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On November 5, 1892, the Verein Berliner Klinstler sponsored an ex-
hibition in the newly remodelled Architektenhaus, Wilhelmstrasse 933 ar—
ranged along the walls of the Ehrenhalle, a large glassdomed rotunda,
were 55.paintings described in a commniqué as "Ibsen'sche Stlssungs-
bilder™, The Verein Berliner Hinstler, closely didentified with the Ber-
liner Hochschule fifr die bildenden Klinste and its Art Academy, under the
official patronage and protection of Kaiser Wilhelm II, had decided to
show the citizens of the provincial Cerman imperial city some examples
of work by foreign artists. This was the second of such exhibitions; al-
ready water-colours by the Scottlsh painters Austin Brown and Robert Ma-
cauly Stevenson, controversial but highly fashionable examples of Euro-
pean avant-garde artists, had el excitement for the radical "impres-
sionist" style they displayed.” As a sequel to this, the newly elected
exhibliion committ: lecided to present a Norweglan painter who had re-
fusad to exhibit at Berlin's Internatiomal Exhibition in 1891. The pa-
inter chosen for this first one-man exhibition held by the Verein was
Edvard Munch. The exhibition has become legendary as "Die Affaire Mu-
nch.®

Tn "89] the Verein celebrated its fiftieth anmiversary and for the
occassion invited artists from all nations to take part in Berlin's
first international exhibition. As had previously occured sclely in
Paris and Munich, This Jahresausstellung would include artists from
nations other-than Germany and the organization of this exhibition of
over 3.000 works would be handled by a special committee from the Ver-
ain headed by the highly influential battle painter and portraitist of
the Berlin court, Professor Anton Alexander von Werner. Despite these
inncvations, the Jubil¥umsausstellung turned out much like previous
Berlin exhibitions. Roughly two-fifth of the artists were German. Despite
personal visits to their Paris ateliers by the Kalserin Friedrich, af-
ter much public chauvinistic debating France sent no exhibition because
of the French defeat at Sedan in 1871. On May 1, 1891, the exhibition
ppened in the Ausstellungspalast am Lehrter Bahnhof. While military
marches were being played by detachments of Prussian infantery and moun-
ted calvary in the foyer of the Palast and while lottery tickets were
being sold cutside the entrance doors, the Kaiserin Friedrich and her
som, Maiser Wilhelm II, permitted Professor von Werner to explain the
sculptures and paintings to them before the exhibition opened to Ber-
lin's public. The tone of striet Prussian order was broken by only one
incident: twenty-nine Norwegian painters with fifty-five paintings
staped a protest, publically withdrew their entries and took them to
Barlin's competitor, the International Exhibition in Munich's Glas-
palast which opemed on July 1.

The immediate cause of this protest action by the Norwegians was
dnton von Werner. After having officially accepted Otto Sinding, who
was in Barlin at the time, as the spokesman and representative of ex-
hibiting Norwepian artists, von Werner refused all dealings with him
in favor of Hans Dahl, a Norweglian landscape painter active in Duessel-
dorf. Dahl accuszed Sinding of leading a clique of "anarchist impres-
sionists" who were suppressing Norway's artistic life; wvon Werner rescind-
ed previous invitations to exhibit, and Dahl sent out twenty-two private
invitations to various artists of Norwegian birth or descent active in
Berlin or Duesseldorf. In response to these actions, the committes of
Norwegian artists in Kristiania sent o telegram to the Verein and to
Anton von Werner:
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"Da das reprisentive Komité der norwegischen Kinstler

durch das Verfahren des Berliner Komité and durch

die perstinlichen Masseslnladungen ohne Wissen des

reprisentiven Komité sowie durch die Verwelgerung

der Rechte des norwegischen Absandten, an der

selbstindigen Ausgestaltung der norwegischen Abteil-

ung beschrinkt worden ist, glaubt das Komité, der

Verantwortung fiir die Represantation Norwegens auf

der Berliner Ausstellung nicht welter Ubernehmen zu

kfinnen und zieht sich in Folge dessen zurlick.W

among the artists who withdrew was Edvard Munch. In Munich he exhibited

four paintings: "Natt i St. Cloud™({1BO0), "Aften: Inger pd stranden”®
(1889), "Dr. Christian Munch®(1881), and "Aften: Mineskinn" (Karen Ej'ﬂf.
stad pd wveikanten, 1888). The paintings attracted no umusual attention.

After these events of 1891, preclsely why the Verein decided to in-
vite Munch to Barlin in 1892 will probably never be fully known. The ar-
chives of the Verein have been destroyed, so they cannot be used in ans-
waring this question, but a rather oxtensive answer can still be obtain-
ed through newspaper accounts of the time.

Because Munch's work had not yet been seen in Berlin, the exhibition
committies asked Fritz wvon Uhde, a respected Munich painter moted for his
depictions of Christ entering the homes of German peasents, to recommend
a painter from the Horwepgian group. (n the basis of stemoingsmalerier
Munch sent to Manich, Uhde supported the recosmendation of Adelsteen Nor-
mann, the Horwegian 1andsnapep§int.ur resident in Berlin who served on the
Terein's exhibition committes.” Hormann informed the cosslttes of the
Norwegian state fellowships Munch had received, of his training in Bon-
nat's atelier in Paris, and of the fact that he had already had two cne-
man shows in Eristiania, On September 24, 1892, Normann wrote to Munch:

"Erede Horr Munch,

Paa Gjennemreise ophold jeg mig en Dag i Christiania
o ik der Anledning til Deres udeerkede Udstilling,
som jep likte saa ssrdeles podt, at jeg =m=a faa Lov
til at dnske Dem til Lykke med samme.

Ipaar havde ¥l her i Forsamling i Udstillingskomm-
isgionen for Verein Berliner Eiinstler, hvoraf jeg er
Medlam, of faareslog Jeg der at man skulde indbyde
Dem til at wistille Deres samleds Billeder i Verein
Berliner Kinstler, hvilket enstemmigt blewv ambtaget.

Jeg er derfor saa fri at spgrge Dem, hvis De ikke
zllereds skulde have disponert over Deres Billedar
om De ikke skulde vere wvillig til at udstille dem
her o under hvilke Betingelser.
Med Hilzen og Holaktelse
A, Normann,"

The intriguing question is why Normann, a conservative painter of Hor-
wagian mountains and {Jords; would invite the most radicsl of the young
Horweglan painters to come to Berlin. Throughout his work, Munch reflec-
ted precisely that French art —- impressionism and the Post-impressionist
movements -- which Berlin's artists and public rejected most viclently.
Yet Normann invited this painter to exhibit in Germany's most conserva-
tive art center and %o be sponsored by its even more conmarvative ar-
tizts'! association whoSe protector was the Ealser himself. Commenting



(3)

on this, Jens Thiis wrote, "Oud vet hvorledea Normann kunde fimnne pd noe
slikt,” and then argued that Normann's motivations may bava been tha‘t', he
", ..holdt selv pi med 4 arbeide sig ut av sin banale virtuosomanfr.®
Although Hormann must have appreciated Munch's work, perhaps even be-
cause he himself was undergoing a stylistic change in his work, this does
not seem to be a sufficient reason to take advantage of the trust placed
in him by the Verein and to bring a painter to Berlin who could certainly
find little acceptance there. A stronger motivation, which could have ov-
ercome numercus objections, is Normann's national pride. The new self-
confidence which arose among the Norwegian people during the nineteenth
century has often been described. A desire to emphasize things Norwegian
and to demonstrate the uniqueness of Norway, her spiritual, if not pol-
itical, indepemndence from Sweden and Denmark were manifestations of this
nationalism. It is perhaps a reflection of this spirit that Normamn cho-
se a Norwegian painter, a young man not yet thirty who manifested ten-
dencies more radical than any other Scandinavian painter, who had been
supported by the Norweglan state, and who had received the praise of
such internationally known painters as Unhde, Thaulow and Erohg. I this
motivetion is correct, Munch becams for Hormann a symbol of Horway's in-
dependent and radical spirit.
Munch, of course, accepted the invitation, and Thiis again tells us
Wiy :
"For den unge Munch, som ikke hadde hatt for
meget medgang her hjemme, var jo denne inn-
bydelsen til der Reichhaupstadt srefull og
- oppmantrende. Iser fristet det ham a4 skulle
fi utsiille sitt kunstnerverk separat og
i sammenheng. EEn rustet seg f@lgelig sa
godt han kunde®
The invitation to Berlin certainly was an honor. Not only had the Verein
Berliner Kinstler held no previcus one-man exhibitions, but Munch!'s was
also to be the first one in the newly remodelled rotunda of the Archtek-
terhaus, a building in neo-baroque style constructed in 1875 to serve as
a beer hall but later converted into the home of Berlin's Archtectural
Society.
It is also likely that Munch was seeking an opportunity to exhibit
in Germany . Throughout the nineteenth century g‘t.hera had been 2 close
interaction between Norwegian and (erman art. ° Artists whom Munch admi-
red -- among them Christian Krohg, Erik Werenskiold, Frita Thaulow, Kit-
ty Kielland, Christian Skredsvig and Gerhard Munte -- had received their,.
original training in Germany and maintained contacts with artists thereo.
Hormann and others had met with success, had found a large buying public
in Qermany and had declided to stay there. Some, such as Hans Gude, had
even become respected teachers at the academies of Duesseldorf, Berlin
and Karlsruhe. The desire to come to Germany, to exhibit there, to find
a public and financial success was shared by Manch with many other young
Horwegian artists of his time.
Munch's exhibition in Christiania clesed on October 4. The same day
Hormann wrote a letter Eﬁqnast:i.ng that the palntings be sent to Berlin
as quickly as possible,”” By October 20, Munch -- but nmot his paintings
-;a'ga‘ijarrived in Berlin; that day he sent a postcard to Karen Bjsl-
stad: ;
"Jer 58 spil. at sende hid ein tegnemappe (samt
alle mine tegninger -- de der findes i skufferne)
gamt 2lle kritikker sf mine billeder (findes i
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min komode 1 vierelset mit) De sendes lettest og
billigst pr. Stetiserdaspskip. -- Udstillingen
bliver ikke fgr om en fjorten dage -- da mine
billeder er forsinket pi welen -- Jeg har det
meget godt hernede —-
Min adresse er forlgblp --
Café Bauer
Unter den Linden 26
EM™
During the days bafore his exhibition opaned, Munch acquainted himself
with Berlin, was together with Normann h of the time, and attended a
meeting of artists, probably the Verein.” He also personally hung his
peintings in the Architektenhaus, arranging them so that the interrela-
tionships existing between them would be clear. 3

Included in the exhibition when it opened on November 5 were fifty-
five paintings; with the exception of a few earlier mﬂa , most of them
were painted i Nizza and Aspirdstrand in 1891 op 1892, Thus, the exhibi-
ticn was a retrospective one which presented a clear view of Munch's deve-
lopment as a painter up to the time of those paintings Christian Erchg -ﬁam
scribed as "beslektet med symboli=men, den siste retning i fransk kunst."
But with the excepiion of the two or three last paintings —— primarilly
"Die Sorpe” and the Monte Carlo paintings -— the most radical works Mu-
nch exhibited were variations on the manners of French Neo-Improssionism
and James McHeil Whistler; paintings such as Bue Lafayette and Hatt L
S5t. Cloud. They predicted, but did not inelude, the expressiondst style
Munch developed in the years imsediately following.

To most, if not all, the Berlin public -- the painters and critics
as well ag the viewers -- work done even in these technigues was, how-
evar, totally unknown or else known only by hearsay emenating from the
Paris art scena. At this time, the new French art was so little known in
Germany that three years after Hunch's initial exhibition Courbet, Hanet,
Mcnet, Pissarro, Besnard and Renoir were still being described as "mas-
ters ““ﬁ a few of us have had the opportunity to know first-hand previ-
cusly.”

In 1892, the dernier cri in Qermany was still impressioniam, but not
the impressicnism of Monet, Pissarrc or Renoir, but rather the naturalis-
tic style of Liebermann and Frits won Uhde, artists who derived their
technique from Manet and Isra®ls, from Courbet and Bastien-Lepage, and
whe concentrated on the depictlon of pessant life. The intentions of
their paintings were umﬂylaun-fnld: to depict contemporary life, and
to convey a social doctrine. Artists such as these founded the seces-
gsionist movements of Muriich amd Duesseldorf in 1892 and formed into pro-
upa such as the "24" in Munich or the "E1f" in Berlin who rented gallery
space to exhibit together outside the official artists' associations.
They fought for "naturalism" and "truth to nature" while anti-naturalist-
ic symbolist doctrines were being proclaimed in France, Belgium, Holland,
Italy and Scandinavia. ;

The official and majority view of the role of art in Oermany can be
summarized by a speech delivered by the major patron of the Verain Ber-
liner Kinstler, by Eaiser Wilhelm II:

ile Koanst soll mithelfen, erzieherisch auf das Volk
zu wirken, sle soll such den unteren Stlnden nach
harter Hihe und Arbedit; die Miglichkeit geben,

sich an den Tdealen wieder aufzurichten... Wemn
muin die Kunst, wie es jetzt vielfach geschicht,
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woelter nichts tut, als dag Elend noch scheuss-
licher hinszustellen, wie es schen ist, dann 19
versindigt sie sich damlt am deutschen Volke.™
There was, then, an aesthetic atmosphere in which battles were still be-
ing fought that had been won in France some thirty years earlier, by Cour-
bet and his followers, and in which the "modernists"™ were almost twenty
years behind the remainder of Europe. Opinions and counteropinions were
strongly wvoliced not only by critics and artists, but also by the asathe-
tically and politically highly conservative Prussian government which us-
ed its monetary. support to implement its opinions and condemnations. Into
this context, into an organization deeply entwined with the government,
Munch brought his art in 18%2. The reaction of both the public and the
Verein Barliner Eidnstler could easily have been predicted,
Shortly after his exhibition opened on November 5, Munch wrote home:
nja mu er udstillinpen Abnet - og den vekker en
kolosal forarpelse = her er noslip en masse
gamle elendig malere der er rasende over den
nye retoing - Bladene bruger sig forskrekkelipgt -
dog har jeg i et par fiet svert ros - Alle
unge er derimod meget gla i1 mine billeder--"~
While correct in speaking of "en kolesal forargelsa", Munch's reports of
strong support for his work from younger artists and the liberal press hid
the truth from his family. Almost without exception, the crities of both
leftist and rightist newspapers totally rejected everything which Munch
represented. In the conservative National Zeitung, the critic G.V. reported
about the paintings being shown by the young Norwegian,"der Haler E. Blunch
(sic) aus Christiania."
Wie die gpanze jWngpere Elfnstlerscheaar sus den
Skandinavischen Lindern, so hat auch er sich mit
Leih und Seele den Gesectzen des franslisischen
Impressionisesmis verschrieben und wie alle seiner
Landsleute sucht er in dem Abschiitteln zller
Hlteren Kunsigesetze seine Pariser Vorbilder
cwombglich noch gu therbieten. Von irgend welcher
kilnstlerischen Tradition, wvon irgend welchem
Ankniipfen an Hltere herpgebrachta kiinstlerische
Ideale ist bei Blunch wie bel 31155 seinen
ibrigan Genossen nicht die Rede."
Similarly, the popular weekly Illustrierte feltung spesks of Hunch asz
n,..einer dar verwepensten modernen Impressionisten
dessen Kunst jﬂ?‘fr Tradition der llteren Hchiungen
Hohn spricht."
Az could be expected, the archly conservative eritic and art historian
Adolf Rosenberg raised the choruses of criticism to new heights. Munch's
palntings, he said, are
"Exzesse des Naturalismis, wie sie in Berlin noch
niemals zur Ausstellung gelengen sind. Was der Nor-
wager in Bezupg auf Formlogipgheit, Hrotalitat
der Malerei, Rohelt und Cemeinheit der Empfind-
ungen geleistet hat, stellt alle Slinden der
franztisischen und schotiischen Impressiormdsten
wie der Minchener Naturalisten tlef in den schatten.
Es sind Bildnisse, Interieurs mit Flpuren, Strassen-
ansichtan, Strandlandschaften und préteske Phantasie-
stiicke, die in der liederlichen Art hingeschmiert
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gind, so dasa es bisweilen schwer hilt, eine
menschliche Fipure daraus zu erkennen oder lber-
heupt die Natur eines Gepenstandes zu bestimmen...
Uber die Munch'schen Bilder (...) ist kein Wort
welter o vﬁﬁlia:ﬂ, well sie mit Kunst nichts zu
tun haben.”
For over ten years after this, Rosenberg's Kunstchronik refused to dis-
cuss Munch's work again. =E
In a unigue example of agreement with Rosenberg, onme of the most lib-
eral Berlin critics, Richard Stravbinger likewise condeeged Munch for his
non-traditional, "anarchistic™ paintings:
"Fast alles ist in jiher Hast auf Leinwand oder
P.ppe hingebiirstet, oft bis zur Unkenntlichkeit
in den Anf¥npen gelassen, in der Angst, die hohe
Intutition des Malergenies kiinne bei weiterer
Turchfihrung verdunsten... Wie mit Besen hat unser
norwegischer Zaubarlehrling mit dem Plnsel herum-
gpefuchelt und sich pewiss dabel gedacht: 'Seht,
ich brauche mar in meine Farbent@pfe hineinzu-
tauchen, und Raphael und Tizian miissen sich vor
mir verkriechen!' gis ist die Impression norweg-
ischer Observanz!™
Amidst all the condemnation, only one wvoice appeared in favor of Munch;
Theodor Wolff, editor of the Barliner Tapeblati, criticized kis column-
ist Straubinger for having joined the comp of academicians. Jens Thiis
praised Wolff as "den I‘E,u):-sta ({kritiker), nest Christian Erohg, som har
begrebat noe av Munch;" ™ If this praise is perhaps’ somewhat too high,
Wolff was certainly more undarstanding than Berlin's professional art
critics: ]

"Ich ging - warum sollte ich es leugen und mich
bessar machen, als ich mun edrmal bin? = in die
Rotunce, um zu lachen... Abar bei allen Heiligen
sel's belundet, ich habe nicht gelacht... Demm
zwischen manchen Schrullen und wahren Scheusslich-
kelten glaubte ich feine, Uberzahrte Stimmngen
zu sehen - in dunklen, wonddurchflutheten Zimmern,
auf einsamen Feldwegen, in verschwiegenen norweg-
ischen Sommernfichten - Ich glsubite das Atmen
s5tiller, melancholischer, sonderbarer Menschen
zu hiiren, die nechiwandlerisch und wortlos,
dan schweren Kampf in der Brust verbergend,
ilber Bdes Btmmlggrﬁll dehinschreiten. Und ich
lachte nicht ="

But whila the critics were still writing, Berlin's artizis were al-
ready acting to express thelr displeasure. Amid reports of anarchist acti-
vities in Paris amd rising beer taxes in Bavarla, the front pages of Ger-
many 's newspapers. dascribed the strange events taldng place in the sacro-
ganct and hallowed Verein Berliner HKinstler. On Novermber 10, the Frank-
furter Zeltung published this telegram from Berlin: :

"Die Kunst ist in Gefahr! Alle Rechtglibigen
arheben ein grosses Wehegeschreld!l R&t‘tug,@s—
hataillon vor! Die HKunst i1st in Gefshr!

Two days later, Munch wrote home:

nJa sligt rdre havde jeg Jjo aldrip trod der

skulde bli = ... Iaften skal det store slag
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sti = dere har vel lzet 1 bladene om at de
gamnle malere vil styrte comiten op lukke
udstillingen - der har veret holdi store
mader 1 forveien - man ruster sig formell
som til slag - Ighr var der et mgde pd 100
malere der vil statte komiteen - dog tror
man at de vil blive 1 nd.mrr:].'ﬁt- - op altsd
blir udstillingen lukket ==

The dispate reported by Munch amd the nowspapers began as scon as the
exhibition opened. Under the leadership of Prof. Hermann Eschke, sculptor
from the Academy, twenty-three Verein members demanded the immediate clo-
ging of the show "aus Hochachtung wor Kunst und Ehrlichem kiinstlerischem
Streben, sowle in dem pewiss berechtigten Wunsche, den Verein Berliner
gnstler vor dem Verdachte seiner nicht wiirdiger Unternehming zu bewahren.®

* The leaCership of the Verein rejected this proposal because it lacked
a sufficient number of signatures. Prof. Eschke then filed apother peti-
tion, this one with thirty-one signetures, demanding that an immediate
extraordinary meeting of all Verein members be held:; this petition was
granted

On Hevember 11, the meeting was held. Once again Prof. Eschke dema-
nded that the exhibition be immediately closed and that the exhibition
committee resign. In opposition to this proposal, the painters Aupust won
Heyden and Ludwig Enaus cited Theodor Wolff's reviews and argued that all
artists must be guaranteed the right to exhibit. In addition, it was ar-
gued, Munch was the invited guest of the Verein and must have his rights
as a geest, as well as an artist, protected. The Kraus and Heyden spee-
ches wore strongly cheered, but the Verein voted to support the Eschke
proposal, 120-105. Speaking for the exhibition committee, the painter
Wentschar announced the resipnation of all its members, but was imsedi-
ataly contradicted by four of his collegues -- surprisingly including
Hormeann == who intended to retain thedir positions. Eight of the twelwve
committes members were then replaced by supporters of Eschke's proposal.
At this time, according to plans developed at the meeting held the pre-
vious evening, the Academy's Professor of Graphic Arts, Franz Kbpping,
protested that the affair was mot an artistic gquestion at all, but simp-
1y whethar or not the Veredln had the right to throw an inviited guest
out the door. With the words, "Keine desente Person kann nun noch dem
Kinstlerverein zugehBren!”, KSpping amd some BD other artists walked
out of the meeting. Early Sunday morning, November 12, Munch's Manarch-
istic smears" wers ramoved from the Architektenhsus. :

After leaving the Verein, Prof. Kipping walked down the Potsdammer-
strasse to a small palais built by Schinkel which housed the gallery of
Eduard Schulte, Berlin's most liberal exhibition lecale. There, short-
1y after midnight, the Frele Vereinigung Berliner Elnstler was founded.
With ¥tpping as thelr leader, the artists decided to remain in the Ver-
ein Berliner Kiinstler, but to fight within it for the rights of invited
guests and for the exhibition of non-German art in Berlin. On November
18, a circular letter signed by 45 of the minority artists was issued
to explain their motives and aim:

"Die Untergezeichneten gehiirten der MinoritHt won
105 Vereineitgliedern an, welche am 12. Hovembar
1892 in der ausserordentlichen Hauptversammlung
des Vereins Berliner Kinstler gegon den Antrag
gestimmt haben, welcher scfortige Schliessung
‘der Munch'schen Aupsstellung verlangte. Wir .
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wurden bel unserer Stimmabgabe von dem Gedanken
geleitet, dass Herr Munch, von einer durch den
Verein Berliner Knstler frei gewHhlten Hommission
sur Ansstellung eingeladen, als vom Verein selbst
eingeladen betrachtet werden muss, und deshalb
verurtellen wir, ohne zu der in den Munch'schen
Bildern ausgesprochene Kunstricht irgpendwie
Stellung zu nehmen zu wollen, die ilessung

der Ausstellung als eine degjiﬂﬂil:hﬂn Anstand
suwiderfahrende Massnahme."

With this statement, The Affair Munch closed -- almost. Two other
lesser events followed as a result of it. On Jamiary 8, 1893; three
professors -- Franz Skarbins, Hago Vogel and August von Heyden -- re-
signed from their positions at the Berlin Academy because of the extr-
emely antaponistic attitudes and actions rds them of Academy Director
Anton von Werner and other faculty members.” The reason for this anta-
gonism was the support the three professors had given Munch. The second
event occured on March 21, 18%3. Munch applied for membership to the
Verein Berliner Klinstler] To fulfill the Verein's entrance requirement,
Munch presented a painting "eines auf einem Sofa liegenden Mannes™ whi-
ch the members could examine. On nprilj}l, by a vote of 77-39, they re-
jected Munch's membership application.

Jens Thiis summarized the Affaire Munch masterfully and briefly as
" follows:

p1tsh: Munch kom som inbudt gjest til Berlin med
sine 55 billeder en av de fgrste dage 1 November,
og som udstillingslokale fikk han sig overlatt
den store overlys-rotunde i Architektenhaus,
Wilhelsstrasse. Billedene blev hengh opp Of
udstillingen Apnet og umiddelbart derefter lukket
billedene sendt pd dgr. Men forargelsen var encrm
og til & begynne med nesten ensteemip, sensre
eftersom begivenhetene utviklet sip, delvis
isprengt med enkelte :riﬁdig& forsvar for den
"morske anarkistmaler”. ™
In this summary, Thiis is essentially correct, but in his details he
ofton errs, as this account has indicated. These feults Thiis shares
with almost all other descriptions of the Affaire Munch; all of them
repeat half-truths and unfounded legends.. Among these legends, two des-
erve additional comment: that Munch caused the founding of the Berlin
Seosssion, and that his art was supported by Berlin's younger artigts.
The actual Berlin Secession was not founded until May 2, 1898;
Munch became member of it in 1904. It would be rather difficult to argue
that the events of 1892 were the direct cause of events of 1B9E or 1904!
Likewise, it is incorrect to say that the artists seceded from the Verein
in 1892. The Freie Vereinipung Berliner FKinstler never formed into a Se-
cession, rather they remained in the Verein Berliner Kinstler as an in-
ternal opposition to official policies. Its sole sct after the Affair
Manch was to organize a jury-free exhibition in June, 1893. To this,
Munch sent two pastells: a wversion of Natt 1 5t. Cloud (now Sigval Berg-
qun d.¥. Coll.) and another work depicting an "interior by lamplight."
After this exhibition, the Freie Kinstlervereinipgung disappeared.
The artists of this crganization all supported Munch in opposition
to the Eschke proposals, however there was never a questlon of support-
ing Munch's art. There was extremely little disagreement etcut the con-
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demnation of Munch's work; it was the brusque denial of a puest's rights
which appeared as the major issue of the "Affajre Manch", the breaking
of the laws of courtesy, not the support of new artistic tendencies.
Most of the minority artists, including E¥pping and Max Liebermann,were
a peneration older than Munch and represented artistic movements at le-
ast-to some degree acceptable or even taught at the Academy. Omly Wal-
ter Leistikow, two years younger than Munch add a painter.of highly sty-
lized Stimmungslandschaften, ever defended Munch's work.” What united
Berlin's few liberal artists with academy professors was not Munch's
art, but the single issue of Gastfreundschaft.

Thiz is a telling commentary on the Berlin where Munch chose to re-
main for sewveral years. Not aesthatics, but a question of honor and eti-
quette could bring a split, a sharp exchange of vituperative opinion
among Berlin's artists. They remained uwnited in opposition to the new,
and Munch remsined alone. The Affaire takes on significance in the his-
tory of modern art only because it brougt Munch internatioanl notoriety
and fame. After this, he ceased being solely a Norwegian artist and be-

eane 3 Euaro artist having a pivotal role to play in the evolution
of tuant.IuEE century art.
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