socialism—by the Kunst verein, but also by 
us—is ultimately an expression of contemporaneity.

THE KUNSTVEREIN MÜNCHEN DURING THE NAZI ERA. 
WHAT TO ASK, HOW TO DO RESEARCH? 120 121

48 Juliane Bischoff, “History’s Ghostly Presence,” in 
Texte zur Kunst, October 8, 2021, www.textezurkunst.de/
de/articles/historys-ghostly-presence/ (accessed March 
15, 2023).


