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Abstract
In the April, 1946 issue of the »Swiss Graphic
Communications« Max Bill wrote an article that
highly criticized Jan Tschichold for his speech
he gave in front of the Swiss Graphic Designer
members in Zurich on December 19435. This
article, »On Typography« would later form the
conceptual background of the Swiss Typography
movement of the 1960s-1970s. Bill further took the
‘elementary typography’ established byTschichold
to a more ‘functional’ and ‘organic’ approach
to typography. He also criticized the use of serif
typefaces, symmetrical layout, decorative elements,
in short a more traditional approach to typography.
Almost immediately, Tschichold responded in kind.
In the June issue of the same publication, »Belief
and Reality« is Tschichold’s testimony on why he
chose to alter his views on New Typography as well
as typography in general, backed with extensive
images and sample layouts. It is the intent of this
paper to view this dispute, almost 70 years later, in
a more contemporary light. As the two designers
both agreed, typography is of the now, and should be
considered in the present tense. This paper looks into
this dispute from this perspective.
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1925
1927
1928
1929
1933

1933-1936
1935
1939-1945
1941-1946
1945 12
1946 4
1946 6

1946-1949
1948 3
1948-1950

1953
1953
1957
1957

Jan Tschichold, >Elementare Typogr4
Eric Gill, Gill Sans released.

Jan Tschichold, » Die Neue Typograp
Jan Tschichold, unicase typeface desi
arrested and taken into ‘protective cy
Switzerland.

Jan Tschichold, typeface design work
Jan Tschichold, » Typographische Ge
German invasion of Poland, World W
Jan Tschichold, Typographer at Birk]
Jan Tschichold, »Konstanten der Typ
Max Bill, »Uber Typografie« in »Schy
Jan Tschichold, >Glaube und Wirklic
Jan Tschichold, »Graphik und Buchk
Jan Tschichold, renewal of Penguin H
Paul Renner, »Uber Moderne Typogr
Jan Tschichold, » Wirken sich gesellsq
Typographie aus?«.

Jan Tschichold, »Meisterbuch der Sclj
Ulm School of Design founded by M
Adrian Frutiger, Univers released.
Max Miedinger, Neue Haas Grotesk|

phie<in » Typographische Mitteilungen«.

hie« published.
gn (not released).
stody’ by Nazi government — immigrates to

for Uhertype photo-setting machine.
staltung« published.

Var II begins.

rduser publishing.

ographie« lecture.

reizer Graphische Mitteilungen«.

hkeit< in »Schweizer Graphische Mitteilungen«
hnst<.

ooks design.

aphie«in »Schweiz Graphische Mitteilungen«.
haftliche und politische Umstinde in der

irift< in » Schweiz Graphische Mitteilungen« published.
ax Bill, Inge Aicher-Scholl, Otl Aicher.

(later, Helvetica) released.
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1
This timeline is not
an exhaustive history
of Jan Tschichold or
Max Bill. Rather, it is a
chronology of incidents
leading up to 1946
and the aftermath of
the dispute. Although
‘aftermath’ would imply
some kind of impact
or consequence, the
dispute largely faded
away into relative
historical obscurity.
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I am nervous about ideologie
the ideology of Bolshevism. I
— Milton Glaser, »Eye«, 1997

1. Introduction

The dispute between Max Bill and
Communications (Schweiz Graphl

but relatively undocumented one.|

considered the defining moment g
was laid within the written words
announced his break from the 19
that for such a seemingly importa
purposes outside of the actual tex]

This dispute has been shroud
almost came to blows and that a |
a lengthy period of time. The realj
was that of Jan Tschichold in his I¢
reply to Bill’s initial criticism in >(
Burke, in his preface to the Englis
follow-ups by Max Bill and other

Tschichold, but references nothing

makes mention of a satirical play
sitting on a rock holding a ‘middl
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, whether it’s the ideology of business or
eet nervous in the presence of absolute certainty.

Jan Tschichold in the pages of » Swiss Graphic

ische Mitteilungen)« in mid-1946 is a well-known,
Well-known’ in the sense that this dispute is often

f Swiss Typography, as the conceptual groundwork
of Max Bill, and also where Jan Tschichold officially
30s’ New Typography. ‘Undocumented’ in the sense
nt dispute, very little has been written for research

ts themselves.

td in myth for many years. Rumor has it that the two
arrage of insinuations and criticisms followed for

ty could not be further from this, as the only volley
ngthy »Belief and Reality (Glaube und Wirklichkeit) «
n Typography (Uber Typografie)«. Christopher

h translation of the dispute, mentions a few attempted
loosely related variations-on-a-theme writings by

r directly related to this specific exchange. Paul Rand
written by Bill in which Tschichold is depicted as
axis’ and goose quill in both hands. The play was
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entitled »Little Typography Theat
said the publishers did not publisl|
This paper draws as its main
published by Reading University i
translated into English by Robin }
a later contribution by Paul Renn
Christopher Burke) have been cor
stated after each quote are from tl
The reason for choosing this trang
a workable command of German
2) the relatively unknown contrib
included in this translation, drives
wishes to make regarding the disp
as its source the Korean translatid
8th issues of »Hiut« (July, Deceml
It is not the intent of this papq
dispute. However, having a gener
this dispute, it is wise to address t]
in the openness of the contempor
typography is of the now and sho
to take this notion to heart and ap
This paper will also examine
and their attempts to present an a
sterile aesthetics of Swiss Typogra|
and developments in later years, t
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er for Outsiders«. However, Rand, paraphrasing Bill,
1 this response due to lack of courage.

ource the 4th issue of » Typography Papers«(2000)

n which >On Typography«and >Belief and Reality«,
Kinross and Ruari McLean respectively, as well as

er: > Uber moderne Typographie« (translated by
hpiled and published as a whole. The page numbers
his publication and not the original German source.
lation is 1) the present author does not hold

suitable to read or comment on the original text,
htion from Paul Renner later in 1948, which is

home the point (somewhat indirectly) that this paper
ute. The Korean translated version of this paper uses
n of Typography Paper, published in the 7th and

er 2014).

r to comment on who is right or wrong in this

usly wide berth of almost 70 years since the time of
he points made, not in the vacuum of the past, but

wry design landscape. As both designers attested to,
hld be discussed in the present tense. This paper seeks
proach the subject from a contemporary perspective.
movements and developments following this dispute,
ternative design approach to the functional, almost
phy in the 1960s and 1970s. The experimentation

he dawn of the digital era, and the advent of the
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Internet at the turn of the 20th cet
comparison will provide insight ij
later years on technology and ind
state of pluralism we are now in a
stage of maturity.

2. Background

The resounding gunshot came in ¢
a large crowd of Association of Sy
December 1945. The title of his le
Typographie)«, and in it Tschicho
he helped establish in the mid-192
established Tschichold as the emiy
proverbial “biting of the hand thal
for Tschichold, rather it can be vie
in Tschichold’s career and life that

The most powerful incident t
and his family were arrested and t
in 1933. He was charged with “cu
in the propaganda of the totalitar
Tschichold immediately sought re
It is here that his altered views on
fled Germany in haste, finding a d
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wtury will further be touched upon. It is hoped this
1to the views of Max Bill and Jan Tschichold in his
istry — allowing the reader to compare the current
s the (still ongoing) digital revolution enters its next

he form of a lecture given by Jan Tschichold to

viss Graphic Designer members of Zurich in

cture was » Constants in Typography (Konstanten der
d criticized the New Typography, a movement which
Os to the 1930s. The book »The New Typography «
1ent theorist of this typographic movement. This

t feeds” was not abrupt, spur-of-the-moment banter
wed as an accumulation of episodes and revelations
lead to this abandonment.

b impact Tschichold was undoubtedly when he

aken into ‘protective custody’ by the Nazi regime
Itural bolshevism,” an all-too-common accusation
an landscape of 1930s Europe. Upon his release,
fuge in Switzerland and was desperate for work.
design and typography began to surface. Having
ependable source of income to support himself and
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his family was of utmost concern
Benno Schwabe Publishing and as
Corporation. He also taught part{
from the Academy of Graphic Art

at which he had previously taught,

statement of his reply to Bill.
This apostate declaration did
designer, and one of the soon-to-H
(opened in 1953), wrote a virulen
Graphische Mitteilungen« in reac

by name, but made it abundantly ¢

Bill’s words were, his article >On ]|
Swiss Typography. Bill expressed
typography of the 1930s into a m
take off in the following decade a
still echo in today’s design field. It
approach of typography, namely {
design elements.

Almost immediately, in the Ju
out a volley of counter-argumentg
more traditional typography. >Bel
a rebuttal with anticipation, as on
prepares accordingly. Tschichold’
images to drive home his point on|
and typography in general. This e
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to Tschichold. He started working as a designer for
type-designer for the Uhertype Filmsetting Machine
time at the Allemeine Gewerbeschule —a far cry

5 in Leipzig and Munich Master Printers’ School

a fact he does not fail to mention in the opening

not go unnoticed: Max Bill, the architect, painter,
e founding members of the Ulm School of Design
article in the April 1946 issue of the »Schweizer
tion to this lecture. He did not address Tschichold
lear who he was referring to. As vehemently fueled
lypography« became the founding statement of
n no unclear terms the evolution of the elementary
bre ‘functional, ‘organic’ typography which would
hd continue well into the 70s, and in many respects
so doing, he deeply criticized a more traditional
erif fonts, symmetrical layouts, and ornamental

ne issue of the same periodical, Jan Tschichold sent
and criticism, defending his stance on his return to a
ef and Reality« reads as one who has been preparing
e who sees the darkening clouds on the horizon and
counter article is lengthy and full of examples and
why he has changed his stance on New Typography
kchange constitutes the bulk of the dispute between
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Christopher Burke,
Robin Kinross
(ed.),>The dispute
between Max Bill
and Tschichold of
1946, with a later
contribution by Paul
Renner<, » Typography
Papers«, No.4,
Reading: University of
Reading, 2000, p. 59
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Max Bill and Jan Tschichold.

In 1948, Paul Renner wrote a
refrained from taking sides or goi
the antagonist and protagonist. I
in respecting both arguments in th
to include Renner’s opinion in thi
today’s design landscape.

All three contenders share on
factor of form. Ultimately, Bill ady
Tschichold talks of it as a means t
— a mere tool. Their shared view
progressive-modernist stance that
Gottfried Semper, who, according]
this dispute), “formulated the scri
he expressed form as a result of pi
mentality or approach is best expi
die Technik), a tagline of the Wein
the First World War.

Another common denominat
nor Tschichold criticizes the other
indirectly allude to the other’s eley
although Tschichold does not feig]
him more deserving of criticism.
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short op-ed article in reaction to this dispute. In it, he
ng into the specifics of each argument presented by
stead, Renner chose a more encapsulating approach
e vein of dialectics, and not rhetoric. It is important

5 dispute as his ‘agree to disagree’ stance echoes

e common view: that technology is the deciding
ocates a leaning toward mechanical process, while

an end — no different than hand-set manufacturing
n technology was an utterly German-centric and
was typical of the early 20th century. Best defined by
to Burke (in his preface to the English translation of
ptural trinity of German design theory in 1848, when
1irpose, material and technology.”* Ultimately, this
essed in “The Debate about Technology” (Streit um
har era that was prevalent in the aftermath of

br is the absence of criticism of quality. Neither Bill
for a lack of craftsmanship or skill. Indeed, both
rated stance within the field as being highly-esteemed
n modesty when listing his credentials, which makes
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Max Bill,
»>On Typography«,
»Typography Papers«,
No. 4, trans. Robin
Kinross, Reading:
University of Reading,
2000, p. 62 (original
edn.: April 1946)
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Bill wastes no time in expressing |
the “well-known typographical th
the ‘new’ and ‘old’ guard.

It is the same argument that i
by former practitioners of thq
fashionable fellow-travellers,
decline, and as they look bac}

Here, he compares the traditional
vernacular taken from the archite
the five-story apartment buildings
residential streets also encompass
architectural approaches similar
a traditional or past aesthetic is td
and merely emulating it.

A typographic approach that
or in other words, that works

is criticism. He refers to Tschichold as one of
eorists” and divides the groundwork between

made against every artistic innovation, either
movement that is by then under attack, or by
when their own vigour and belief in progress are in
( to the ‘tried and tested.”

st approach to ‘Heimat-stil(style),” a quasi-

rtural fauna of that period. If forced to compare,
often referred to as bil-la (villa) found on Korean

a number of aesthetics that stem from a plethora of
0 what Bill is referring to. In essence, to revert to
downgrade your work by taking cues from the past

is developed entirely from its conditioning factors —
with the basic units of typography in an elemental

way — this we term ‘elemental typography’ And if at the same time this approach
is intent on designing a text-ifnage so that it becomes a living text-organism,

without decorative extras and
‘funktionelle(functional)’ or ¢

without being laboured, then we may call it
rganische(organic)’ typografie(typography).
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This means, indeed, that all factors — technical, economic, functional and aesthetic
requirements — should be fulfilled equally, and combine together to determine the

text-image.*

Here Bill draws the line between INew Typography and the functional aesthetics

of what would later be called Swi

s Typography. »Elemental Typography«, as was

coined by Tschichold in his articlg of the same name in 1923, is differentiated here
from functional or organic typogiaphy — in other words, a systematic approach that

encompasses the technical, functi
This ethos is expressed in the

nal and aesthetic (visual) needs of a given work.
design of the article itself: the article is written in

‘kleinschreibung (only lowercase letters)’ with no word breaks and set flush left, ragged
right. Paragraphs are not indented

but rather set apart by an empty line, a point of

criticism mentioned later by Tschichold in his reply. Finally, Bill mentions the minute

differences of these two aesthetic

pursuits:

The transformation of the ‘N¢w Typography’ of around 1930 into the functional
typography of the present day can be seen in the disappearance of devices that

at first seemed to be characteristically fashionable trimmings: thick rules and
lines, large points, oversize pdge numbers, and other such features, among them
the fine rules that were still udeful later in ordering and accentuating the text-

image. All these elements are
itself is correctly organized, a
relation to each other. This is

unnecessary and now superfluous: if the text-image
nd if the groupings of words stand in the right
not to say that such trimmings are fundamentally

objectionable; in general they|are just no more necessary than any ornament is,
and, when omitted, the typographic text-image achieves a simpler spatial tension
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and a greater sense of quiet i

“Quiet inevitability” is an expressi|
phrase to differentiate his approa
a catchphrase for the functional, ¢
a result of his architectural educat
a given basic element (point size)
elements that did not serve a func
result of such work was elegant,
invisible) system of rules.

To design on a whim, or emul
discipline in Bill’s opinion:

Not only is the argument that
which they were written (thu
often unusable (for example,
fear of the problems and solu
a flight into the traditional, aj

To drive home this point even furt
understood by all in a pragmatic |

What indeed would one say o
burning lamp is more homely,
an electric light? We would cq

flarstel 27
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evitability.’

on that is ripe with meaning. It is clear Bill uses this
h from that of his predecessors and to establish
rganic, systematic approach he was promoting. As
ion, Bill sought order in his design work based on
et to a given framework (the grid) with little or no
ional purpose in the reading experience. The end
ninimalist design that adhered to an abstract (often

ate past traditional methods was to show lack of

books must be produced in the style of the time in
Schiller and Goethe in the style of the last century)

Plato, Confucius, and so on), but it betrays a definite

tions that issue from a functional typography. It is

1 expression of a backward-looking historicism.®

her, he uses a practical (functional) example
ight:

f an electrician who began to explain that an oil-

more convenient and sweeter-smelling than
rtainly resist if someone wanted to turn back
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technical development by 10
of that time. Such an antiquas
see the advantages of technic
these possibilities, and their a

The dust of the Second World Wat
Germany was still recovering fron
return to a pre-war status quo. Te
landscape both on a literal level as
lie in the development of industry
ahead echoed this spirit. When co
the optimism displayed by Bill ha
a skepticism that longs for a simp
to a more innocent and pure time
‘development” has had on the envi
inhabitants. Bill however conclud
set layouts, reiterating the point o
is ‘suitable for our times.®

4. Jan Tschichold, »Belief and
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or 200 years, to take us back to the style of living
ian craze would not last long; one would come to
1l possibilities, of the forms that issue logically from
rtistic expression too.”

had not yet settled when this dispute took place,

n the defeat, and all of Europe was busy trying to
thnological advancement played a large role in this
well as a mental one. Trust and hope for the future
and technology, and Bill’s metaphor for looking
nsidering this view in today’s contemporary light,
given way to a take-for-granted attitude or

er time in the past. Indeed, many today look back
contrasting it with the impact auto-forward
ronment and the mental and emotional state of its
es his argument with a few examples of mechanically
f ‘logical, ‘clear; and ‘unambiguous’ expression that

Reality «

Tschichold’s reply to Bill is almost
published, Tschichold publishes h

unapologetic.

immediate. Two months after Bill’s article is
s reply. It is longer, equally critical, and utterly
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In this lecture I criticized the ¢
and therefore myself also —s

New Typography’ which I helped to disseminate —
everely.”

He goes on to clarify his credentialls, ‘wrongly stated’ by Bill.

I’m not, by the way, one of th

b ‘well-known typographical theorists, but, to

the best of my knowledge, th¢ only one in German-speaking Europe.!?

Tschichold continues this line of t
Reiner) and does not hesitate to g
designer. He also uses his credenti
and his position as a critic. With t

hought wittily mentioning a contemporary (Imre
ve his credentials as a teacher, typographer, and

als to downplay Bill’s ‘amateur’ view of typography
hat, Tschichold also alludes to the beginning of

the New Typography movement 4nd the preceding period:

We saw aesthetic models in industrial products and, believing the sanserif to be
the simplest typeface (wrongly, as it turned out), we declared it to be the modern

face. At the same time we,a g

roup of artists, attempted to use asymmetry to oust

a symmetrical design, which yas hardly ever employed in an intelligible manner.

Everything symmetrical was

inthinkingly assigned to the propaganda methods

of political absolutism and ddclared obsolete. The historical value of these efforts

toward a typographical uphe
typography, the acceptance o
rules and many other new stij
typography in German-speal|
tragedy was that this truly asq

aval derives from the removal of dead elements from
" photography, the modernization of typographical
muli, without which the appearance of today’s

ing countries would not have been possible. The

etic simplicity soon reached a point where no further
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Ibid., p. 73 development was possible. It
o needed at the time, but to wh
Ibid., p.73

Tschichold states what is essential
movement:

The derivation of typographi
known as ‘abstract’ or ‘non-o
Mondrian, Moholy-Nagy) re
typography. But it seems to m
almost exclusively in German
Because its intolerant attitudg
its military will to regulate an
components of the German ¢
the Second World War (italicsg

b

His comparison of New Typograp
is echoed in his overall thesis of pi
boundaries by moving into the red
the ‘correct’ or ‘better; it is ultima
or autocratic authority of that era

For we considered ourselves j

do with such obviously reacti
‘culture’ called us ‘cultural Bo|

52

was a recruiting camp for newer developments,
ch no one wanted to return.!’

y the reason why he abandoned this Modernist

al rules from the principles of painting formerly
bjective’ and now called ‘concrete’ (Lissitzky,

ulted in a valuable and temporarily novel

e no coincidence that this typography was practiced
y and found little acceptance in other countries.

conforms to the German bent for the absolute, and

d its claim to absolute power reflect those fearful
haracter which set loose Hitler’s power and

ours).'?

hy with the totalitarianism of the Nazi regime
actice and theory. When theory oversteps its
\Im of practicality and deems one way to be

ely dogmatic and derivative of the National Socialist,

ioneers of ‘progress’ and wanted nothing to

onary things as Hitler planned. When the Hitler
Isheviks’ and called the works of like-minded
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Ibid., p. 74 painters ‘degenerate; it was uping the same obfuscating, falsifying methods here
= as everywhere else. The Third Reich was second to none in accelerating technical
Thid., p. 74 ‘progress’ in its war preparatipns while hypocritically concealing it behind

propaganda for medieval forns of society and expression. And since deception
was its basis, it could not beay the genuine modernists who, although political
opponents, were neverthelessfunwittingly not so very far from the delusion of
‘order’ that ruled the Third R¢ich. The role of leader that fell to me as the only
specialist of the group was itself a ‘Fiihrer’ role, signifying, as it did, an intellectual
guardianship of ‘followers’ tyjpical of dictator states.'?

And so does his comparison with fraditional typography (for lack of a better word) in
view of a more practical light:

For it has been shown that th¢ apparently simple rules of functional typography
are not common knowledge, pecause they spring from a special, in effect
fanatical, attitude of conspirators into whose group one must first be ‘initiated.
Traditional typography is quife different: it is far from being unorganic, it can
easily be understood by everybody, its finer points are not difficult to appreciate,
it presumes no sectarianism apd its application in the hands of a beginner does
not produce nearly so many hlunders as the New Typography in the hands of
the uninitiated.'*

Tschichold’s criticism of New Typpgraphy is strikingly similar to that of Bill’s critique

of a more traditional typography |n that it is also ‘reactionary’ and shooting from
the hip, if you will. Like Bill, Tschichold’s comparison of this Modernist movement
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with the ideology of the Nazi regi
representation, composition, and

me is extreme and cliquish. New forms of
design can and will expand over time to encompass

a plethora of content and mediums — even into the realm of book design, which

according to Tschichold in this ar

icle (indirectly) and quite clearly in later writings,

is exclusive to a more traditional fypographic approach. To regulate the ethos and

practicality of New Typography t
premature, especially in today’s ¢
of interest:

Bill’s present-day typography

b “advertising and jobbing” was nearsighted and
ntemporary light. He follows with yet another point

is marked, like my own work between 1924 and

about 1935, by a naive worship of so-called technical progress. The designer who

works in this manner values t

he mechanical production of consumer goods —

a characteristic of our times —too highly. We cannot escape manufacturing and

using such goods, but we nee
off the conveyor belt assembl

i not place halos over them, just because they come
ed with the latest ‘efficient” methods (italics ours).!®

This mentality or approach still eghoes true today, albeit ‘digital’ in place of ‘mechanical’

progress. Too often do we see a le

vel of software expertise as a gauge for design

prowess or skill. The idea that a ‘designer who is fast with his hands is a good designer’

has defined the Korean design fiel

{ since the advent of desktop publishing.

That mechanization is ‘modenn’ does not mean that it is also valuable or even

good; more likely it is not go
simply accept it as a conditio

d. But since we cannot go on without it, we must
n and not worship it because of its origin!'¢
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As then and quite certainly now,
unconditionally positive. New sm|
the latest in technological lifestyld
of one’s own stature as a modern

“who, day in and day out, has to ti
other sources other than his work
later. Coupled with this is the naiy
propel us into an utopian future.

Tschichold however returns to thd
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An ugly telephone bothers an
we should not then think thaf
a symbol of it. It is only an in
what we can do with it that is

Tschichold also mentions the

Believers in progress think th
the new. (...) there are things
the riding saddle, scissors, thd

The book, too, completed its
occasional poor presswork af

just as ‘practical’ as a new ong.

Its format is often less practic
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aesthetically oriented person like Bill or myself, but
a properly designed telephone is a work of art, or
trument, like a hammer — nothing more. It is only
of value (italics, ours).!”

ur views of technological advancement are still

art devices, updates in software or applications, or

s are in themselves objects of worship, if not symbols
socialite.

worker, mindlessly toiling away at his factory job,
rhten the same screw” and seeking satisfaction from

- a situation that has not changed almost 70 years

e thought that technology will change everything and

ty must now reform old things in the spirit of
that have long since reached perfection in form:
button.'®

point at hand:
Hevelopment long ago. Except for foxed paper,
nd a different orthography, a 150-year-old book is

Indeed, a book today is seldom so well made.
al and it is composed with less taste and affection.!”
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The process of printing is slowly h
the printing process is becoming 1
cheap both in terms of price and g
e-publishing as it further permeat
this dispute even further.

The observance of typograph
more being eclectic of history]
another engineer’s patent. Or
to dump old rules overboard.
one must abandon outworn ¢

Tschichold then goes into an extet
machine composition, and indent
lieu of Bill and Tschichold’s contr
typesetting as being in actuality a
simultaneously meant to emulate

But the technical principle of
influence on typographical d¢
composition, the nearer the b
technical expediency, it woul
compromise of a typewriter t
nor better than hand compos
produces; it is less flexible an

ecoming a novelty in this day and age and

nore and more streamlined and therefore cheaper:
uality. How this will change with the advent of

es our daily activities will take the general thesis of

c rules which have taken centuries to form is no
-bound than the use by a machine manufacturer of
the other hand, it is typical of immaturity to want
One must not — heaven forbid! — follow the herd;
onventions, be ‘modern’ and go it alone.??

1sive discussion about hand composition and

ation or empty lines to separate paragraphs (in
wsting views). He identifies the folly of mechanical
product under the supervision of human hands, and
a process done by hand.

machine composition has not had the least

sign methods. Machine composition imitates hand
etter; if it had other than optical aims, such as mere
1 come close to the unusable, optically inadequate
ype. Machine composition is neither cheaper

tion except for the newly cast printing surface it

1 not at all easier to handle than hand composition.
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It is more efficient but in no W
typography by means of som

Tschichold continues the barrage
design by using samples of a parti
the title-page of a book of Middle
Chinese classic literature. Asian cy
the case for a typography that act
Each unique literary work should
designed accordingly.

However, Tschichold makes tl
typography is identical to that of §

%) gheha ® okt Algh o] Foli= ofntoluta = 214 5]

ray able to change materially the appearance of
b sort of ‘mechanical’ law of its own.?!

with a discussion of ornament and traditional book
cularly ‘exotic’ flavor than have been discussed:
Eastern influence and two continuous pages of
iltural references aside, Tschichold here is making
as the container for the message, or content.

be viewed in its own particular way and therefore

ne mistake of assuming that his approach to functional
ill’s, thereby negating the general thesis made.

Since nothing new remains n¢w forever, the appearance of typography will
continue to change, perhaps to the point where today’s competitive economic
system will have to give way o one based merely on what is needed. He who does
away with surprise, the goal ghat puritanical, functional typography aims for, and

would like to limit himself to
a lesson when he has to fulfill
It is a notable deficiency of th
suitable for work which must
extreme solutions which are
superfluous halftones, expens

In conclusion, Tschichold reiteratg

a sober presentation of the message, will learn

the sometimes unreasonable wishes of his customers.
e New or functional Typography that it is not

reflect the character of an institution. It is forced to
ften far from ‘practical’ (e.g. use of several colours,
ive paper).

s a point he made at the outset of his article. Only
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this time, he directs his criticism af Bill himself, using the first person article.

What bothers me most is that
I find best. As an artist he mu
the way he believes right. He
and artistic expression carries
were defeated. He commits th

he seems to deny me the right to work in the way.

t know that a creative person can only work in

who calls for the suppression of freedom of thought
on the gloomy business of those whom we thought
e worst crime, for he buries our highest good,

the sign of man’s worth-freedom.??

For Tschichold then, the conversion to a more traditional typographic approach was

more of an integrity issue than an

he underwent with the Nazis upset

the narrow rigidity of New Typog

to traditional book design denotes,

rather a broadening of typographil
of Tschichold may not be as clear ¢
being unsuitable for body text, eve
that nearly all the classical romans
body text. In that same publicatiof
to improve, specifically the text arg
both periods are drastically differe
scrutiny that did not diminish fror
typography was yet another form
criticism and censure as possible,

aesthetic one. It is obvious that the harsh treatment
him deeply — to the point of comparing

aphy with that of the Third Reich. His about-face
not a denial or negation of his former views, but

¢ perspective. To put it another way, the dichotomy
ut as we think. Early on, Tschichold wrote of sanserif
n stating as early as 1935 in » Typographic Design«
(Bembo, Garamond, Caslon, etc.) were suitable for

1, he mentions that the classical novel layouts are hard
a set out on the page. Of course, the surface styles of
nt, but closer inspection reveals a level of detail and

n one period to the next. For Tschichold, traditional
of expression. One he wished to pursue with as little

3s he had done with New Typography.
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5. Aftermath and Thoughts

Roughly two years later, Paul Ren
also familiar with Bill, contribute
Renner points to the argument its

We must reflect on the elemen
each task, in order to build uj
anecdote of the Marionette T
the tree, in order to fall back 1
the world.” Only in paradise {
also not to be won by probin,
most the hare, which darts fr
hunt for knowledge we call D

This search for knowledge and pr

RHEL ) gloj Al 18417] FalSo] 2tohdl 7)ol
of e} gelo] MagHs| Beglon g, fajo B
|6 ol At 74 g AHSHE R of 24 Aol 9Tk

A, 7, gAY 2o YA E G o] ERHThs A FEY
£ A FEsh o] Auht Aekskn F a3 Bl E BAGe],

12412 Qlafo] B asithn wrh 150] ghol £ S
FHE A A0 Ty Bl e Aol Bl
152 AbebaA) ob Aolth. £L TiAhelo] et Wt
K mEste 715 A7t B AR AT} S V2o
4 YL WAL At ohE gt v = 29 wnjo)

her, a colleague and associate of Tschichold who was
I a short yet powerful article to this dispute. In it,
elf as being the primary value of this dispute.

tal rules, on the principles, on the meaning of

a new tradition; we must, in the words of Kleist’s
heatre, “once again eat of the knowledge from
o a state of innocence; that is the last chapter of
lid knowledge have the form of a tasty apple; yet it is
b and prospecting, like coal from a mine; it resembles
m side to side, ahead of the pursuing hounds; this
ialectic.”*

bgress that are both elusive and attainable, is

expressed by Renner as a way stafion toward the present.

The Bauhaus style is, as Jugenldstil and the arts & crafts of the Wiener Werkstite

once were, a station on the w
long at these stations if one d

Renner next reminisces about Ad
his critical essay »Ornament & C

hy to the style of our time. One should not linger too
es not want to miss the connection.?’

If Loos, architect and design critic known widely for
ime« in which he abandons the Vienna Secession

movement for a broader view of gontemporary design aesthetics. His views of
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Modernity are refractured by Ren

Everything unsurpassably per
stemmed from the old or the
comfortable to sit in appeare(
the eighteenth century master
craftsmen, that he found it se
simply to give the armchair a

This statement echoes Tschichold
the riding saddle, scissors, and the
Yet, Renner calls for a more decid
both individuals, however promir
distinct logical reasoning from eit
for that matter) to functional or t1
Just as good design is an ambiguo
other party based on principles sy
own subjective views to the fore. |
mentions this in the closing of his

For the path to the style of ou
of all kinds, and on the other

have lost the belief in our tim

There is no correct answer for the

et Belol g 2etdz Ed=g wet

ner himself.

fect was in his eyes modern, equally so whether it
hew era. The task of producing furniture that was
1 to him to have been so perfectly solved by

s, whose tradition lived on in several Vienna
hseless to give a worse solution to the same task
more modish form.2¢

s views when he mentioned that, along with

button, the book had achieved a state of perfection.
dly Modernist position of ‘agreeing to disagree’ by
ent or important they may be. Clearly there is no

her side to relegate typography (or design as a whole,
aditional. One will always be critical of the other.

us phrase, bad design is equally so. To criticize the

ch as function or tradition, is really bringing one’s
Renner here, choosing his words rather carefully
article.

r era will always be threatened by modish ‘chatter’
hand by the skepticism and resignation of those who

e and in the mission of the modern artist.2”

New Typography’s suitability in advertising, jobbing,
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or book design. Likewise, symmef
an aesthetic. The ideal of function
by Bill, although seemingly logica
concepts or principles, but rather

Paul Rand was a contempora
the behind-the-scene developmen
Lascaux to Brooklyn«, Rand devq
the same road as Renner, placing y
of the designer as the deciding fac

It is no revelation that each st
typography looks easy becau
is achieved merely by centerir
with asymmetry, even for the
and unimaginative, the new t

This dispute also gives way to the
When scouring the design landsca
styles and trends. Traditional, mo
minimal styles all strive and exist

el 9)(E-2 2R AR olzton
= ¥Rk oY £o), ob2 gl Sxuk 842 W

rical or asymmetrical layout is not a function but

, precision, and optimism of technology expressed
and therefore correct, is in fact not an argument of
one of style.

ry of these two designers and therefore privy to

s of this dispute. Much later, in his book »From

tes a chapter to the dispute. In it, Rand takes

ralue in the dispute itself and focusing on the virtues
tor for good or bad design.

vle presents difficult problems. Traditional

e balance, which is the sine qua non of good design,
g. (...) Itis not as easy to achieve perfect balance
nitiated — traditional typography may look dull
ypography merely pretentious or disjointed.?®

notion of value in typography and graphic design.

pe today, we see a plethora of potentially endless

Hern, stylistic, rational, decorative, ethnic, and

bn the same plane as though in a mélange of existence.

What is good design and what is rfot, is hard to distinguish, if not a moot point, in this

setting.

Coupled with this thought is
good or bad design. Through the
referred to along with country na

the blurring of national boundaries as a gauge for
proliferation of the Internet, aesthetic styles are often
mes, by many who have never even set foot out of
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their own countries, for example
the number of design students goi
home is another factor contributi
a conservative country deeply roo
of teacher and student is slowly e
design becoming a matter of debaj
sides with either Bill or Tschichol
in defending their views and critig
and limiting. For Bill to regulate a
prefabricated form in the name of]
artistic integrity. Likewise, for Ts¢
controlling rigidity of the Nazi Rq
promoting a more traditional app
approach, is equally restrictive; m|
ideals set out by Bill: asymmetric
If we can take a bird’s eye viey
since the 1946 dispute, we see wh
the Ulm School, functional typogt
called Swiss Typography (by the §
an aesthetic that continues in a m
Hoffman, and Josef Miiller-Brock
of graphic design history. Their ef
minimal aesthetics to a new level.
In the mid-50s a group of yoy
effort to counter the sterile, unifo
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‘Swiss design’ or ‘Dutch design.” A steady increase in

ng overseas, finding work there, and then returning
ng to this blurring of boundaries. Even in Korea,

ted in Confucianist tradition, the strict hierarchy
oding, leading to the values placed on what defines
te. In such a landscape it is hard to agree or take

I’s views of typography. Their logic and reasoning
izing those of the other is equal parts dogmatic

Il possibilities of creative expression into a rigid
function and technology, stunts the very essence of
hichold to compare New Typography to the

gime is extreme. His continued line of thought in
roach to book design, as opposed to Bill’s functional
any examples exist today that resonate with the
ayout with unjustified sanserif body text.

w and briskly skim the years that have elapsed

at can only be called a recurring pattern. With

aphy took off in earnest, leading to what would be
wiss: the International Style) and morphing into
yriad of forms to our present day. Emil Ruder, Armin
mann are the pillars of this movement and mainstays
forts and work pushed the envelope of functional and

ng graphic designers in the US made a conscientious
m approach of the Swiss with a stylized, lavish
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aesthetic that stood in stark contr
Pushpin Studios was a collective g
regular basis on a variety of proje
forms of publishing. For Seymour
the studio, the focus was not on fy
rather it was the message itself tha
social issues were the framework,
convey those messages of social cl
Another facet of this dispute ¢
With the advent of the personal c(
revolution greatly changed the w3
As a result, typography and type
flavor. It is often referred to as De
post-modernism as defined by Jag
Brody, and type foundry Emigre d
and images in a method that echo
of broken letterforms, seemingly f
pronounced rules, and imagery ri
Graphic design was in a state of s¢
and ecological issues and rising p
at the nature of their work: at its 4
with consumerism and capitalism
“experimentation” as its keyword
the discarded - as what graphic dg
this period as the emotional drive
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hst of what was then considered the standard.

f artists and designers who collaborated on a non-

bts from concert posters to magazines and other
Chwast and Milton Glaser, founding members of
nction or precision or mechanical reproduction;

t was of concern. As a result, politics, conflict, and
and the use of imagery and typography was meant to
hange as appropriately as possible.

an be seen in the digital revolution of the 90s.
mputer and the laser printer, the desktop publishing
y graphic design and typography was practiced.
esign of this period took on a decidedly experimental
onstructivist Typography, hinting at the aftermath of
ques Derrida. Designers like David Carson, Neville
efined their work by experimenting with layout, text,
ed the Futurists and Dadaist of the 1920s. The use
loating text in various sizes, color with extremely
Idled with effects find parallels in both periods.
If-reflection during this period, as global economic
verty forced graphic designers to take a hard look
phemeral qualities, and especially its associations
The outcome of this reflection took not only

but aesthetically the ordinary, the often-used,

sign had become. Punk, or rebellion, also flavored
behind the questioning of the status quo and the
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of the many changing-of-the-guar
above, the core issue in this disput]
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