
Twentieth-century Europe was marked by (forced) migrations, ranging from the expulsion of minorities during World 
War I to the ethnic cleansing during the Yugoslav Wars. The emigration of architects has become a major research area 
in art history in the last decades where the focus has been laid on the dictatorships of the 1930s and 1940s particularly 
on Germany, Austria and the USSR due to National Socialism and Stalinism.
In contrast, the topic of remigration and reemployment of expelled or emigrated architects has rarely been examined for 
the period 1935-1970. Even though only a small number of the emigrated architects had managed to build up successful 
new careers in their exiles, the number of re-emigrants was few. While some, regarded as foreign planners, had been 
forced to return from the Stalinist USSR in the mid-1930s others returned willingly to their native countries like the 
German-speaking architects after 1945 to the FRG, the GDR or Austria.
The session aims to investigate this phenomenon on a European scale for the period 1935-1970. In addition to the 
examples given, the situation in (post-)fascist Spain, in the socialist states of Eastern Europe after 1945 or in France after 
losing its colonies in the 1950s and 60s will also be examined. Furthermore, the reemployment of architects who stayed 
in their new homelands but were again entrusted with projects in their native countries will be discussed.
The session is regarded as an impulse to cross-link research(ers) on the remigration topic, referring to the following 
questions: Which circumstances and premises bring/force/prevent an émigré/expatriate architect to return to or 
build in his native country? Which former contacts are reestablished, which strategies are pursued to build up a new 
career? How does the architectural work alter after remigration? Which preconditions exist in different countries for the 
reintegration or reemployment of architects? Do cultural policies take re-emigrants into consideration? How do their 
colleagues react to their return?

Home is a Foreign Country: Pieds-Noirs Architects between Algeria and France
Sheila Crane — University of Virginia, U.S.
By July 1962, when Algeria declared its independence, architects who had built careers there joined the mass flight of 
pieds-noirs (colonial settlers of European origin) to France. For many who had been born in Algeria, including Roland 
Simounet and Louis Miquel, this “repatriation” was far from a simple return, especially given the challenges, described 
in their correspondence, of breaking into professional networks in France. In turn, the new Democratic and Popular 
Republic of Algeria struggled to rebuild the decimated ranks of its architects, particularly since Abderahman Bouchama 
was the sole native Algerian then holding a professional license. Within this rapidly shifting landscape, Simounet’s 
repeated border crossings underscore the fact that independence marked less an absolute rupture than is generally 
assumed. Although Simounet left for France in the summer of 1962, he returned a few months later to Algiers, where 
he re-established his practice until 1967, when he moved definitively to Paris. Simounet’s example suggests the limits 
of understanding the exodus of pieds-noirs architects to France as a homecoming thanks to the complex conditions of 
belonging and citizenship forged through colonialism and its aftermath. Indeed, this is true for architects relocating 
in either direction. Simounet’s movements were echoed in reverse by French architect Fernand Pouillon, who built 
three housing complexes in Algiers in the mid-1950s and returned a decade later, at the Algerian Ministry of Tourism’s 
invitation, to design a series of new resorts. This paper explores the problematic of “homecoming” posed by such 
multiple migrations, including Simounet’s work as consulting architect for the Ministry of Rapatriés (repatriates) in 
the early 1980s on the design for a museum dedicated to the memory of overseas France that was to be erected near 
Marseille. Here I will argue for Simounet’s project as a doubly “repatriated” architecture, one imagined through the 
reanimation of the architect’s earlier work in Algeria and the reimagination of Marseille as Algiers.

A New Collaboration between José Luis Sert and Joan Miró on their Return to Spain: Joan 
Miró´s Studio at Cap Martinet (Mallorca, 1954)
Carmen Díez- Medina & Lucía C. Pérez-Moreno — Zaragoza University, Spain
In 1949, the Spanish painter Joan Miró returned to his native country, Spain, after living in voluntary exile for ten 
years in France. The Balearian island of Mallorca was his choice to settle down, an exotic place he already knew from 
his childhood. Five years later, he decided to build a new studio. He asked for a design from his old friend, the Spanish 
architect Josep Lluís Sert. Sert was also in exile since 1941. They worked together several times. The first collaboration 
was the Spanish pavilion for the International Exhibition of Paris in 1937, a project that could be considered the swan 
song of the Spanish Republic. 
Miro Studio’s proposal gave Sert the opportunity to build again in Spain after more than a decade in the U.S.A. -  where 
he was Dean of the GSD at Harvard University. Mallorca was the perfect place to satisfy his unrelenting desire to design 
modern Mediterranean architecture. An idea he had had in mind for a long time. Sert’s extension of Miro’s Studio became 
a real manifesto: a deep rift between the republican projects from the thirties built in Barcelona and the Paris pavilion 
-  where Miró exhibited ‘El segador’ and Picasso the ‘Guernica’- , and a new experimental approach which anticipated the 
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concepts he will freely develop at the Maeght Fondation at Saint- Paul de Vence (1964, France) -his greatest masterpiece. 
Joan Miro’s Studio at Cap Martinet (1956, Mallorca) forms the turning point. Coming back to his land allowed Sert to explore 
older thoughts about anonymous and vernacular architecture through the special use of materiality and light. The project 
mixed local materials with new technologies, and brilliantly played with the possibilities of light and colour. This paper 
would analyze how this humanization of the modern legacy was a testimony of his plastic talent and capacity to domesticate 
Le Corbusier’s premises. Other questions to examine would be whether this was, or was not, part of a new political liberty; 
who Sert contacted on his return to Spain; and how Spanish architectural magazines reacted to his project.

Dreams and Delusions of Remigration: The Predicaments of the German Émigré Architects’ 
Return from Exile
Regina Göckede — Brandenburg University of Technology Cottbus, Germany
This paper draws on my current research project “Neues Bauen Abroad: Paths, transformations and the impact of the exiled 
Weimar modern movement in architecture.” While this study explores the multifaceted transformations of the Weimar 
modern movement in architecture under the conditions of flight and emigration as represented in the lives and œuvres 
of 25 selected architects with a common Weimar background my presentation will set particular focus on the question 
of remigration. I argue that using this focus group as a point of departure for closely looking at the continuing effects of 
old group connections, the loss of that very group connections, and the formation of new network configurations allows 
for both, a comparative qualitative analysis of the conditions of (im)possibility of remigration as well for a provisional 
quantitative predication that intentionally goes beyond the reductive canonization of selected historical experiences. Such 
an approach at the same time provides the basis for critical questioning the dominant mode (or absence) of reception and 
(mis)represention of real and imagined, of desired and failed remigrations within architectural historiography. 
The chosen focal group consists of architects whose personnel and institutional network was irrevocably destroyed in 
1933, and who, scattered throughout the world, contributed decisively to the theoretical debates and to the structural 
manifestations of globalized modern architecture long after the end of the Second World War. Although by no means all 
of these émigré architects managed to succeed the constraints of exile and to build up a successful career abroad, only a 
very small number of actors returned to their former home country. While it can be shown that some of them were indeed 
intensively concerned with the political and economical conditions of returning to Germany few finally got concrete 
professional offers or serious invitations. While my paper demonstrates that only a minority of exiled modern architects 
intended to return to Germany after 1945 at all, it addresses both, cases of desired and failed remigration such as Martin 
Wagner and Adolf Rading as well as rare examples for the successful re-integration of former émigré architects into 
local planning debates and building practice of post-war Germany like Ernst May and Ferdinand Kramer who returned 
to Hamburg and Frankfurt or Richard Paulick who settled in the GDR. Taking into consideration general discursive 
formations and specific personal networks I argue that these examples testify that without the committed support by 
former colleagues and newly established network connections it was almost impossible to overcome the deep-seated 
prevailing constraints against remigrants resp. repatriates, both in West-Germany as well as in the East-Germany.

Heterotopic Homelands: Jewish Architects’ Attitudes Towards Israel and Germany
Anna Minta — Bern University, Switzerland
In Zionist ideology Palestine/Eretz-Israel was considered the ancient homeland of the Jewish people. Despite this 
idealistic (religious and geopolitical) perception and despite the status as a place of refuge during the Nazi totalitarian 
regime in the 1930s and 1940s, some Jewish immigrants felt alienated and isolated in Palestine. Erich Mendelsohn 
saw no possibility to realize his vision of a “Semitic commonwealth of nations” and immigrated to the United States in 
1941. Although he could not tie in with his former success in pre-war Germany, neither in Palestine/Israel nor in the 
US, he, like the Jewish-German architect Lotte Cohn in Palestine, never considered returning to Germany. The architect 
and architectural historian Julius Posener, on the contrary, struggled with his ambivalent feelings about Germany and 
Palestine as experienced or imagined homeland. Although stigmatized as treason against his people and the Jewish holy 
land Posner remigrated to Germany.
In my paper I explore the situation of Jewish architects in Palestine before and after the foundation of the State of Israel 
in 1984. I will trace questions of how their visions of building an old-new homeland turned into disappointment. What 
were their ideological, emotional, and pragmatic considerations of leaving Israel and what were their expectations by 
returning to Germany. How did Posener’s understanding of the “need of a home land, not a holy land” develop, when his 
nostalgic memories of the former homeland were confronted with the experiences in exile upon return? How did society 
and colleagues receive the returning architects whom they expelled for racial reasons? I will demonstrate that both old-
new homelands in Israel and Germany turned into hybrid places of nostalgia and visions, euphoria and frustration.

Tibor Weiner after the Red Bauhaus Brigade; Timely and Untimely Aspects of a Remigration
Daniel Talesnik — GSAPP, Columbia University, U.S.
My research focuses on the so-called Red Bauhaus Brigade, a politically driven and short-lived group of seven Bauhaus 
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students, working in the Soviet Union with Hannes Meyer following his dismissal from the school in 1930. After 
the group’s Soviet stint, one of the main focuses of my scholarship is the work of brigade member Tibor Weiner, 
who after a series of provisional destinations (including 10 years in Chile) returned to his native Hungary in 1948. 
Weiner’s remigration was momentous in regards to his political views, yet at the same time due to shifting Party 
policies regarding architecture, remigrating resulted in the stagnation of some of his ideas. These tensions between 
‘momentous’ and ‘stagnated’ are central to my research; through them I tackle a series of side questions that relate to 
left-wing driven architectural projects.
In this research the ‘remigration and reemployment’ rubrics are understood as a frequent last stage for a nomadic 
Modernism, of which the Bauhaus Red Brigade was a part, and that can also be associated with Ernst May’s Brigade. 
Unlike the emigrations of Gropius and Mies’ Bauhauses to the United States, or that of former Le Corbusier collaborators 
that emigrated throughout the world to promote his version of the Modern gospel, the ‘third emigration’ in question 
is characterized by individuals that constantly moved in search for places where their ideas could be implemented. For 
the most part, the project of this ‘third emigration’ had troubles finding permanent homes until postwar remigration to 
Europe. However, for those like Weiner that ended in socialist countries of Eastern Europe, practicing architecture and 
urban planning demanded major concessions.
In Hungary, Weiner led the urban design of Dunaújváros (former Sztálinváros), located 60 km south-west of Budapest. 
Planning began in 1950, parallel to the building of Hungary’s main iron-working complex across the Danube. By 
1957 the city had 29.000 inhabitants and Weiner became part of its administrative system. It is possible to trace in 
Dunaújváros ideas deriving from Meyer’s Bauhaus, Ludwig Hilberseimer’s urban development class, and some urban 
plans done between the mid-First to the mid-Second Year Plan in the USSR. At the same time, Dunaújváros is in 
dialogue with Socialist Realist agendas that countered Weiner’s architectural views. A central question is how did the 
first planning iterations get modified to match Party requirements. An analysis of Weiner’s own reflections of the 
planning of Dunaújváros, and the city itself, provide clues that help understanding if its design was the belated outcome 
of a misunderstood avant-garde, or that of just another Socialist city.
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