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Abstract
This paper examines Bauhaus School (1919–1933) innovation and relevance today. The 
School is a landmark in the history of design as a discipline and the development of design 
education. The School was also a workplace, commercialising Bauhaus-designed prod-
ucts. While drawing global interest in its innovations, the School faced resistance in Ger-
many because it challenged conventions. This problem raises the questions: How did the 
School-workplace generate innovations amid the calamity of post-war Germany, and what 
is the significance of the Bauhaus for post-pandemic education and workplaces one hun-
dred years on? The concept of ‘transgression’ is used to understand innovation at the Bau-
haus School-workplace. Haraway discusses transgressive practices that disrupt established 
knowledges, moving ways of thinking and doing in new directions. Analysis of workplace 
learning research reveals that three interfacing dimensions make up innovation: (1) work-
place environments, (2) the culture-order that facilitates innovation, and (3) learning in 
practice in authentic settings. This qualitative case study reports on how Bauhaus innova-
tion emerged at the intersection of these key dimensions. There are surprising commonali-
ties between the Bauhaus approach to innovation in challenging times and contemporary 
thinking about supporting innovation which are relevant to education, particularly STEAM 
(Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and Mathematics) education, and workplaces in 
a world affected by the COVID 19 pandemic. Thus, encouraging people who challenge 
boundaries, rules or ‘the way things are’ can support innovation. This paper addresses a 
gap in workplace learning research on interrelated dimensions of innovation which the 
Bauhaus recognized. The study also offers an innovative approach  to the examination of 
innovation across time and space whereas most contemporary studies of innovation focus 
on the present. Further, conceptualizing innovation as transgression offers a new way of 
thinking about innovation in design and in the workplace.
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Introduction

The current pandemic has driven the need to reconceptualize the workplace and education. 
Current conditions have highlighted the need to find innovative ways of addressing chal-
lenges to our wellbeing as work and education are disrupted worldwide. Globally, govern-
ments have seen innovation as key to wellbeing and economic prosperity but there have 
been diverse viewpoints about how to generate innovation in workplaces. In contemporary 
literature on innovation and workplace learning, the role of managers is seen to be criti-
cal to enabling or constraining innovation (e.g. Ellström & Ellström, 2018). Some theo-
rists argue that innovation needs to be managed from the ‘top down’ while others argue 
that innovation is better supported by flat management structures, driven from the ‘bot-
tom up’ by employees (Høyrup, 2012). A ‘safe’ environment is also argued to be needed 
for learning and innovation to occur (Berthoin Antal & Strauß, 2013). On the other hand, 
disruption and chaos are seen as positive factors supporting innovation within organiza-
tions (Høyrup, 2012). The interaction of physical, social, and mental spaces is also seen to 
contribute to a workplace environment that either supports or constrains innovation (Heis-
kanen & Heiskanen, 2011). This paper builds on these debates about what supports inno-
vation in organizations by investigating innovation and the case of the German Bauhaus 
School (1919–1933).

The Bauhaus School was deliberately designed to foster innovation by crossing bound-
aries, including boundaries between school and work and disciplinary boundaries. The 
School faced ongoing criticism because its innovative approaches and activities were seen 
to be transgressive (Bayer et  al., 1938). Yet transgressive practice disrupts established 
knowledge and can generate new knowledge (Haraway, 2008). Despite resistance, the 
Bauhaus continued to innovate and spread its influence globally throughout the century 
(Droste, 2019).

The paper has six further parts. Part One draws on the research literature to understand 
innovation, transgression and workplace learning. Three key interrelated dimensions of 
innovation emerged from the literature review: workplaces environments, the workplace 
culture-order that facilitates innovation and learning in authentic settings. Part Two intro-
duces the German Bauhaus School as a case of innovation. Part Three describes the quali-
tative, case study research methodology used to investigate innovation and the Bauhaus. 
Part Four discusses the Bauhaus case in relation to the three dimensions of innovation 
identified previously. Part Five reports the findings of the study. Part Six draws conclusions 
about the Bauhaus School’s approaches to innovation which are relevant to workplaces and 
education today. This part also discusses the significance of transgression for innovation 
and presents implications of this study for contemporary education, particularly STEAM 
education.

Innovation, transgression and workplace learning

Innovation and transgression

There are multiple meanings attributed to the word ‘innovation’ that largely depend on the 
context of its use. Generic dictionary definitions tend to relate to newness, change, prod-
ucts, methods and processes. In business and government policy, innovation is generally 
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seen either as an economic process that focuses on product development to generate value 
or profit or, less often, as a human process that involves new patterns of thinking and acting 
(White-Hancock, 2017). By contrast, innovation is also defined in terms of social impacts, 
where the innovation improves people’s lives in some way. The improvement may be aes-
thetic and emotional rather than just economic (White-Hancock, 2017).

The idea of ‘transgression’ is associated with shifting or movement across boundaries 
(Haraway, 2008). This movement becomes visible as transgression relative to particular 
social norms and identities. Foucault (1973) considers movement across boundaries and 
transgression in terms of power-knowledge relations that are adhered to or rejected as sub-
jected identities resist or challenge established institutional regimes, traditions, systems 
and truths. Challenges generally come from “foreign elements”, interventions from outsid-
ers (Foucault, 1973, p. 51). Hence, the cultural ‘order of things’ is disturbed when bounda-
ries are transgressed. This disturbance can be viewed as a destructive action that breaches 
boundaries or limits, such as those imposed by moral codes (Florence, 1998).

Transgression can also be a positive action necessary for change (Foucault, 1973). 
Transgression involves learning and the evolution of ideas. In the field of education, 
hooks1(sic) (1994) considers transgression as crucial to transformative learning. After 
all, learning is not fixed and involves movement as learning is gained through experience 
across time, which can lead to transformation and innovation (White-Hancock,  2018). 
Writing in the philosophy of science tradition and with a background in evolutionary biol-
ogy, Haraway (2008) identifies transgression as a positive action that is crucial to evolu-
tion. According to Haraway (2008), transgressive symbiotic boundary-crossing processes 
bring about change in evolutionary development due to the permeability of boundaries:

I love the fact that human genomes can be found in only about 10 percent of all the 
cells that occupy the mundane space I call my body; the other 90 percent of the cells 
are filled with the genomes of bacteria, fungi, protists, and such, some of which play 
in a symphony necessary to my being alive at all (pp. 3-4).

This fluid notion of boundaries creates challenges because the idea of indistinct bounda-
ries transgresses long established and sacred ‘truths’ about ‘humanity’ such as the concept 
of ‘I’ as a human being that is separate from other life forms. The transgression of bounda-
ries offers opportunities for innovation which Haraway (1991) has long celebrated in terms 
of “potent fusions”, that is, connections that have the potential to create new ideas (p. 154). 
These different views of the impact of transgressing sacred boundaries suggest that though 
boundaries can be crucial sites of innovation through potent fusion, there may be signifi-
cant challenges for transgressive cross-boundary activity.

Innovation and workplace learning

Innovation and workplace learning go ‘hand-in-hand’. From a workplace learning per-
spective, ‘working’ is a form of learning. Knowledge and skills can be developed, shared, 
adapted, and transformed in workplaces sometimes to the point that formal learning and 
qualifications are irrelevant to the workplace context (Felstead et  al., 2009). Thus, the 

1 The author uses lower case letters for her name because she believes that the substance of her writing is 
what is important rather than who she is (Williams, 2013).
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learning potential within everyday workplace practices (aka, learning in practice) supports 
innovation.

Recent research attempts to understand the workplace conditions necessary to influence 
learning that enhances innovation. These studies focus on three key aspects of workplaces 
relating to ‘authenticity’.

First, participating in authentic workplace settings and in everyday practices is seen to 
be crucial to learning. Until the early 2000s, there was little empirical research on the com-
plexities, supporting conditions and processes involved in learning in everyday workplace 
practices or learning in practice that enhances innovation. Since then, studies have inves-
tigated occupations within industries (Fenwick, 2004), learning and innovation through 
regions of economic activity (Felstead et  al., 2009), and different work contexts within 
organizations and across organizational boundaries (Guile, 2009). Guile (2009) has con-
ducted research specifically on learning in the creative industries in England. He identi-
fies ‘new spaces for learning’ as innovative transitional programs from school to work in 
the creative arts industry as a means of better preparing people for work by learning in 
practice, that is, direct experience in authentic workplace settings. The experience gained 
from these programs enabled graduates to learn about norms and conventions in work-
places. Guile’s (2009) study shows how disciplinary and experiential knowledges combine 
to address the need to learn new ‘rules of engagement’ in developing capacities for short-
term project work, self-employment and entrepreneurialism. Hence, learning in authentic 
settings and in everyday workplace practices is a key component of innovation, particularly 
in the current industrial landscape of entrepreneurialism.

Second, the culture of the workplace referred to as ‘culture- orders’ impact on learning 
and innovation. Workplace or organizational ‘culture’ is defined as “what we do in organi-
zations which inculcates employees with certain cultural values, discourses, emotions, tra-
ditions and meanings of artefacts through a process of practice-based learning” (Hasse & 
Brandi, 2012, p. 135). Until the 2000s, there was an assumption in much organizational 
studies literature that people will happily engage with innovation and it will flourish if the 
conditions in the workplace and the innovation system are well managed or controlled from 
the top down (White-Hancock, 2017). However, reduced funding (due to external events 
such as pandemics) or profit driven economic imperatives for outcomes and products can 
affect the willingness of managers to divest control and take risks, tolerate failure or allow 
time for experimentation, particularly in smaller organizations (Callan, 2004; Curtin et al., 
2011). Paradoxically, these aspects of work organization have long been identified with 
innovation enabling cultures (Callan, 2004). Managers can help construct a supportive 
workplace culture of learning and innovation by encouraging these enabling factors. On 
the other hand, ‘employee-driven innovation’ foregrounds innovation driven by employees 
laterally across an organization, or from the bottom up and through work practice recon-
struction. Employees who work collaboratively to share and build knowledge are identified 
as an overlooked driver of innovation in organizations (Høyrup, 2012). In addition, innova-
tion is seen to be a collaborative top-down/bottom-up process (Holmquist & Johansson, 
2019). However there has been little research on which models and processes may be most 
useful to innovation in times of crisis, such as during the current COVID 19 pandemic.

Third, there are diverse views about what constitutes a supportive workplace environ-
ment that encourages innovation. The experience of unexpected and complex situations, 
disruption, change, new problems and chaos are seen to be characteristic of environments 
that support or force, innovative learning (Høyrup, 2012). The rapid development of vac-
cines provides a prime example of the innovative medical response hastened by the pan-
demic. Encountering blockages or boundaries can also lead people to find innovative ways 
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of solving problems (Felstead et al., 2009). Yet in their review of 268 publications on arts 
interventions in organizations, Berthoin Antal and Strauß (2013) conclude that a ‘safe’ 
environment is needed for learning and innovation to occur (Berthoin Antal & Strauß, 
2013). A safe workplace is seen to be one that supports employee’s risk-taking because it 
can be risky to present ideas or work that are different (Berthoin Antal & Strauß, 2013). 
Hence, seemingly contradictory arguments are presented that the potential for innovation 
occurs within both safe and chaotic workplaces.

Furthermore, the interaction of physical, social, and mental spaces is seen to contribute 
to a workplace environment that either supports or constrains innovation (Heiskanen & 
Heiskanen, 2011). ‘Space’ is defined as a “network of relationships, which creates condi-
tions or environments for human action and interaction” (Heiskanen & Heiskanen, 2011, 
p. 2). The authors define ‘Physical’ spaces as material facilities, artefacts, and regulatory 
structures such as “budgets, electronic domains and work schedules” (p. 3). Social spaces 
refer to social relationships and mental spaces refer to “the world of theory and meanings” 
(p. 3). The argument is that physical, social and mental spaces work together in a holistic 
way to create the conditions for human action and interaction, which can either support or 
constrain innovation in organizations. A consideration of spaces also means talking about 
boundaries because they locate spaces (Heiskanen & Heiskanen, 2011). Physical spaces 
have boundaries that are often quite visible. In contrast, social and mental boundaries are 
often invisible and only become visible when they are transgressed (Heiskanen & Heis-
kanen, 2011). Therefore, navigating the landscape of these interacting spaces and their 
boundaries is complex.

This examination of literature found three interrelated dimensions that influence inno-
vation: (1) workplace environments, (2) the workplace culture-order and (3) learning in 
authentic settings. Thus, there is a need to understand the complexities of workplace learn-
ing that enhance innovation (Felstead et al., 2009). An example of where the three dimen-
sions coalesce was the German Bauhaus School.

The Bauhaus School

The German Bauhaus School was a school of design operational from 1919 to 1933 and 
was selected for investigation as a case of innovation in the arts and education for four 
reasons. First, the School was established at a time of economic and social upheaval in 
post-war Germany (Bayer et al., 1938) as the Spanish Flu pandemic affected populations 
globally. Rapid change and the need for new approaches and solutions demanded new con-
ditions for creative effort that could contribute to rebuilding the nation (Bayer et al., 1938, 
p. 21). Comparisons may be drawn across time and space between the Bauhaus era and the 
world today. The current pandemic has caused similar disruption and turmoil as the condi-
tions in post-war Germany. New approaches and solutions have been needed to address 
problems created or exacerbated by current conditions. For example, driven by the pan-
demic is the need to rethink the workplace to include increased networks of home-based, 
digitally connected spaces. The pandemic has also highlighted the need to reimagine edu-
cation as inequities of access and digital connectivity are emphasized (Guterres, 2021). 
Furthermore, creative and collaborative effort is seen to be needed to develop design solu-
tions to emerging problems related to the pandemic (World Design Organisation website, 
2021).
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Second, the School reimagined the link between education and the world of work. The 
Bauhaus can be considered a workplace as well as a design school in the sense that stu-
dents and teachers worked externally in ‘authentic’ settings within industry to manufacture 
their designs commercially. The School’s new approach recognizes that learning through 
working in ‘authentic’ settings is as important as theoretical school-based learning (Fel-
stead et al., 2009). Examining the approach of the School shows how learning in authen-
tic industry-based workplaces required and enabled innovation. The dual aims of the Bau-
haus were (1) to create a new guild of craftsmen that broke down barriers between artists 
and craftspeople and (2) to reintegrate the artist into a technological society (Bayer et al., 
1938). This reintegration of the arts, crafts and industry was key to generating new knowl-
edge and innovations across workplace and education boundaries.

Third, the Bauhaus is a landmark in the history of design as a discipline, and in the 
development of design education that draws together different fields of knowledge (Nay-
lor, 1985). The curriculum and the pedagogical approach of the Bauhaus drew together 
previously separate fields of arts, crafts, business, mathematics, engineering and industry. 
Subsequently, members of the School produced innovative products that were underpinned 
by ideas of integration and holism, the organization of work and learning at the School was 
also highly innovative. However, the Bauhaus program met with criticism and resistance, 
in part, because this approach challenged the established order of academic and vocational 
distinction between the disciplines (Bayer et al., 1938). Yet the holistic ideas of the Bau-
haus model current integrative STEAM approaches to education which draw together sci-
ence, technology, engineering, arts and mathematics disciplines.

Fourth, learning emerged at the Bauhaus through cross-boundary practices that trans-
gressed established norms and cultural orders (Bayer et al., 1938). At the School, a work 
organization and an environment were created to support people who were expected to 
engage in risky, transgressive work and to innovate. Hence, for these reasons the Bauhaus 
is a unique case of innovation in the arts and in education.

Methodology

Learning and innovation at the Bauhaus School was explored through a case study involv-
ing historical analysis (Bryman, 2004). This case study is an ‘exemplifying case’ (Bryman, 
2004) because it should provide insight into the theories on workplace learning and inno-
vation. This historical case enables the identification of transgressive knowledge practices 
that generate arts-centred innovation, and rests on assessments of the effects and judgments 
after the event. The approach makes it possible to see how transgressive knowledge prac-
tices emerged and prompted dissent and debate because they challenged conventions.

The data sources were the literature on the Bauhaus. Thousands of articles and books 
have been written about the School. The search was narrowed by sourcing data from the 
Bauhaus-Archiv: Museum für Gestaltung website written by individuals with first-hand 
knowledge of the Bauhaus (28 July 2019). The data sources include those directly obtained 
from the museum website as well as documents listed on the publications page of the web-
site. Four documents used from the website include those written or translated into Eng-
lish. The Bauhaus Journal was published between 1926 and 1931 and edited by several 
Bauhaus teachers. The facsimile edition of all fourteen issues of the journal was used in 
this study (Müller, 2019). Texts written by László Moholy-Nagy (1950) and Paul Klee 
(1925/1968) describe the philosophies and pedagogical approaches of these key Bauhaus 



267Insights from bauhaus  innovation for education and workplaces…

1 3

teachers. The Bauhaus: 1919–1928 (1938) was co-authored by Walter Gropius, the first 
Bauhaus Director and Founder; Ise Gropius, whose roles included publicity, public rela-
tions and administration at the School and was Walter’s wife; and Herbert Bayer, a key 
Bauhaus teacher. There were also contributions to this book from eleven other Bauhaus 
teachers. While not exhaustive, collectively, these documents provided first-hand accounts 
of the Bauhaus.

There were two key secondary sources. Bauhaus 1919–1933 authored by Bauhaus 
expert Magdalena Droste (2019), was located on the on the publications page of the Bau-
haus-Archiv: Museum für Gestaltung website (25 March, 2020). The other data source was 
the literature gathered from web-based searches (19 September 2020). Three other texts 
were located and selected for review because they were written about the little-known 
influence of the Bauhaus on art, design and education in Australia and New Zealand (Abel, 
2006; Goad et al., 2019; Stasny, 1999). This literature was sourced in several ways. First, 
an ERIC database search using the key words ‘Bauhaus’ + ‘Australia’ yielded several edu-
cation texts including Stasny (1999). Second, the search term, ‘Bauhaus influence’ + ‘Aus-
tralia’, located reference to Goad et  al. (2019). Third, a Google search of the Australian 
architect Harry Seidler, who had been taught by Bauhaus teachers, located the article by 
Abel (2006).

A critical analysis of primary and secondary documents on the Bauhaus was based on 
references to the three dimensions found to influence innovation in the literature reviewed: 
the environment, culture-order, and learning in authentic settings. Salient text was 
extracted and colour-coded according to these three categories. Colour-coded text was then 
organized into a table with the three categories, one for each dimension found to influence 
innovation in contemporary literature reviewed. Key quotes and emerging themes were 
identified within these categories to draw out patterns, similarities and differences between 
contemporary research on innovation and workplace learning and the Bauhaus approach, 
consistent with an historical analysis.

Dimensions of innovation in the Bauhaus

The next three sections report on how the Bauhaus addressed the three key dimensions of 
innovation: workplaces environments, the workplace culture-order and learning in authen-
tic workplace settings.

Workplace environments

Discussion of the conditions in which the Bauhaus artists worked is organized around 
Heiskanen and Heiskanen’s (2011) ideas about the mental, physical, and ‘social’ spaces 
that contribute to an environment of innovation in workplaces.

Mental spaces

The Bauhaus did not just emerge from the ether. Well before the School opened, the idea of 
Bauhaus was developing as discourses of collaboration and cultural integration and exclu-
sion were circulating in late 19th and early twentieth century Europe, particularly through 
the English Arts and Crafts Movement, Russian Constructivism and the Deutsche Werk-
bund (Naylor, 1985). The German Werkbund, established in 1907, sought co-operation 
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between artists, craftsmen, trade and industry (Bayer et  al., 1938). The architect and 
founder of the Bauhaus, Walter Gropius, had been one of the Werkbund leaders. The con-
cept of uniting the arts and crafts was foreshadowed by William Morris and unfolded with 
the Arts and Crafts Movement in the 1880s but Morris was not interested in technology or 
mass production (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 10).

On the other hand, Russian Constructivists saw technology as “the reality of our cen-
tury” (Moholy-Nagy, 1950, p. 19). Constructivist images of industrial landscapes or sculp-
tural objects were often constructed from metal and scrap machine parts. Influenced by 
the socialist perspective of the Constructivists, László Moholy-Nagy (soon-to-be Bauhaus 
teacher) declared, “there is no tradition in technology, no class-consciousness … Construc-
tivism is not confined to the picture frame, and the pedestal. It expands into industry and 
architecture, objects and relationships. Constructivism is the socialism of vision” (Moholy-
Nagy, 1950, pp. 19–21).

Similarly, Werkbund members wanted to integrate the ‘machine style’ of architecture 
glorifying technology with ideas of the Arts and Crafts Movement (Bayer et  al., 1938). 
This machine style of architecture had been developed in the USA by architects such as 
Wright and Sullivan and in Europe by van der Velde and Loos. Ideas of unity were also 
rooted in the medieval guilds of Europe where artists shared the role of craftsmen (Bayer 
et  al., 1938). However, the group was unable to integrate the disciplines on a practical 
level, and hence, architects, painters and craftsmen still operated as individualists working 
in their studios in the Romantic tradition (Bayer et al., 1938).

Gropius put the Werkbund theories into operation in a practical way by first amalgamat-
ing (in 1919) the Weimar Art Academy and the Weimar School of Arts and Crafts, where 
he had been the Director (Bayer et al., 1938). This amalgamation reflected the first princi-
ple of the Bauhaus Manifesto: “the intellectual, manual and technical training of men and 
women of creative talent for all kinds of creative work, especially building” (Bayer et al., 
1938, p. 98).

The principles of the Bauhaus were addressed through a range of organizational mecha-
nisms and resources which helped to create a ‘safe’ though challenging space for expansive 
learning and innovation to occur. One of the key mechanisms was the curriculum which 
has three key features. First, the Bauhaus curriculum was designed to encourage integra-
tion and boundary-crossing across previously discreet disciplinary fields. Alongside classes 
in art theory were studies of materials, tools and technologies, construction techniques, 
geometry and mathematics and business which provided a broad curriculum for preparing 
artists to work in an industrial world. The curriculum design reveals the underlying prin-
ciple of breaking down barriers between the arts and crafts, technology and sciences. This 
gestalt principle of integration bears kinship with current STEAM approaches to integrated 
curriculum in education (Radziwill et al., 2015).

Second, the execution of practical, experimental work was a key Bauhaus principle, 
indicating its importance, and forming the critical foundation of the curriculum from the 
preliminary course on (Bayer et  al., 1938). The approach encouraged work that pushed 
boundaries. Third, the curriculum incorporated a structure to facilitate collaboration with 
manufacturing firms. Teachers, students, business managers of the Bauhaus Corporation, 
factory technicians and manufacturers were all brought into collaborative projects. Income 
generated from sales of objects produced was divided between the Bauhaus Corporation 
and the School, which paid the teacher or student who designed the sold object. Thus, the 
Bauhaus curriculum promoted students’ learning in authentic manufacturing settings and 
rewarded them for it. Rewarding individuals for their efforts is now seen to be a character-
istic of innovative organizations (Callan, 2004).
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In summary, principles of integration reflected in the curriculum provided a holistic 
approach to learning in theory and practice. Transdisciplinary learning, encouraging practi-
cal, experimental work, collaboration and learning in authentic manufacturing settings as 
well as school were key aspects of the curriculum that encouraged innovation.

Physical spaces

Physical resources such as the design of the School in Dessau also promoted integration, 
collaboration and unity, contributing in significant ways to the holistic approach of the 
Bauhaus. Architectural space was understood to be fundamental to creating an environ-
ment that was conducive to expansive learning and innovation at the School. Bauhaus’ 
means structure (bau) house (haus). The Bau-haus is described as “the collective work of 
art –  the building –  in which no barriers exist between the structural and the decorative 
arts” (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 23). Recent research in the fields of design, architecture and 
the built environment, and in education, has also been concerned with spatial arrangements 
that influence learning. Studies have focused on planning physical spaces for different 
kinds of users and work activities, including creative collaboration (Storvang & Strøm-
gaard Dalby, 2015), on how physical spaces can enable or restrict interaction and creativity 
(Kristensen, 2004) and interdisciplinary work (Luck, 2014). Recent research also indicates 
how architectural space can be used to generate change by encouraging interaction and fos-
tering new relationships in organizations (Storvang & Strømgaard Dalby, 2015). The past 
decade has also seen the emergence of new learning spaces in schools (particularly in the 
USA, Europe and Australia) which aim to bridge disciplinary boundaries and encourage 
interaction. ‘Maker spaces’ are designed to support collaborative effort in problem solving 
as students design and construct objects (Hatch, 2013; Peppler et al., 2016). As students 
design and construct, they also experiment with materials and techniques, apply scientific 
and mathematical principles at a practical level, integrating all STEAM disciplines.

Gropius’ design for the Bauhaus at Dessau created an environment that supported inter-
action, boundary crossing and openness through a range of physical bridging mechanisms. 
The reinforced concrete ‘skeleton’ of the buildings supported steel window sashes and 
large double-glazed windows. These were climate controlled ‘curtain walls’ that allowed 
light to enter the workshops, opening and bridging barriers between interior and exterior, 
man-made and natural environments. The ‘bridge’ (administration offices), as Gropius 
called the space, was situated at the intersection of the auditorium, stage and dining hall on 
one side and the technical school wing, exhibition rooms, halls and laboratory-workshops 
on the other (Bayer et  al., 1938). The term ‘laboratory-workshop’ was also a bridging 
mechanism that spanned disciplines, symbolically connecting the arts, crafts and sciences 
with the world of work, and emphasising the experimental nature of these spaces.

At Dessau, a theatre was incorporated into the School and a theatre workshop added 
to the curriculum to put into practice the concept of Gesamtkunstwerk – the total work of 
art – where collaborative projects were undertaken. The theatre workshop supported the 
principle of “common citizenship of all forms of creative work, and their logical interde-
pendence on one another in the modern world” (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 125). The theatre 
brought together many workshops and arts practices necessary for creating a show from 
architecture, set, graphic and costume design, to music and performance (Bayer et  al., 
1938). It is an example of an in-between space where new ideas flow and intersect, travel-
ling between and linking different disciplines and workshops. The theatre and workshop 
reflect current ideas of interactive and collective learning across domains (Felstead et al., 
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2009). In Harawayan terms, physical and spatial boundaries were treated as porous in the 
theatre. Thus, the physical spaces at the Bauhaus reinforced the curriculum.

Social spaces

The theatre and stage, the dining hall and canteen all accommodated many ‘extra-curricu-
lar’ activities and can be considered ‘social’ spaces. These spaces supported the sense of 
community at the School. Social spaces and the extra-curricular activities taking place in 
them were also integral to the School’s holistic approach to learning. The Bauhaus com-
munity was broadened with invited guests. The School established links with international 
scholars who were regularly invited there to speak (Müller, 2019). The ‘Circle of Friends 
of the Bauhaus’ included influential artists (Chagall, Kokoschka), musicians (Schoenberg), 
architects (Behrens) and scientists (Einstein). These activities reflect ideas of openness and 
open access that are now seen to optimise innovation (Curtin et  al., 2011). Beyond the 
official curriculum, extra-curricular social activities created an environment that encour-
aged openness, experimentation and collaboration which encouraged expansive learning in 
practice.

Interest in the link between work, learning and play is evident in the writing of the 
influential Bauhaus teacher, Johannes Itten, who proclaimed “play becomes party – party 
becomes work  –  work becomes play” (Droste, 2019, p. 79). Concerts, weekly dances, 
‘Bauhaus evenings’ and parties were regularly organized by students and teachers. There 
were lantern parties and theme parties such as the ‘Beard, Nose and Heart Party’ and the 
‘Metallic Party’. Almost all workshops such as the furniture/joinery, wall painting/mural, 
textile/weaving and colour workshops were involved in implementing the broader gath-
erings (Bayer et  al., 1938). The graphic printing workshop also produced postcards and 
lithographs to advertise events (Droste, 2019). The parties promoted the development of 
interdisciplinary interaction (Bayer et al., 1938). Oskar Schlemmer who directed the stage 
workshop, planned and used the parties as a kind of experimental stage for his workshop 
(Bayer et  al., 1938). Indeed, these activities and the spaces where they were performed 
contributed to innovation in an environment where the freedom to experiment with new 
forms and risk-taking were applauded (literally). These ‘in-between’ spaces where people 
were working and not working at the same time, also contributed to a great deal of ‘infor-
mal’ learning (Høyrup, 2012). A century ago, Bauhaus members understood how social 
spaces supported interdisciplinary, interactive and collaborative learning in less formal 
ways than traditional schooling. Thus, social spaces received as much attention at the Bau-
haus as the mental and physical spaces. Similarly, contemporary STEAM learning is sup-
ported by new learning spaces that support interdisciplinary curricula, as well as social 
approaches to learning through collaboration and interaction (Videla et al., 2021).

The workplace culture‑order

Beyond breaking down boundaries between school based, work based and informal learn-
ing, the Bauhaus challenged traditional management practices (Bayer et al., 1938). Within 
the School, a reduced hierarchy of management was established. Bauhaus members devel-
oped a collaborative top-down/bottom-up approach which better modelled ideals of unity. 
Hence, the organization of the School was frequently revised because of student-faculty 
debate and collaborative decision making (Bayer et al., 1938). The opportunity to partici-
pate provided an ‘esprit de corps’ or a ‘shared object’ (to use Felstead and colleagues’ 
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term, 2009) between teachers and students. This approach helped to develop an environ-
ment of trust and respect for different ideas to the extent that students referred to them-
selves as ‘Bauhaus collaborators’ (Bayer et al., 1938). These supports empowered students 
and staff to help generated change, reflecting recent theories of employee-driven innova-
tion and ‘top-down, bottom-up’ organizational management (for example Høyrup, 2012). 
These decision-making and governing practices were significant in making internal bound-
aries more permeable between staff and students and establishing a novel culture within 
the School. For example, when Gropius resigned in 1928, the newly appointed Director, 
Hannes Meyer, noted that “the future of the Bauhaus became the subject of violent internal 
dispute” (Droste, 2019, p. 350). Debate among staff and students lasting several weeks led 
to reform of the School’s internal structure and curriculum (Droste, 2019). This collabora-
tive decision-making approach challenged the conventional top-down hierarchy of control 
found within many organizations.

Established knowledge and disciplinary boundaries were also challenged. However, 
breaking with the traditions of a discipline was found to be challenging for some students. 
Before Moholy-Nagy took over teaching in the metal workshop at Dessau, it had been a 
gold and silversmithing workshop making traditional handmade objects–wine jugs, sam-
ovars, jewellery and coffee services using traditional precious materials. Moholy-Nagy 
wanted to address social needs using contemporary, industrial manufacturing techniques, 
technologies and materials such as nickel, ferrous metals and chromium plating for mak-
ing models for light fittings and electric household appliances. However, Moholy-Nagy 
lamented that changing the direction of the workshop “involved a revolution” because the 
shift in approach challenged the identities of people who saw themselves as craftspeople 
rather than designer-makers for mass-production (Moholy-Nagy in Bayer et  al., 1938, p. 
134). Hence, transgressing disciplinary boundaries also meant challenging people’s identi-
ties which was no simple process.

Beyond the School, at regional and national levels, Bauhaus ideas and approaches were 
seen to be radically socialist and transgressive of normative conventions and orderings. 
Talk of “art-Bolshevism” that “had to be eradicated” started in the media as early as 1919 
(Bayer et al., 1938, p. 9). The School was subjected to continual attack by some parts of 
the media (Bayer et  al., 1938, p. 90). Headlines in the papers talk about the “art war”, 
the “menace” and the “culture demolition” in Weimar, pointing to the controversy that 
engulfed the School almost from its inception (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 90). Much criticism 
of the Bauhaus came from members of the academies and the bourgeoisie who the acad-
emies supplied with traditional art and architecture (Bayer et al., 1938). Portraits, historical 
images and decorative landscapes in the grand Romantic style were popular at the time 
(Bayer et al., 1938). However, Gropius argued that the Romantic ideal of the genius of the 
individual artist, supported by training in the traditional academies, isolated the artist from 
the community (Bayer et al., 1938). Furthermore, the academic and vocational distinctions 
that had developed over the century prior to the Bauhaus, encouraged by the State, were 
not considered by Gropius to be appropriate to the modern world (Bayer et al., 1938). From 
this perspective, power structures influenced, shaped and limited knowledge production 
from the traditional ‘top-down’ approach.

The establishment of the School was hastened by the economic and social turmoil of 
post-war Germany, and the need for change (Bayer et al., 1938). Yet opposition the School 
forced two relocations from Weimar to Dessau in 1925 then to Berlin in 1932. Explaining 
this paradox, Gropius reflected that the confusion of the post-war period exposed a divided 
Germany of extreme factions where anything new was interpreted as “a sign of some ideo-
logical program” (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 11). In Gropius’ view, this resistance to the new 
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explained the force of the attack on the School (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 11). Yet while the 
School was still active, the “new spirit” demanded new conditions for creative effort that 
could productively contribute to the nation (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 21). Nevertheless, ongo-
ing political opposition to the principles and activities of the Bauhaus precipitated the clo-
sure of the school in Germany in 1933 due to Nazi Party pressure (Bayer et al., 1938).

Learning in authentic workplace settings

Despite ongoing resistance, new conditions for creative work considered to be more appro-
priate to the modern world were forged at the Bauhaus. Collaborative learning processes 
were encouraged to support transgressive practices that cut across established norms. Stu-
dents were expected to become the architects in building bridges to fill the gaps between 
contemporary ideas about art and existing manufacturing and engineering processes and 
practices (Bayer et al., 1938). To help achieve this aim, students were required to conduct 
practical research, to experiment and test the possibilities of materials in order to break 
away from their traditional use (Bayer et al., 1938). This pedagogical approach contrasts 
with more traditional approaches where students learned and applied established methods 
and manufacturing techniques. Teacher then Head of the preliminary course (1928–1933), 
Josef Albers, argued that this traditional approach “developed discernment and skill, but 
hardly creative potentialities” (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 114). Yet, under Bauhaus conditions, 
students built the confidence necessary to make proactive judgements to develop innova-
tions (Albers in Bayer et al., 1938).

Bauhaus students also learned that boundaries can be dissolved, illustrating Haraway’s 
(2008) argument that boundaries between things are less distinct than we think. Students 
were taught to look at the structures that lie beneath the surface of things, to examine and 
visually analyse their geometries through drawing. For Klee (1968) “the art student was 
to be more than a refined camera, trained to record the surface of the object” (p. 9). Thus, 
Bauhaus pedagogy focused on developing skills of analysis and practical experimentation, 
testing and crossing boundaries, similar to the focus of contemporary STEAM education 
(Videla et al., 2021).

How Bauhaus members applied this analytical, practical and cross-boundary design 
approach is demonstrated by artefacts which act as lenses for understanding learning 
through working at the Bauhaus (Felstead et al., 2009). Marcel Breuer’s (1925–6) B3 chair, 
also known as the Wassily chair (Fig. 1), typifies the Bauhaus design aesthetic arrived at by 

Fig. 1  The B3 (Wassily) chair. Reproduction, originally designed by Marcel Breuer, 1925–6. Origi-
nally called the B3 chair. Photographed by Lorkan,  available at: https:// commo ns. wikim edia. org/wiki/
File:Bauhaus_3_Chair.jpg under a Creative Commons Attribution 2.0 Generic license

https://commons.wikimedia
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analysing the essential features and underlying structures of objects, stripping away surface 
decoration characteristic of objects typically produced at the time by members of the Arts 
and Crafts Movement. The chair is stripped down to the most basic elements necessary to 
fulfil its function. Rather than being handmade (like an Arts and Crafts chair), Breuer’s 
chair was produced with less expensive industrial processes and materials. The tubular 
steel chair was inspired by bicycle handlebars, reflecting his contemporary, mechanical, 
industrial world (Furniture webpage, Bauhaus-Archiv: Museum für Gestaltung website, 
n.d.). In these ways, the artefact responds to Bauhaus theories about artists working across 
communities to address the needs of everyday life amid the economic and social challenges 
of post-war Germany.

Bauhaus students learning through working in authentic settings with manufacturers 
demonstrates contemporary strategies for transitional learning between school and work 
(Guile, 2009). Director Gropius argued that the school should be “absorbed into the work-
shop” (Bayer et al., 1938, p. 172). However, this idea is not unique or new to the Bauhaus 
and occurred elsewhere in Europe. The ‘factory school’ established by Robert Owens in 
Scotland (1814) and the ‘production school’ first established in France during the eight-
eenth century share some similar aims (Meyser, 2002).

Visits to factories enabled students to learn about conventional and new manufacturing 
techniques, processes, equipment and materials. This approach enabled students to design 
with an understanding of the possibilities and limitations of current manufacturing and to 
break away from traditional use. The approach expanded learning about the whole design-
to-production process and helped to improve design manufacturability (Bayer et al., 1938). 
In the past, design plans were simply sent to manufacturers (Bayer et al., 1938). The Bau-
haus rejected the conventional approach as an inadequate form of communication between 
designer and manufacturer (Bayer et  al., 1938). Students learned not only about modern 
manufacturing but also new ways of communicating for collaborative work across the 
school-work divide that were seen to equip them better for a modern, industrialized world.

In summary, Bauhaus artefacts such as the Wassily (B3) chair illustrate how innova-
tions were developed by challenging boundaries such as between art and industry. Innova-
tion was also triggered by the challenges that arose at the boundary between old and new, 
in times of rapid change and turmoil and through cross-boundary work. In the process of 
this cross-boundary work, new, hybrid identities were forged at the Bauhaus that did not 
conform to traditional disciplines (White-Hancock, 2018). This approach was not always a 
simple or smooth process; the example of the ‘revolution’ in the metal workshop noted ear-
lier shows how Moholy-Nagy’s new industrial focus challenged traditional craft-oriented 
identities. However, the new direction was supported by the organization, environment and 
culture of the School.

Bauhaus influence

While the School’s activities were eventually restricted in Germany due to political resist-
ance, that was not the end of Bauhaus influence (Droste, 2019). Bauhaus ideas and method-
ology, including those relating to the organization, culture and environment that supported 
creativity and innovation, spread through its objects and participants. Bauhaus artefacts 
were exhibited globally. Innovative artefacts embodying Bauhaus ideas acted as power-
ful tools for mediating knowledge as they were mobilized across networks and boundaries 
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of time and space beyond the School in Germany and throughout the world. Some Bau-
haus objects such as the Wassily chair (or very similar versions) are still reproduced which 
seems surprising in a world that demands the new.

Bauhaus influence also spread as teachers and graduates opened design and architecture 
practices and taught in prestigious universities around the world, shaping the development 
of design education (Huang et al., 2020). Bauhaus members emigrated to countries includ-
ing the USA, Russia, Switzerland, Israel and Australia. Moholy-Nagy and other Bauhaus 
teachers established the New Bauhaus in Chicago, USA (1937). Breuer taught at Harvard. 
Gropius was appointed Chair of the Department of Architecture, Harvard Graduate School 
of Design. Albers became Chairman of the Department of Design at Yale. The prominent 
Australian architect Harry Seidler attended Harvard Graduate School of Design under Gro-
pius, was Marcel Breuer’s first assistant, and was also taught art by Joseph Albers (Abel, 
2006; Goad et al., 2019). Bauhaus member, Ludwig Hirschfeld-Mack, taught art at Gee-
long Church of England Grammar School in Victoria, Australia during the 1940s and 
1950s and is recognized for his influence on art education in Australia (Stasny, 1999). The 
impact of the Bauhaus on Australian art and education is also demonstrated by the recent 
staging of the exhibition, Bauhaus Now at the Museum of Brisbane, Australia (18 Septem-
ber 2020–18 April 2021)  (Bauhaus Now: art+design+architecture: Museum of Queens-
land). A new Bauhaus Museum is under construction in Germany and the School has been 
the subject of considerable research interest as extensive celebrations and activities in Ger-
many marked the centenary of the opening of the School (Bauhaus-Archiv: Museum für 
Gestaltung website). These influential activities, appointments and exhibitions suggest that 
many cultures saw, and still see, the Bauhaus as a leader of innovation rather than a degen-
erate organization responsible for ‘culture demolition’ in Germany (Bayer et  al., 1938). 
The movement of Bauhaus ideas and methodology across time and space challenges the 
idea of the School’s closure in Germany, moving beyond or transgressing the boundary put 
before it.

Innovation then and now

Examining the Bauhaus reveals striking parallels with contemporary thinking about inno-
vation. The effects of learning through working on innovation at the Bauhaus rested on the 
ways in which the Bauhaus addressed three interacting dimensions: workplaces environ-
ments; learning in authentic settings; and the workplace culture-order that authorizes inno-
vation. First, the School considered the complex interplay of physical, social and mental 
spaces which together created the conditions that supported an environment conducive to 
innovation, as do contemporary researchers such as Heiskanen and Heiskanen (2011). The 
workplace environment developed enabled students and teachers to challenge and trans-
gress boundaries in order to encourage innovation. The curriculum, pedagogical methods 
and ‘extra-curricular’ activities were crucial in developing skills and dispositions that sup-
ported transgressive activity and innovation. From the preliminary year of the course, ques-
tioning and challenging established ways of thinking and doing were nurtured. Critical, 
analytical and creative thinking, experimentation, risk-taking, communication and collabo-
ration were also encouraged. The skills and dispositions identified as supporting innovation 
in this Bauhaus study are also identified in contemporary literature on workplace learning 
and innovation (e.g. Curtin et al., 2011). Such skills and dispositions are also encouraged 
in current STEAM education (Videla et al., 2021). However, there are also divergent views 
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about what kind of environment constitutes a workplace that encourages innovation. Some 
researchers conclude that a ‘safe’ workplace environment is necessary (Berthoin Antal & 
Strauß, 2013). Other researchers suggest that conflict, chaos and disruption lead to expan-
sive learning and innovation (Høyrup, 2012). Both influences on innovation were evident 
at the Bauhaus. This case study of the Bauhaus shows that different theories about the envi-
ronmental conditions that support learning and innovation in workplaces can co-exist and 
are not mutually exclusive.

Second, examining the Bauhaus also illustrates links between innovative workplaces 
and workplace learning in authentic settings. The design of the Bauhaus produced a ‘work-
place’ where artists learned through working with manufacturing industry in authentic set-
tings that generated innovations. Learning about current manufacturing technologies and 
processes, and the norms and conventions of work practices was seen to be critical for peo-
ple who were expected to design artefacts using industrial processes. Understanding how 
the system worked from design to production was also seen as crucial to the development 
of innovative Bauhaus products. Furthermore, collaborative, interdisciplinary practices 
were developed with external networks beyond manufacturing industry including the ‘Cir-
cle of Friends of the Bauhaus’. In this way, the reach of the Bauhaus workplace was exten-
sive in its endeavor to work and learn with and within broader communities. The approach 
is consistent with contemporary research arguing the importance of more collaborative and 
holistic learning across domains and that formal (school-based) qualifications alone are 
inadequate (e.g. Guile, 2009). Exposure to different ways of thinking and doing models 
contemporary theories of collaborative and interdisciplinary learning that support work-
place learning and innovation (Felstead et al., 2009) and STEAM education today.

Third, a culture-order was developed within the Bauhaus to address perceived ‘new 
world’ conditions for creative effort that could contribute to the nation. The culture of stu-
dent-staff collaboration points to a management structure that was relatively flat, also seen 
to support innovation in contemporary workplaces (Callan, 2004). The School’s organiza-
tion and culture established a safe space for students to meet challenges and to take risks 
that led to innovation. This approach was guided by principles of integration and holism, 
modelling contemporary STEAM education. At the same time, the School sought to meet 
and address problems not only within it, but also in the broader chaotic culture of the times. 
In these ways, the Bauhaus was both a social and an aesthetic enterprise. While resistance 
to new Bauhaus approaches also resulted, this resistance did not crush the ideas of the 
Bauhaus. Commenting on what the Bauhaus means to him one hundred years on, Mohsen 
Mostafavi, former Dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Design (HGSD) (2008–2019) 
which Gropius had led, highlighted the shared focus of the Bauhaus and HGSD on collabo-
ration and transdisciplinary practices:

The Bauhaus was deeply involved in the search for a mode of collaborative pedagogy 
and knowledge construction, deeply aware of the benefits of engaging in dialogue as 
well as sharing intellectual common ground … I have never lost sight of the impor-
tance of the original vision of the school [HGSD] as a place for collaboration across 
the disciplines … our focus has remained on the production of forms of knowledge 
that have the potential not only to enhance a specific field or discipline but also to 
play a productive role in the spatial and social transformation of the built environ-
ment. To achieve this goal has necessitated an understanding of the relationship 
between disciplinary knowledge and transdisciplinary practices... (Mostafavi, 2019).

Thus, consistencies between Bauhaus and contemporary design education are evident. 
This paper also points to many consistencies between the School’s approach to innovation 
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and recent research on the conditions conducive to workplace learning and innovation. 
These consistencies across time and space highlight the relevance of the Bauhaus to educa-
tion, particularly STEAM education, and workplace innovation now.

Concluding comments

Investigating innovation and the Bauhaus illuminates the complexities of learning that 
supports innovation in workplaces. This investigation helps to clarify how the interre-
lationships between the three dimensions of innovation — the workplace environment, 
learning in authentic settings, the culture-order are implicated in innovation. Thus, 
workplaces and managers can better support and build capacity for innovation by recog-
nizing how the three key dimensions together can enable innovation.

This Bauhaus study also illuminates the relationship between innovation and trans-
gression. Transgressions at the boundaries - between school (knowledge) and work 
(practice), organizational and disciplinary boundaries  —  enabled Bauhaus innova-
tion. The Bauhaus illustrates Haraway’s (2008) ideas about boundaries that are cultur-
ally embedded and ordered but are not impenetrable and can be transgressed or moved 
‘through’. Contemporary research tends to investigate innovation in workplaces in the 
‘here and now’ and often does not provide a detailed picture of the developments or 
effects of transgressions and their relation to ‘culture-orders’, which makes innova-
tion visible. This Bauhaus study uses the benefits of hindsight to grasp the character of 
transgression and the terms and conditions that produce transgressive knowledge prac-
tices and innovation.

The School’s approach required and enabled transformation as boundaries were trans-
gressed and different ways of doing and knowing were encountered and integrated. Collab-
oration and transdisciplinary work were critical to knowledge production, transformation 
and innovation at the Bauhaus. This transformative movement involved epistemological 
and ontological shifts that challenged identities and transgressed ‘sacred’ boundaries. In 
the process of transgressive, cross-boundary work, new, hybrid identities were forged that 
did not conform to traditional disciplines, and a new discipline was born. The implica-
tion for contemporary education systems and organizations is that transgression can be a 
positive action and an indicator of innovation that manifests when boundaries become a 
conduit for interaction and communication, rather than division. Hence, though it may be 
challenging, encouraging people who contest boundaries, rules or ‘the way things are’ in 
organizations and education systems can support innovation.

This study argues the need to reconceptualize education, the workplace and the links 
between them as means of encouraging innovation. The study indicates how holistic and 
transdisciplinary approaches to learning such as those found in emerging STEAM educa-
tion can encourage innovation. STEAM education can play a productive role in preparing 
young people to address post-pandemic problems and there is value in expanding STEAM 
curricula. Finally, the study argues that learning in authentic workplace settings and beyond 
schools is a key component of innovation. However, questions are raised about the impact 
of decreased opportunities for learning in authentic workplace settings as a consequence 
of lockdowns in the current pandemic. There is need for further research about what this 
impact means for learning and innovation in occupations and workplaces. There is also 
need for research on innovative new ways of working and new work spaces emerging amid 
conditions generated by the current pandemic.



277Insights from bauhaus  innovation for education and workplaces…

1 3

Acknowledgements Many thanks to Adjunct Professor Carmel Diezmann (Queensland University of Tech-
nology, Australia) for her helpful feedback and advice on editing this paper. Thanks also to the School of 
Education at La Trobe University (Australia) for funding assistance which enabled the editorial support.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by CAUL and its Member Institutions. Funding from 
the School of Education, La Trobe University was used for editorial support for this paper.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The author has no relevant financial or non-financial interests to disclose. The author has 
no conflicts of interest to declare that are relevant to the content of this article. The author certifies that there 
are no affiliations with or involvement in any organization or entity with any financial interest or non-financial 
interest in the subject matter or materials discussed in this manuscript. The author has no financial or propri-
etary interests in any material discussed in this article.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Abel, C. (2006). Harry seidler: Australian architect. In Architectural Theory Review (journal of the Faculty 
of Architecture, the University of Sydney), 11(1), 96–98.

Bauhaus-Archiv: Museum für Gestaltung. B3 chair by Marcel Breuer. (n.d.). In Furniture, Bauhaus-Archiv: 
Museum für Gestaltung (website). Retrieved from https:// www. bauha us. de/ en/ samml ung/ highl ights/ 
205_ moebel/

Bauhaus-Archiv: Museum für Gestaltung. (n. d.). (website). Retrieved from https:// www. bauha us. de/ en/
Bayer, H., Gropius, W., & Gropius, I. (1938). Bauhaus: 1919–1928. Arno Press.
Berthoin Antal, A., & Strauß, A. (2013). Creative Clash - Artistic Interventions in Organizations: Finding 

Evidence of Values‐added. Berlin: WZB. Retrieved from http:// www. wzb. eu/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ u30/ 
effec ts_ of_ artis tic_ inter venti ons_ final_ report. pdf

Bryman, A. (2004). Social Research Methods. Oxford University Press.
Callan, V. (2004). Building innovative vocational education and training organizations. Australian Voca-

tional Educational and Training: Research Messages. National Centre for Vocational Education 
Research.

Curtin, P., Stanwick, J., & Beddie, F. (Eds.). (2011). Fostering Enterprise: The Innovation and Skills Nexus 
– Research Readings. Adelaide, South Australia: National Centre for Vocational Education Research.

Droste, M. (2019). Bauhaus 1919–1933. Cologne, Germany: Taschen.
Ellström, E., & Ellström, P.-E. (2018). Two modes of learning-oriented leadership: A study of first-line man-

agers. Journal of Workplace Learning, 30(7), 545–561. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JWL- 03- 2018- 0056
Felstead, A., Fuller, A., Jewson, N., & Unwin, L. (2009). Improving Working as Learning. Routledge.
Fenwick, T. (2004). Learning in portfolio work: Anchored innovation and mobile identity. Studies in Con-

tinuing Education, 26(2), 229–245.
Florence, N. (1998). bell hooks’ Engaged Pedagogy: A Transgressive Education for Critical Consciousness. 

Westport, Connecticut: Bergin & Garvey.
Foucault, M. (1973). The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences. Random House.
Goad, S., McNamara, A., Edquist, H., & Wünsche, I. (2019). Bauhaus Diaspora and Beyond: Transforming 

Education through Art, Design and Architecture. The Miegunya Press.
Guile, D. (2009). Conceptualizing transition from education to work as vocational practice: Lessons from 

the UK’s creative and cultural sector. British Educational Research Journal, 35(5), 761–779. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01411 92080 26887 13

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.bauhaus.de/en/sammlung/highlights/205_moebel/
https://www.bauhaus.de/en/sammlung/highlights/205_moebel/
https://www.bauhaus.de/en/
http://www.wzb.eu/sites/default/files/u30/effects_of_artistic_interventions_final_report.pdf
http://www.wzb.eu/sites/default/files/u30/effects_of_artistic_interventions_final_report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/JWL-03-2018-0056
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920802688713
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920802688713


278 L. White-Hancock 

1 3

Guterres, A. (2021, December 18). Launch of the policy brief: Education during COVID-19 and beyond: 
The future of education is here. Retrieved from the United Nations COVID 19 Response webpage at 
https:// www. un. org/ en/ coron avirus/ future- educa tion- here

Haraway, D. (1991). A cyborg manifesto: Science, technology and socialist feminism in the late twentieth 
century. In Simians, Cyborgs and Women: The Reinvention of Nature (pp. 149–181). New York: Rout-
ledge. Original work published as Manifesto for cyborgs: science, technology, and socialist feminism 
in the 1980s in 1985.

Haraway, D. (2008). When Species Meet. University of Minnesota Press.
Hasse, C., & Brandi, U. (2012). Employee driven innovation: From spontaneous idea generation to new 

collective practices. In S. Høyrup, C. Hasse, K. Møller, M. Horst, & M. Bonnafous (Eds.), Employee-
driven Innovation: A New Approach (pp. 127–149). Macmillan Publishers Limited.

Hatch, M. (2013). The Maker Movement manifesto. McGraw Hill Education.
Heiskanen, T., & Heiskanen, H. (2011). Spaces of innovation: Experiences from two small high-tech firms. 

Journal of Workplace Learning, 23(2), 97–116. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 13665 62111 11087 74
Holmquist, M., & Johansson, A. (2019). Employee-driven innovation: An intervention using action 

research. In Technology Innovation Management Review, 9(5), 44–53.
Hooks, B. (1994). Teaching to Transgress: Education as the Practice of Freedom. Routledge.
Høyrup, S. (2012). Employee-driven innovation: A new phenomenon, concept and mode of innovation. In 

S. Høyrup, M. Bonnafous-Boucher, C. Hasse, M. Lotz, & K. Møller (Eds.), Employee-Driven Innova-
tion: A New Approach (pp. 3–33). Palgrave Macmillan.

Huang, X., Ball, R., & Wang, W. (2020). Comparative study of industrial design undergraduate education in 
China and USA. International Journal of Technology and Design Education. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10798- 020- 09563-4

Bauhaus Now: art+design+architecture: A legacy of migration and modernism in Brisbane. (2021). (web-
site). Museum of Queensland. Retrieved 14 April 2021 from https:// www. museu mofbr isbane. com. au/ 
whats- on/ bauha us- now/

Klee, P. (1968). Pedagogical Sketchbook (S. Moholy-Nagy, Trans.). England: CPI Anthony Rowe. First 
Published 1925, 2/14 Bauhaus Books. Gropius, W. & Moholy-Nagy, L. (Eds.).

Kristensen, T. (2004). The physical context of creativity. In Creativity and Innovation Management, 13(2), 
89–96. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 0963- 1690. 2004. 00297.x

Luck, R. (2014). Organizing design in the wild: Locating multidisciplinarity as a way of working. In Archi-
tectural Engineering and Design Management, 11(2), 149–162. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17452 007. 
2014. 892472

Meyser, J. (2002). The production school concept as Europe’s first didactically guided vocational training 
model. Paper presented at the Towards a History of Vocational Education and Training (VET) in a 
Comparative Perspective, Florence.

Moholy-Nagy, S. (1950). Experiment in Totality. Harper & Brothers.
Mostafavi, M. (2019).  “ ’It has an impact on everything I do’: Architects and designers on the Bauhaus 

legacy”. Interview published in DesignCurial, available at: http:// www. desig ncuri al. com/ news/ archi 
tects- and- desig ners- refle ct- on- the- bauha us- 74001 45/ (accessed 13 May 2020).

Müller, L. (Ed.). (2019). Bauhaus Journal 1926–1931 (Facsimile). Lars Müller Publishers.
Naylor, G. (1985). The Bauhaus Reassessed: Sources and Design Theory. The Herbert Press.
Peppler, K., Halverson, E., & Kafai, Y. (Eds.). (2016). Makeology: Makerspaces as learning environments 

(Volume 1 and 2). Routledge.
Radziwill, N., Benton, M., & Moellers, C. (2015). From STEM to STEAM: Reframing what it means to 

learn. STEAM, 2, 1–7.
Stasny, P. (1999). Bauhaus pedagogy in exile: Ludwig Hirschfeld-Mack and art education. Proceedings from 

the  30th Annual World Congress of the International Society for Education through Art (InSEA), Sep-
tember 21–26, Brisbane, Australia. Australian Institute of Art Education, Melbourne, pp. 3–8.

Storvang, P., & Strømgaard Dalby, M. (2015). Room for Improvement: Space as a Change Agent in Gen-
erating Interaction and New Relations. Paper presented at the 4th Participatory Innovation Confer-
ence, The Hague, Netherlands. Retrieved from http:// sites. theha gueun ivers ity. com/ pinc2 015/ progr am, 
249–257.

Videla, R., Aguayo, C., & Veloz, T. (2021). From STEM to STEAM: An enactive and ecological contin-
uum. Frontiers in Education. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ feduc. 2021. 709560

Williams, H. (2013). bell hooks speaks up. The Sandspur (via Issuu), 112(17), 1–2. Retrieved from https:// 
issuu. com/ thesa ndspur/ docs/ 112- 17

World Design Organization. (2021). By youth, for youth: Designing solutions to the pandemic. Retrieved 
from https:// wdo. org/ by- youth- for- youth- desig ning- solut ions- to- the- pande mic/

https://www.un.org/en/coronavirus/future-education-here
https://doi.org/10.1108/13665621111108774
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-020-09563-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-020-09563-4
https://www.museumofbrisbane.com.au/whats-on/bauhaus-now/
https://www.museumofbrisbane.com.au/whats-on/bauhaus-now/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-1690.2004.00297.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17452007.2014.892472
https://doi.org/10.1080/17452007.2014.892472
http://www.designcurial.com/news/architects-and-designers-reflect-on-the-bauhaus-7400145/
http://www.designcurial.com/news/architects-and-designers-reflect-on-the-bauhaus-7400145/
http://sites.thehagueuniversity.com/pinc2015/program
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.709560
https://issuu.com/thesandspur/docs/112-17
https://issuu.com/thesandspur/docs/112-17
https://wdo.org/by-youth-for-youth-designing-solutions-to-the-pandemic/


279Insights from bauhaus  innovation for education and workplaces…

1 3

White-Hancock. L. (2017). Innovation and Arts Practice: Work, Learning and Transgression. [Doc-
toral dissertation, Monash University]. Monash University Theses and Dissertations Archive.https:// 
figsh are. com/ artic les/ Innov ation_ and_ arts_ pract ice_ Work_ learn ing_ and_ trans gress ion/ 48921 08

White-Hancock, L. (2018). Spaces-times of innovation: Collaborative, cross-disciplinary work and learning. 
In J. McLeod, N. Sobe, and T. Seddon (Eds), World Yearbook of Education 2018: Uneven Space-
Times of Education: Historical Sociologies of Concepts, Methods and Practices (Ch. 7, pp. 104–126). 
Routledge.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

https://figshare.com/articles/Innovation_and_arts_practice_Work_learning_and_transgression/4892108
https://figshare.com/articles/Innovation_and_arts_practice_Work_learning_and_transgression/4892108

	Insights from bauhaus  innovation for education and workplaces in a post-pandemic world
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Innovation, transgression and workplace learning
	Innovation and transgression
	Innovation and workplace learning

	The Bauhaus School
	Methodology
	Dimensions of innovation in the Bauhaus
	Workplace environments
	Mental spaces
	Physical spaces
	Social spaces

	The workplace culture-order
	Learning in authentic workplace settings

	Bauhaus influence
	Innovation then and now
	Concluding comments
	Acknowledgements 
	References




