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In the 1880's, Herman Webster Mudgett, better known as Henry Howard Holmes built a lethal, practical, and convenient building containing nearly one hundred rooms, apartments, and retail storefronts in Chicago. Holmes's design achievement is a functionalist paradigm that fits in perfectly with the perspective of modern mechanization and its implementation. As a manifestation of seriality, Holmes murders are the product of a convergence of rationales through which two seemingly antagonistic practices were united by one common denominator: the new industrial modes of production, of which design and serial murder are but two different manifestations. This dark side masterfully embodied by the anonymous designer enables us to rethink the history of design as written by Nikolaus Pevsner and Siegfried Giedion. A critique of the conventions of the discipline archetypically embodied by Holmes, whose attention to innovation and industrialization never subsided is all the more powerful as it deconstructs the original misconception of virtuous design. It is therefore around the edges of the epic narrative of its "pioneers," as Pevsner calls them, that the history of design-a history at once more complex and dark-unfolds. But there is more, most victims killed by Holmes were women. Not only women disappeared in the house, but this functionalist apparatus reflects and reveals a dreadful disappearance of women. They are absent from modern narrativized constructions that tends to present a single history of ideas and white ontological, moral, and social forms. If both women and evil are glaringly absent, these contributions are instrumental to the revision of the discipline

Introduction

Taken together, Nikolaus Pevsner's Pioneers of the Modern Movement and Siegfried Giedion's Mechanization Takes Command could be considered the founding texts of the history of design. In his 1936 book, Pevsner retraces the history of the Modern Movement, whose origins he locates in the European industrial revolution. Pevsner seeks to establish a singular, unitary lineage for the Modern Movement with a genealogy of heroic figure made explicit by the subtitle of his book, From William Morris to Walter Gropius. In a very different manner, Giedion's Mechanization Takes Command published twelve years later, after WWII, in 1948, encompasses a vast range of inanimate and sentient subjects: from bolts to the butchering of animal carcasses in the famous Chicago's slaughterhouses. Giedion's approach put together an encyclopedic history of innovation-intertwined with the history of art. Giedion's narrative displays the evolution of the techniques that unite the aesthetic and the mechanical becomes a triumphant story of progress. What, then, can be achieved by looking at these two texts together? What do they have in common, aside from offering two versions of the history of design and its origins written almost contemporaneously by two white European men?

Both claims an objective approach, and both offer a scheme of reference points from which it is possible to analyze design from its very beginnings. Both texts produced by male authors considered to be major critics associated with the Modern Movement in architecture, set up a biased design history for whom design was far from core concern. And as I have demonstrated in my counter-historiography of design: Design by Accident [START_REF] Midal | Design by Accident, For a New History of Design[END_REF], neither Pevsner nor Giedion set out to establish a history of design as such. For them, design was a functionalist anchor to a wider line of thought.

-A Woman Lineage Interestingly, for a couple of pages, in Mechanization Takes Command, Giedion succinctly evokes the work of American educator Catharine Beecher and explains how her 1841 bestseller A Treatise on Domestic Economy quite literally transformed the American domestic landscape. For Giedion, Beecher's embodies a kind of enclave in the history of design in which women establish the domestic sphere as a space of social and political form intertwined with national ramifications. Model figure, Catharine Esther Beecher, not only coined the "domestic economy." (Beecher 1846, 5) but she also elevated the organization of the home to the political sphere. Beecher pioneered the notions of domestic economy, rationality, and hygiene. Her contribution ranged from practical inventions, such as devices for ventilation and air circulation, or the continuous work surface (1869) that we still use today, to broader principles such as the rational design and use of rooms, the regulation of temperature, practical storage, and even body posture and care. Illustrated with diagrams showing optimum storage strategies for everything from shoes to spices to fabric, as well as anatomical charts and plumbing models, her books mark a change in the status of the housewife, recognizing the homemaker as a profession. She calls for housewives to be considered as "house physicians who would be as liberally educated and paid as men for curing diseases" (Sklar,1973;1981, 268) In amongst the recipes and advice on maintaining good health, one finds a redefinition of women's place in nineteenth-century industrial society. She equates the emancipation of women with the rational organization of their home. just as men begin their careers only after many years of study, it is only through some form of instruction that women can fully assume their professional responsibilities as mothers, wives, and homemakers. Such adaptation of the industrial model to the home brings an unexpected corollary: Beecher demands for women who had trained and been educated in the upkeep of the home to be granted financial independence. Beecher's notion of the rational home is complex, she problematizes the conception of functionalism as the efficient, impersonal servant of capitalism, and she considers that women should always obey the dominant patriarchy.

In extolling the value of domesticity and seeking to influence the education of an elite class of young women, Beecher aimed not so much to raise the status of American women as to make them aware of their grave responsibilities in the context of a nation in peril. The ambiguous nature of her revolution reflected the contradictions in her own life philosophy: while she was uninterested in altering the balance of power within the home, as the historian Janice Williams Rutherford observes, "Beecher espoused the doctrine of separate spheres, yet she sought the power and influence available only to men under the terms of that doctrine." (Rutherford 2003, xix) Beyond her promotion of rationality, and behind her functionalist discourse, Beecher's functionalism ultimately anticipates the outcomes of a parallel ideology that aimed not only to lessen the burden of women but also to lend weight to abolitionist arguments. Beecher expounded an ideology that aimed not only to ease the labor of women and more importantly to lend weight to her abolitionist convictions: Through rationalization, she demonstrated that slaves were no longer necessary for the upkeep of the home. Also, Beecher's position counters misconceptions that all discussion of design by women should reductively replay the tensions between industrial and craft production, and in turn between men and women. Returning to Beecher, the legacy of her educational mission, and the many theories it subsequently informed, dispels the notion of design as an exclusively design masculine phenomenon as it was said to be. Beecher's conclusions were but the starting point for an ongoing feminine reflection lineage on the mechanization of domestic tasks, such as the domestic Taylorism by feminist Paulette Bernege, which would continue throughout the twentieth century, but that was also easily put aside, and frequently forgotten. And Despite the social and political ramifications of their work, however, none of these women set out to reform the relationship between the sexes. Although she has often been relegated to the sidelines, much is owed to Lillian Moller Gilbreth, referred to during her lifetime as the "First Lady of Industrial Engineering," who, in addition to raising her twelve children, founded a school for time and motion studies that won the confidence of industrialists. She introduced principles of psychology to scientific management with her publication in 1914 of The Psychology of Management, with its explicit subtitle, The Function of the Mind in Determining, Teaching and Installing Methods of Least Waste. Gilbreth was far more than a mere spouse, assistant or collaborator: she earned a doctorate from Brown University and was the first woman to become a member of the prestigious American Society of Mechanical Engineers. She went on to teach mechanical engineering at Purdue University, emphasizing the importance of motivation, satisfaction and stress as important factors that needed to be integrated into rational organization, standardization, and ergonomics. In 1912, she had begun visual research on body movement and set up her first studio with her husband Frank. The dynamics of market-driven media worked to abstract the worker experience, increasingly alienated by commodification. In 1924, Frank was struck down by a heart attack in a phone booth, while he was on the line with his wife.

-A Female Gaze From that point on, Lillian took over the helm of the enterprise Gilbreth, Inc. on her own that the couple had created twelve years earlier. In order to better manage the raising of her eleven children, she relocated her laboratory and installed her office at her home. In turn, her family gradually became subjects for her research. She observed them to gauge whether she could apply the same principles of scientific labor management that were being implemented in factories to her household. Without stooping to caricature, it was understood that the couple divided tasks among themselves: Frank dealt with travel, the publicizing of their experiments and any artistic direction behind the camera, while Lillian handled the writing. Of course, his death changed the situation: Lillian continued to pursue their research projects, and oversaw the filming. One might surmise in a sense that she was the first woman who transferred cinematographic shooting techniques from the factory to the home. This shift in no way diminished the ambition and scope of her research, but in thus taking control of her film production, she instigated a revolution that redefined the housewife of the early 20th century. She was not the factory worker, mother and spouse who indefatigably dedicated herself to her household, but rather an operatorin-chief who assumed a double role of object and subject, as she explains in one of her works: If a film were taken… of you washing dishes, you could see yourself doing the work at the actual speed at which you did it and thus notice what rhythm and ease you had developed, or you could see yourself making the same motions very slowly, detect your slightest awkwardness, and find out just why you succeeded or failed at the work. (Gilbreth 1928, 114-116).

As numerous scholars analyzed it, Lillian Gilbreth inverted the dominant male gaze, replacing it with a 'female gaze: by encouraging women (as housewives) to conceive of themselves as both camera and subject, seeing and seen, repositioning the female gaze within the constraints of an explicitly masculine scientific objectivity. In his brilliant evaluation of L. D. Graham's recent analyses, Nicholas Sammond describes this characteristic evolution in cinema which developed in parallel with the rationalized observation of the home: "Gilbreth's fantasy of a domestic time-and-motion cinema placed a woman-already fragmented as woman, wife, and mother-in two subject positions simultaneously: as the producer of the spectacle of her filmed labour and as its spectator (Sammond 2006,105). The incorporation of scientific management considered an androcentric prerogative," shifted to the domestic sphere, a territory generically associated with the feminine. Even if this did not change the status of women, nor the preponderance of the dominant male gaze, as we know it, the contribution of Lillian Gilbreth made her as much a pioneer in the realm of cinema as she was in the history of design. Nevertheless, Lillian's contribution was limited to her status as wife and mother. Often relegated to being her husband's 'little woman', she often remained in his shadow, adopting a submissive position that was in no way commensurate with the importance of her work. Even after Frank's death, the works concerning the couple's research almost never treat Lillian's work as an individual effort. However, the patriarchal context, what is more, amidst a family that advocated eugenics, was not conducive to Lillian's assuming a position as a defender of equal rights for women, much as she might have desired it. Still, she does make a forceful argument for gender equality: So many things [that] have been accepted time without end as sex differences have proved to be only type differences that it is necessary to proceed slowly and carefully in any investigation if insufficiently grounded hypotheses are to be avoided. It may be that the findings of the ancients as to sex differences, mental and emotional, were wrong. (Sammond 2006,115-116).

It was necessary to wait for the publication of Graham's analyses to begin to balance this injustice. This fate is a constant that comes from the inherently patriarchal origins of the history of design, in which the contributions of women are often passed over, or merely subsumed with those of their husbands. This spectral element in some of Gilbreth's images captured the eye of graphic designer Rick Poynor who comments as follows: "What appealed to me then, and this hasn't changed nearly three decades later, is (…) the spectral figure of the woman (…)" [START_REF] Poynor | Exposure: Motion Efficiency Study by Frank Gilbreth[END_REF]. In his examination of a famous photogram by the Gilbreth visual Taylorism, dated 1912, of a woman factory worker busying herself at her work before a camera, Poynor perceives a triple negation: the spectral of gender, that of women, the spectral of activity, that of the labor and individuality of the author, and finally, the spectral of class struggle, with the physical disappearance of the factory worker. these proto-designer carried out research into the organization of the home raises something of a paradox. Their projects reinforce a marked separation between the public and private spheres, yet at the same time promote a reform of domestic organization and the education of women with a view to their emancipation. They strive for domestic chores to be recognized, not as the socially inexistent activity of the subaltern, but as a profession in its own right. However, while they succeeded in maintaining society's stability by reconciling division of roles along gender lines with the modernization of the private sphere that threatened to destabilize them, they also allowed men to retain their power and the spaces associated with it. This is why the advent of a female conception of design actually preserved divisions along gender lines rather than challenging them.

-Rewriting History: Women are Serial Victims To begin the history of design with Pioneers of the Modern Movement is to begin with a paradox. To suggest that this work, which declines to confer upon design the status of a discipline, and whose subject is not design but the prehistory of modern architecture, is clearly problematic. Nor does Mechanization Takes Command simplify the issue. Giedion was barely more interested in design itself than Pevsner. But the weaving together of these two histories sets out the basis for a critical awareness necessary for the construction of an autonomous history of design. Morris is no longer design's heroic figure, but is preceded by a heroine-or rather, non-heroine-in the form of Beecher, and her followers. In reintroducing into the history of design and its origins women, I am trying to participate in the urge for redefining the discipline's scope and stakes. But I am concerned that it is only one among many other revisions that needs to be made. Therefore, I would like to invite H. H. Holmes [START_REF] Midal | La Manufacture du meurtre[END_REF]2022), the so-called first serial killer of the US into the debate.

Why a serial killer? If the dismantling of the modern movement narration of design history needs to be done beyond the usual androcentrism, as well as the western unitarian vision, the questioning of the moral standing point defined as a pinnacle by Pevsner, that was never questioned as such, and he is still effective behind the pristine ethic vocabulary that prevail in design today, can find with the case study of H. H. Holmes an interesting counter point, but also as we will see at the end, in a male dominated debate, Holmes expresses and personifies the violence against women.

It will be remembered that the remains of a large kiln made of fire brick was found in the Castle basement. It had been built under Mr. Warner's supervision for the purpose of exhibiting his patents. [. . .] It was into this kiln that I induced Mr. Warner to go with me, under pretense of wishing certain minute explanations of the process, and then stepping outside, as he believed to get some tools. I closed the door and turned on both the oil and steam to their full extent. In a short time not even the bones of my victim remained. (H. H. Holmes 1896;2005, 347) It was in these terms that America's serial killer, Herman Webster Mudgett, better known as Henry Howard Holmes, confessed to one of the countless crimes he had committed by strangulation, asphyxiation, cremation, and various other means in the house he had designed for this very purpose. While the newspapers attributed several hundred murders and disappearances to him, the exact number of his victims cannot be established with certainty. Indeed, some of the people Holmes himself claimed to have killed, such as his janitor Robert Latimer, appeared in flesh during his trial (their identity could be established beyond doubt thanks to their birth certificates). There is no doubt, however, that Holmes was a serial killer, as well as a patent liar and a con man whose career in crime betrays a sound understanding of the technologies of his time-the era of late nineteenthcentury industrial capitalism. In 1896, aged thirty-five, Holmes, the man with multiple identities, was sentenced to death and hanged, taking his secrets, inventions, and lies with him to his grave. Just ten years earlier, Holmes had acquired a patch of land he had been coveting for a while. Although not a professional architect, he drew up the plans for his future home and supervised its construction down to the smallest detail. His construction was so vast that neighbors called it "the Castle." Few would have guessed, though, that behind its stylish facade, the house boasted some of the most advanced domestic furnishings of its day, including a dumb waiter, a humansized furnace, and a wall-to-wall remote-controlled gas and electricity system. The ultimate rational-mechanical setting for homely murder mysteries, Holmes's building partakes in the literal realization of the modernistfunctionalist project as formalized by Pevsner in Pioneers of the Modern Movement and by Giedion in Mechanization Takes Command. The figure of Holmes, it appears, occupies a counter-position to Pevsner's homogeneous, linear succession of virtuous and heroic "pioneers." But is Holmes any closer to Giedion's Mechanization, which adopts a radically different perspective? Remember Giedion's encyclopedic project maps the relationships between technological achievements on the one hand, and social and cultural evolutions on the other. This approach leads him to argue in favor of a history of aesthetic and mechanical innovation in the triumphant perspective of progress. It is in this perspective that Holmes's activities should be seen. At once lethal, practical, and convenient, his Castle contained nearly one hundred rooms, apartments, and shops. Holmes's architectural feat is firmly rooted in the historic functionalist project, questioning both this very project and its limits. It would be naïve to consider the inception of the American industrial revolution and the almost simultaneous emergence of the serial killer as a mere coincidence. Dark Designer: A Career? For this presentation, I decided to reach beyond society's morbid fascination with lurid crime stories, and to examine instead Holmes's architectural achievement not only as a functionalist paradigm that fits in perfectly with the perspective of modern mechanization and its implementation, but also as a manifestation of seriality at the crossroads of the assembly line and the invention of the concept of the "serial killer." My hypothesis is that, far from being a coincidental appearance, Holmes was the product of a convergence of rationales through which two seemingly antagonistic practices were united by one common denominator: the new industrial modes of production, of which design and serial murder are but two different manifestations. The joint emergence of these concepts suggests a triangular relationship between the conception of human life, seriality (and its corollaries), and the human psyche challenged by modernity. This shift in perspective is not without consequences. This shift was described by Holmes's contemporary, the engineer Thomas Alva Edison, in the following terms: "Problems in human engineering will receive during the coming years the same genius and attention which the nineteenth century gave to the more material forms of engineering." (Edison 1917, 301) "It has to be recognized that, in his ghoulish way, Holmes was as much the exponent of the American dream as Henry Ford or Horatio Alger." (Wilson 1969, 206) As Colin Wilson's assessment suggests, the practice of serial killing conflates with the history of industrialization. The proliferation of appliances designed to improve the household economy follows the rise of industry at large, echoing the modernization of factory assembly lines and the specialization of tasks. The unprecedented confluence of efficiency and mechanization was made possible by the latter spreading beyond the production of consumer goods to serve as a model for the slaughtering and dismembering of livestock on the world's first assembly lines in Chicago's mechanized meat factories. Against the backdrop of these simultaneous and massive developments, this disturbing coincidence appears as an incarnation of a world where the relationships between the inanimate and the living culminate in a situation where neither animal nor human life is spared by the machine and the lure of profit. The serial pattern characteristic of industrial production finds its most extreme manifestation in Holmes because, "in the story of Holmes and his crimes, there is nothing more interesting than the description of his Castle, where he is accused of having provided all sorts of devices for disposing of his victims [. . .] It was built with the sole idea of convenience for the commission of crimes (Anon. 1896, 3)," as a contemporary newspaper noted. At the dawn of the nineteenth century, by revisiting and adapting the principles of industrialization to the home, and by combining them with the convenience of efficiency and functionality, the first serial killer in American history exposed the uncontrollable consequences of mechanization and revealed its dark side.

The nineteenth century in the United States was marked by the invention of devices, tools, and systems derived from industrial manufacturing that became indispensable instruments in the smooth running of the modern house. Catharine Beecher was a conceptual pioneer in this field, as she conceived the equipment of the house according to hygienist and functionalist principles inferred from her observations of assembly-line work in the Lowell model plant. She invented domestic rationalization, applying the scientific principles of standardization to the household. Beecher conceived the house as a functional entity; mirroring the organization of the factory, she advocated a rationalization of the housewife's tasks with a view to saving time and alleviating fatigue. By appropriating the organizational principles of assembly lines and the specialization of tasks in the country's factories for her own purposes, she initiated a revolution. These transformations influenced the experiments of researchers and anonymous users alike, to which Giedion pays tribute in the subtitle of his book. Holmes's "anonymous contribution" can be situated between these two poles-in what Seltzer describes as a profession: "Serial killing, by all accounts, became a career option at the turn of the century" (Seltzer 1998,1). Holmes plays an important role in the origins and foundations of modern design, which since Pevsner had been interpreted as the galvanization of democratic morality adapted to the industrial changes introduced by manufacturers. By highlighting the extent to which the house had turned into a stage-and if we admit that "the scene of the crime is also the scene of invention" (Seltzer 1998, 217) -Holmes's story forms part of a history that reaches beyond a summary distinction between good and bad. Holmes's victims were mainly women. Newspapers estimated that he had employed more than one hundred women-and as sources vary widely and many are based on speculation, victim counting is a nearly impossible task. In one of his confessions, he admitted to having assassinated fourteen women: Julia L. Connor and her daughter Pearl, a woman named Lizzie, Sara Cook (who was pregnant), Mary Haracamp (a tenant), Emeline Cigrand Rosine van Jassand, Anna Betts, Gertrude Conner, someone he named "Miss Kate," Minnie and Nannie Williams, and Alice and Nellie Pitezel. As Frank Geyer, the Philadelphia police inspector who eventually tracked Holmes down in Boston, noted, all the women with whom Holmes had been romantically involved were blonde. His victims were almost exclusively women, whether his mistresses, employees, and/or accomplices. And the truly remarkable fact is that they all met their tragic fate in the mechanized lair of the Castle. Holmes's standardized murder practice negated both the individuation of the subject and the singularity of his victims, while engaging with techno-capitalist rationalization.

Androcentric Neurosis

Historically, design was founded on a rational homology between manufactured production and household organization, and between economics and functionalism. But a relationship also exists between the treatment of the products of capitalism, whether consumer goods or (mainly female) workers' bodies, and technical rationality pushed to its extremes. Preempting the laws of "good design," Holmes conceived a hyper-functional space in which he could perform all of his activities rationally, conveniently, and quietly. He was so attached to his house and its furnishings that, even as he was fleeing from the police, he was making projects to build a complex of houses based on the model of his Chicago Castle. His case therefore shakes the foundations of the naive Pevsner and Giedon's history of modern design.

The critique of the conventions of the discipline is more powerful as it deconstructs the original misconception of virtuous design. It is therefore around the edges of the epic narrative of its "pioneers," as Pevsner calls them, that our story-at once more complex and more daring-ties in with the origins of design. It is here embodied archetypically by Holmes, whose attention to innovations and industrialization never subsided. Examining the malevolent potential of design through the figure of Holmes and adopting the idea that crime produces an "increase in wealth"-to use Karl Marx's terminology in Theories of Surplus Value [START_REF] Marx | Apologist Conception of the Productivity of All Professions[END_REF])-allows us to highlight the ambiguities of a formidably complex yet often simplified discipline. As we know, William Morris was wary of the consequences of the industrial revolution on working and living conditions in urban behemoths such as London; Holmes, on the contrary, embraced its achievements wholeheartedly. The juxtaposition of these two antagonistic figures-Morris as Doctor Jekyll and Holmes as Mister Hyde-brings into focus the crucial point of our story: the relationship between morality and progress. Each in their own way, these two contemporaries (who, incidentally, died the same year) put this relationship to the test, the former by exalting it, the latter by exploiting it. Holmes's criminal career questions the foundations of mechanization as profoundly as the virtuous practices of Morris and the Arts & Crafts movement. Highlighting the innate polarity of design, their respective trajectories therefore raise similar issues. This approach takes inspiration from the work of historian Reyner Banham who, in "History and Psychiatry," (Banham 1960, 325-332) pointed out the blind spots and denials of the history of modern architecture and accused his predecessors of "amnesia." By appropriating the vocabulary of psychoanalysis to characterize historians' intentional and unintentional omissions, Banham took a distanced view that paved the way for a more nuanced reconstruction of the history of modern movement. His concept of a "zone of silence" -a grey area masterfully embodied by the anonymous Holmes-further enables us to rethink another history of design. By evoking its horror, we question the virtuousness with which technology was originally associated, if not confused. But more importantly, highlighting its intrinsic toxic potential enables us to shift the central status of functionalism in favor of a new perspective. It remains to be seen if design is strong enough-and nothing is less certain -to finally allow for the integration of these "missing masses," this accursed share, or to balance Pevsner perspective and to comply to Giedion's mechanization dedicated to the anonymous, even if absolutely different by nature, the role of women such as Beecher or Gilbreth by instance as well as the role of evil figure such as Holmes, are all alike forgotten invisible figure of a bias history of modern design that calls for revision. In combining woman designers on the one side and a serial killer of women on the other side, and to claim for the reintegration of these two grey forgotten zones of design history, even if entirely different, unveils simultaneously this two perspectives, one that try to restore the woman legacy for a design discipline, showing important milestones, anonymous as heroine, open to a necessary lineage up to today's, and the other, amoral, capitalist, murderer, show that beyond the usual binary design debates, it is important to dismantle the conventional design mythology narrative, moral on one side and patriarchal on the other without substituting it by one or other narratives. To integrate a series of parallel histories forgotten by the first western design histories, to incorporate numerous missing strata exposes the necessity to rethink in a bigger scope the diversity of design origins and perspectives. Still, the fact that the common thread here is that women are always the victims, may they be killed, their flesh destroy by quicklimes in Holmes Castle basement and their skeleton rearticulated to be sold to medicine school for 25 to 45 dollars each, or may they be the litter women of their husband, father or son and have disappeared in the closets of history, maybe it is time to stop using the usual metaphor of ghost or erasure and invisibility, and adjust H. H. Holmes as the embodiment of the immoral, androcentric, lethal design history, and instead reclaim a fair trial for the literal murder of the women -women historians as well as women designers.
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