Chapter One
Introduction

1. Byzantiums Tangible and Transcendent
In the 1920s the Anglo-Irish poet William Butler Yeats, a senator in the newly
established Irish Free State, wrote of a Byzantium where art and artifice conspired to
elevate individuals to oneness with their society and their god.3 This depiction of
Byzantium suggested a model for rebuilding peace and harmony in his country, which
had just emerged from a brutal civil war. Yeats’s contemporary, Constantine P. Cavafy,
who had retired from more mundane government service in Alexandria, Egypt, looked
back through his Ottoman Greek heritage to a troubled Byzantium which he nevertheless
described with equivalent admiration and longing. His depictions of Byzantium brought
to life the post-classical Graecophone empire to which the regions that constituted the
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Constantine P. Cavafy, Collected Poems, trans. Edmund Keeley and Philip Sherrard, ed.
George Savidis, rev. ed. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), 133.
3
It is interesting to note in regard to the intersection of poetic, scholarly and political
interpretations of Byzantium at this moment that Yeats relied on the work of Joseph
Strzygowski (1862-1941), and specifically incorporated Strzygowski’s interpretation of
Iconoclasm as a breath of wisdom from the East into his discussion: “If Strzygowski is
right we may see in the destruction of images but a destruction of what was Greek in
decoration accompanied perhaps by a renewed splendour in all that came down from the
ancient Persian Paradise, an episode in some attempt to make theology more ascetic,
spiritual and abstract…. The return of the images must, as I see things, have been the
failure of synthesis... and the first sinking in and dying down of Christendom into the
heterogeneous loam. Europe grew animal and literal…” Yeats, A Vision, 193.
Strygowski’s interpretation of the flow of culture from the East into Germany revived the
anti-Latin themes of the early nineteenth century, while incorporating an overt antiSemitism into them that presaged his embrace of Nazi cultural politics towards the end of
his life (as will be addressed in Chapter Six).
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modern Greek nation (which Cavafy never visited) had been largely peripheral.4 Many
Greeks understood it nevertheless as the modern nation’s rightful inheritance, and as
recently as 1919 the Greek army had landed at Smyrna on a mission that had raised
Greek hopes of the resurrection of the Byzantine Empire. This mission, which intolerably
threatened the new Turkish nation, resulted in the brutal expulsion of the Greeks from
Anatolia and the destruction of Byzantine monuments; this brutality was answered by the
expulsion of Turks from modern Greece and the destruction of Ottoman monuments. It is
in the immediate aftermath of the bloodshed and destruction that closed the door forever
on the dream of a physical resurrection of Byzantium that Cavafy sought to revive it
incorporeally through the glimmer of false gemstones. Both Yeats and Cavafy provided
paradigmatic, although radically different, representations of a Byzantium whose walls
and surfaces offered transcendent experiences of the world beyond mere material
substance.
In these passages, as for so many depictions of Byzantium, the physical and
spiritual core of the empire was Hagia Sophia (St. Sophia, Holy Wisdom) in Istanbul,
once the church of both Patriarch and Emperor [fig. 2.2 a-d]. Yeats imagined himself
present while Emperor Justinian rebuilt the church from 532 to 537, following its
destruction due to civil unrest. Cavafy more obscurely referred to a time eight centuries
later, when the state was so poor it could not afford to repair Hagia Sophia: in 1347 the
royal couple had to be crowned at nearby St. Mary’s in Blachernai instead. Byzantium’s
core had been displaced and its treasury was bare. Some five and three-quarter centuries
after this coronation, shortly before Yeats and Cavafy wrote their lines, Kemal Ataturk
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With the notable exception of Thessaloniki, important to both the Byzantine and
Ottoman Empires, which modern Greece wrested from Ottoman control in 1912.
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(1881-1938), founder and first president of the Turkish Republic, transformed Hagia
Sophia into a museum from the mosque it had been ever since the Ottomans took
Constantinople in 1453. Expanded access to this, the paradigmatic monument of the once
powerful Byzantine Empire, helped art historians to pursue the study of Byzantine art and
architecture with renewed vigor and to establish the subject’s parameters in terms that
remain recognizable to scholars today.
Byzantium’s surviving physical remains continue to be explored in ever-greater
depth and extent. As a result, we now have easy access to detailed knowledge of a broad
range of Byzantine works, including centrally-planned churches with their mosaics and
icons, secular and sacred enamels, jewelry, ivories, manuscripts and luxurious silks. We
also have works in humbler materials. In using archaeological investigations and
scientific analyses to inform our understandings of Byzantium, today’s art historians are
the heirs of Ataturk and the objective frameworks he helped to institutionalize. His
transformation of Byzantium’s focal monument into a museum did not, however, succeed
in diffusing the former empire’s ideological significance for peoples of many
backgrounds and persuasions. In the ways in which Byzantium continues to be
interpreted – for instance, as the rightful inheritance of one nation or confession, or as a
multicultural precedent for the modern Western world – we remain equally the heirs of
the ideologically-informed visions of Yeats and Cavafy.
In the eighteenth century, Enlightenment luminaries such as Voltaire had
interpreted Byzantium as the unenlightened counter-pole to classical antiquity. With the
early nineteenth-century re-interpretation of Byzantium in a positive light came the
integration of claims to a Byzantine inheritance into modern political and confessional

10

identities. These claims inspired the empirical investigation of Byzantine art and
architecture and the two have functioned in an opposed and mutually-reinforcing
dialectical relationship ever since. As echoed by Yeats, early nineteenth-century
intellectuals freed Byzantium from the taint of irrationality, decay, and other negative
associations of the Middle Ages in the West and redefined it as the bearer of classical
Greece nobility into the post-Classical world. This re-interpretation originated in German
lands, and among these, none pursued it more vigorously or broadly than the Kingdom of
Bavaria. This turning-point, when Byzantine art and architecture gained much of the
resonance that they retain today, forms the focus of this dissertation.
Specifically, the following chapters examine the significance of Byzantium in
Bavaria during the 1820s and 1830s, when Ludwig I (1786-1868), King of Bavaria from
1825 to 1848, commissioned the first major Byzantine revival buildings and renovations
in Western Europe: the Allerheiligenhofkapelle and the Ludwigskirche in Munich, and
the renovation of the Cathedral of Sts. Peter and George in Bamberg. Ludwig drew on
scholarship from the preceding two decades that had defined “Byzantine” as the style not
only of the Byzantine Empire itself but also of German lands until the thirteenth century.
Ludwig’s Byzantine projects served as more than expressions of his aesthetic taste. They
also served as vehicles for his complex understanding of Bavaria’s confessional and
national identity, and as resources for exploring his deep intellectual commitment to
objects as evidence of the past and as bearers of the sacred.5 Inasmuch as their goals did
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Ludwig’s approach to material objects mirrored the commitment to the sacramentality
of objects that had been a defining characteristic of medieval Catholicism. For discussion
of this sacramentality, which had been re-asserted by the Catholic Church in response to
the Protestant Reformation, see Richard P. McBrien, Catholicism, rev. ed. (San
Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1994), 10 and 1199.
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not contradict Ludwig’s, the different constellations of artists and architects who carried
out his projects incorporated their own interpretations and researches into the
commissions. While Ludwig at times grew irritated with proposals that did not reflect his
desire to re-valorize Byzantium, the patience and support he provided for efforts to
research commissions that did reflect this goal were considerable. As a result, each
project interpreted Byzantine art and architecture differently: as transmitters of Europe’s
classical Greek inheritance; as keys to defining and reviving medieval architectural
polychromy; as bridges or barriers between Eastern and Western cultures.
In developing their interpretations of Byzantium Ludwig and his artists and
architects made use of emerging ideas about how art and architectural styles embody
cultural, confessional and political identities. What is more, they examined historical
monuments and read the most up-to-date scholarship for clues to how past cultures,
confessions and polities had influenced one another across time and place. The Bavarian
artists and architects working for Ludwig thus did not develop the Byzantine style in a
vacuum: they were responding to, challenging and extending the larger matrix of
historical and geographical interpretations of art and architecture. They did so in order to
provide creative solutions to Ludwig’s own unique constellation of cultural, confessional
and political loyalties, though they had, by today’s standards, almost no information
about what Byzantine art and architecture actually looked like. The multiple renditions of
Byzantium they nevertheless created help us to better interpret the difference between our
approach to the subject and theirs, and to better understand the post-Napoleonic era in
which their renditions made sense. Their Byzantium reveals our disciplinary forebears’
approach to the historiography of art, and so brings our relationship to our own cultural
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and disciplinary environment into relief. By extension, because Bavarian Byzantium so
little resembles our own, it requires careful analysis to perceive the extent to which its
highly situated articulation influenced subsequent revival-style art and architecture, and
revival-style renovations of existing works. An understanding the scope of this influence
is key to interpreting the later works, whether we wish to integrate it into our analyses or
we wish to exclude it from them.
It is not my goal to extract from nineteenth-century Bavarian Byzantine
monuments a story of progress towards scientific, empirically grounded taxonomies, but
instead to demonstrate the ways in which stylistic categories are important. While I am
investigating stylistic categories largely in terms of the external pressures and
possibilities that shaped them, I wish to suggest that stylistic categories per se, and their
associated terminology, were not merely artificial constructs imposed upon the objects
they purported to describe, and that stylistic categories as such have not ceased to be
relevant or useful. The effort to establish an abstract framework of stylistic categories so
absolute that works that did not fit it could be determined not to have a style is already
evident in Winckelmann, the first scholar to bring questions of style to the foreground of
art historical analysis.6 Stylistic categories have continuously shifted and changed in
response to new ways of looking and to new works. This shifting is due to the inevitably
context-dependent nature of these categories. While dependence on context is
immediately evident when one looks back on early nineteenth-century Bavarian
interpretations of what was Byzantine, context dependence is equally fundamental to any
other effort to pinpoint a style.
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E.g., according to Winckelmann the Romans were a people with no style of their own:
Winckelmann, History of the Art of Antiquity, 284-85.
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Among the most recent generation of art historians, the hermeneutic problems
raised by working with such a mutable concept as style – one for which there remains no
absolute definition – have led some to advocate for greatly limiting stylistic analysis or
eliminating it altogether.7 But this is to place theoretical imperatives above concerns for
the visual evidence of history. By contrast, the people working for Ludwig gave a clear
indication of how content and meaning inhere in a work by virtue of its formal
relationships to other works, whether its form has been consciously manipulated in
reference to these other works or not.8 Without denying the validity of approaching
artworks as incomparable or transcendent and so outside any stylistic (or other) context,
early nineteenth-century Bavarian sources negotiated between grounding their Byzantine
styles, to the best of their ability, on the available evidence, and deducing Platonic
categories from this evidence. Arguably, the perception of a work’s incomparability or
transcendence itself implies a similarly abstracted knowledge of relationships to which it
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An early history of the concept of style in art history, Willibald Sauerländer, “From
Stylus to Style: Reflections on the Fate of a Notion,” Art History 6 (1983): 253-70,
concluded that as long as stylistic analysis “is limited to the description and the
classification of the formal aspects of artifacts and as long as this analysis is handled with
rational control it will continue to serve as a properly effective tool,” but for all other
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that proposed to banish the analysis of style from art history altogether. Presumably on
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Art History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), had no entry for style at all.
An attempt to come to terms with the failure to rid stylistic analysis from the discipline
may nevertheless be found in Jas Elsner, “Style,” Critical Terms for Art History, ed.
Nelson and Schiff, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003), 98-109.
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On the significance of style as integral to content and meaning (cf. Sauerländer, “From
Stylus to Style,” 267), but as a nevertheless hermeneutically problematic concept in arthistorical “stylistic analysis,” see Irene Winter, “The Affective Properties of Styles: An
Inquiry into Analytical Process and the Inscription of Meaning in Art History,” in
Picturing Science, Producing Art, ed. Caroline A. Jones and Peter Galison, with Amy
Slaton (New York and London: Routledge, 1998), 55-77.
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is external or which it transcends.9 The perspective-dependent nature of such
relationships can be considered as a tool rather than a liability.
For grappling with formal characteristics as evidence for historical context, I
would suggest that Meyer Schapiro’s contention that “style is an essential object of
investigation” still rings true, and that his now classic definition of style applies to the
early nineteenth century.10 While his thinking on the matter is complex, in brief he
describes style as:
a motive or pattern, or … some directly grasped quality of the work of art, which
helps… to localize and date the work and to establish connections between groups
of works or between cultures. Style here is a symptomatic trait, like the nonaesthetic features of an artifact.11
Ludwig’s Bavarian Byzantium was, however, not merely symptomatic, nor could it be
segregated from aesthetic concerns. In her nuanced reevaluation of Schapiro’s definition,
Irene Winter has noted that
What Schapiro did not fully account for, however, was the element of agency in
the manipulation and organization of form; nor did he engage in the issue of the
necessity of style in the materialization of content. What is more, neither
Schapiro’s basic definition nor his extended discussion takes on the question of
whether style in fact inheres in a work, or rather is made to adhere to the work as
a product of description, comparison, and classification undertaken by an external
analyst.12
In this light it could be said that the phenomenon of the Bavarian Byzantine revival style
both inheres in the works themselves as physical expressions of a particular intellectual
and aesthetic environment, and was made to adhere through external analysis. The
9
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necessity of producing style in “the materialization of content,” whether as a conscious or
unconscious manipulation and organization of form, leads Winter to collapse the
traditional distinction between style as relating to form and iconography as relating to
content and meaning.13 In addition to its significance for localization and dating, the
integral relationship between style and meaning is a key reason why, in my estimation,
analysts of visual culture have not and will not abandon stylistic analysis. As a solution to
the question of distinguishing what is intrinsic to the work from what is extrinsic, Winter
further proposes
consistently referring to post-hoc determinations as the products of “stylistic
analysis.” In that way, style is a function of a period, place, workshop, or hand; it
is inherent in the work, and it is thus what is apparent to the perceiver. Stylistic
analysis then introduces the conscious observation, selection, and articulation of
manifest properties to the act of perception.14
I would argue, however, that while it is important to consider the question of whether
“style in fact inheres in a work, or rather is made to adhere to the work” as a product of
analysis, this solution is of limited utility without external documentation from the
context in which the work originated because distinguishing the work from our
perception of it is impossible: the more rigorous the effort to perceive the work
objectively, the more difficult this distinction becomes.
One instance in which the distinction between past and present perceptions of
style can clearly be applied is provided by works that were explicitly devised as
representations of historical styles. The construction or renovation of works as Byzantine,
as occurred in the nineteenth century, had never occurred in Byzantium (which didn’t
know itself as “Byzantine”). From commission to creation to reception, the interpretation
13
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of the early nineteenth-century monuments as Byzantine can be clearly established.
Defining these works as, for example, “Romanesque” in style on a post-hoc basis (as has
been standard) denies the context in which they were created in favor of later
perspectives and is thus appropriate only inasmuch as the early-nineteenth century
context has become irrelevant. If there are instances in which it has become irrelevant,
however, I would argue that, on the whole, to move beyond a solipsistic approach it is
essential to take the historical context of production and reception into account. The
framework of stylistic terminology to which this early nineteenth-century Byzantine style
belonged may have been far less extensive and sophisticated than that in use today. Those
who created and employed the early nineteenth-century framework of art-historical styles
were nevertheless similarly attempting to understand and put into practice visual
evidence of production, content and reception as part of an integrated process of relating
the present to the past. Terminology is an essential clue to their understanding of this
relationship.
Ludwig’s Byzantium has been obscured by the intervening ways in which
Byzantium has been re-imagined by poets and artists as well as by scholars, and by the
new and equally powerful desires and aspirations associated with these interventions. It is
a goal of this study to explore Bavarian Byzantium in its own terms and as a product of
art historiography and cultural politics — like the Byzantiums of the 1920s and those of
today, an uncertain mix of the real and the imaginary. Even though it was a definition of
Byzantium that held sway for only a couple of decades and corresponds poorly to the
likewise interrelated creative and scholarly Byzantiums of today, Bavarian Byzantium
responded to and affected the interpretation of not only Byzantine, but also of ancient

17

Greek, Islamic and medieval German art and architecture, all of which were understood
as connected to one another through the larger umbrella of Byzantium. These shared
Byzantine connections provided geographical and historical points of orientation that
were arguably of more interest to those who studied, constructed and later emulated
Bavarian Byzantium than what we today would define as the “historical” Byzantium.
During the Napoleonic era, increasing numbers of Germans looked back to the
eighteenth century, and further back to what is now often termed the Northern
Renaissance, as eras when Latin (welsche) fashions and values had been imposed on
German lands by their neighbors to the south and west (i.e., Italy and France), to the
detriment of German culture. Investigating Bavarian Byzantium in its own terms will
demonstrate how the primacy of German ties to Greece and the East, both interpreted at
this time as wellsprings of Western culture, offered a means of reversing this process.
Byzantium provided alternatives to the Latin influences that were held responsible for
what was perceived as Germany’s post-medieval decline. Establishing Byzantine
architecture as a style of bold polychromy, meanwhile, linked it not only with new
understandings of the polychromy of classical Greek art and architecture, itself associated
with the polychrome architecture of the East, but also with new ideas about how art,
painting and sculpture could be integrated so as to represent and enhance the integration
of society. Where Yeats and Cavafy would look to Byzantium to transcend the painful
turmoil of their time and place, these earlier visionaries sought to (literally) reorient
German culture through making the German connection to Byzantium, and all the further
connections it represented, present and tangible.
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2. Overview of the Corpus of Bavarian Byzantium
Forging connections with Byzantium was not terribly difficult because, as will be
seen, both architects and architectural historians ignored distinctions between Byzantine
and Western medieval building practices that have since become integral to art-historical
discourse. German and Italian basilicas that would now be ascribed to the Romanesque
style of the Latin West (or an earlier style), and even some that would now be considered
Gothic, were united within the category of Byzantine. Paintings today described as
German Gothic were similarly incorporated into the corpus of Byzantinizing art: the gold
backgrounds common to these paintings were considered conclusive evidence of their
Byzantine style. Those interested in the Byzantinizing paintings of Germany paid limited
attention to how these works actually compared with what were considered the most
characteristic Byzantine paintings, painted-panel icons. This is because the icons of the
Orthodox Church were believed endlessly to repeat established and simple imagery
without originality, and so were little collected. As icons were, moreover, extrinsic to the
Western liturgy, there were few available for study. In 1805 Friedrich Schlegel (17721829) professed an admiration for Byzantine icons that was contrary to general opinion.
But even he considered Russian and Ottoman Greek icons as absolutely identical to
Byzantine ones, and interchangeably representative of the entire tradition.15
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Schlegel, “Zweiter Nachtrag alter Gemälde,” 104-05. Schlegel based his observations
on an image of the Virgin he had seen reproduced in Marie Alexandre Lenoir, Musée des
Monuments Français; ou description historique et chronologique des statues, … basreliefs et tombeaux des hommes et de femmes célèbres, pour servir à l’histoire de France
et à celle de l’art, 5 vols. (Paris 1800-06), citing specifically no. 8 on p. 101, as well as
three Russian miniatures in the collection of antiquities at the Bibliothèque nationale and
an image of the Virgin from San Luigi in Rome (presumably meaning San Luigi dei
Francesi), which he had seen in the conservation room at the Louvre.
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Byzantine miniatures, though even less accessible, were perceived much the same
as icons. The brothers Franz (1786-1831) and Johannes (1787-1860) Riepenhausen,
scholarly artists from Göttingen living in Rome, published some items from the Vatican
collections in 1810 as examples of Byzantine painting. Like Schlegel, they conflated
Russian work with Byzantine.16 The printed edition (Urbino, 1727) of a Vatican
manuscript now known as the Menologion of Basil II (ca. 985) provided Schlegel’s
former student Sulpiz Boisserée (1783-1854) with black and white engravings of
miniatures with which to illustrate the Byzantine origins of German painting.17 Boisserée

16

As had Friedrich Schlegel in examining icons in Paris a few years earlier, the
Riepenhausens conflated medieval Russian and Byzantine art in their use of miniatures
from a Menologion (a book of saints’ lives organized according to the liturgical calendar)
that they took to be an example of “the earliest Russian monastic production,” and thus
representative of the art of Cimabue’s teachers. The Riepenhausens took the miniatures to
be Russian work of the eleventh century; only in the twentieth century were the
miniatures re-attributed to a Russian painter of the late 17th century. Birgitte Kuhn-Forte,
cat. nos. IV.1 and IV.2 in Kunze, ed., Zwischen Antike, Klassizismus und Romantik, 13132, where she cites Riepenhausen, Geschichte der Mahlerei in Italien nach ihrer
Entwickelung, Ausbildung und Vollendung. Aus den Werken der besten Künstler
anschaulich dargestellt und mit kurzen Erläuterungen und Lebensbeschreibungen
beglietet von F. und J. Riepenhausen [2 vols.: text and plates] (Tübingen: J.G. Cotta,
1810), [text vol.]:1-2.
17
“Am wichtigsten aber bleibt die durch unseren Sammlungs-Eifer gemachte Entdeckung
einer bis zur Zeit Joh. von Eyks fortlaufenden, durchaus die Spuren griechischer Bildung
verrathenden Art der Malerey, wie man sie uns vor Raphael in Italien beschreibt, und die
man nach den bisherigen Meynungen in Deutschland garnicht erwartete; bei den jüngsten
Werken aus der letzten Hälfte des 14t. und dem Anfang des 15t. Jahrhunderts erscheint
diese Art in großer Schönheit der Köpfe und Gewänder, ungefähr wie Sie die Propheten
auf der perspectivischen Darstellung des Innern Doms sehen, welche nach würklichen
Statuen gebildet die den gleichzeitigen Gemälden ganz ähnlich sind—; die Behandlung in
Gestalt und Farbe ist durchaus verschieden und gefälliger, als was wir gewöhnlich von
der deutschen die Natur und in vielen Theilen ziemlich ungeschickt nachahmenden Kunst
kennen, es liegen dort offenbahr ideklische [!] Grundzüge unter, und die früheren Werke
reihen sich immer mehr an die rohen Bildungen der aus den Menologio und alten
Handschriften bekannten byzantinischen Miniaturgemälden [italics retained from
source].” Sulpiz Boisserée, letter to Goethe of 8 May 1810, published in Eduard
Firmenich-Richartz, Sulpiz und Melchior Boisserée als Kunstsammler. Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der Romantik, v. 1 [only volume published] (Jena: Eugen Diederichs, 1916),
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included them in a letter to Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832) also written in
1810. Seroux d’Agincourt’s (1730-1814) posthumous Histoire de l'art par les monuments
(1823), was the first major survey of medieval art and architecture and was widely
influential during the 1820s and 30s. He made perhaps the most extensive use of
manuscript images at this time, including those of this same Menologion.18 To illustrate
the history of medieval painting he returned to the original manuscript for his images; he
drew on the Urbino edition, however, for illustrations of the decline of Byzantine
architecture.19
The use of icons and miniatures as evidence of the Byzantine style in art (or
architecture) appears to have declined after this brief spate of investigations. Instead, it
was largely the mosaics of the Palatine Chapel in Palermo [fig. 3.3 c-d] that inspired
Ludwig I’s revival of the Byzantine style. The mosaics of San Marco [fig. 2.3 d], also
widely admired, would provide another model for his artists. These mosaics could only
be studied in situ. It seems surprising, nevertheless, that they were not studied more
carefully, at least among the Bavarian artists and architects who were reviving and

122-26, esp. p. 125. Boisserée must have been referring to Cardinal Albani’s edition of
the Menologion of Basil II in the Vatican Library published in Urbino in 1727, which
was illustrated with engravings based on the richly illustrated original. Ernst Gombrich,
“The Values of the Byzantine Tradition: Goethe’s Response to the Boisserée Collection,”
in The Documented Image: Visions in Art History, ed. Gabriel P. Weisberg, and Laurinda
S. Dixon (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, 1987), 294-95; his fig. 15.2
illustrates one of the engravings in the 1727 edition.
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Jean Baptiste Louis Georges Seroux d'Agincourt, Histoire de l'art par les monuments,
depuis sa décadence au IVe siècle jusqu'à son renouvellement au XVIe, 5 vols. (Paris:
Treuttel et Würtz, 1810-23).
19
Seroux d’Agincourt, Histoire de l'art par les monuments, vol. 3 (1823), Texte.
Description des planches, “Architecture,” 25-27, and “Peinture,” 41-42; vol. 4 (1823),
Planches. Architecture et Sculpture, plate 27, “Tableau général de la décadence de
l’Architecture, dans les contrées orientales,” figs. 15, 16 and 21; vol. 5 (1823), Planches.
Peinture; première partie, plates 32 and 33.
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building on the interest that Schlegel and others had generated in the Byzantine style.20
The overall effect of mosaics, not their details, was appreciated. The belief that all
Byzantine – even all Orthodox – imagery was essentially the same suppressed
inclinations to investigate their style, their subjects, or other aspects of them more
closely. This belief complemented the desire to find in the religious and artistic traditions
that traced their roots to Byzantium a modern means to access a timeless and unchanging,
pure if primitive Christianity. This desire echoed the efforts of early anthropologists to
discover noble, timeless primitives in other parts of the world, who might provide the
civilized West with glimpses of its original, uncorrupted state as postulated by
eighteenth-century philosophers such as Rousseau. 21 In this sense, the positive
reinterpretation of Byzantium did not escape the parameters of Enlightenment thought as
fully as Schlegel or his followers had intended.
Compared with architecture and painting, there was little interest in the study and
creation of specifically Byzantine-revival church plate and other liturgical arts. Though
ivories, textiles, enamels and other luxury objects belonging to today’s corpus of
Byzantine works would have been accessible in various German church treasuries and
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There is no evidence that any serious study of mosaic programs was carried out by the
artists and architects for Ludwig’s Byzantine projects. Even the presumably accessible
illustrations of mosaics in Seroux d'Agincourt, Histoire de l'art par les monuments, vol. 5
(1823), plates 13-18 – among the few published studies of medieval mosaics at this time
– do not appear to have influenced their work. Perhaps in part this is because Seroux
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ve siècle”. The people working for Ludwig were interested in the Greek and Eastern
connections sought in Munich.
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For the impact of such ideas on architectural historiography see Joseph Rykwert, On
Adam’s House in Paradise: The Idea of the Primitive Hut in Architectural History, 2nd
ed. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1981), 47-48.
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private collections, and could have influenced early nineteenth-century interpretations of
Byzantium, they were not yet integrated into the art-historical literature and, at least in
German lands, inspired no serious attempts to copy them or their style. Instead, scholars,
patrons, artists and architects focused on architecture, paintings, and furnishings such as
altars and pulpits. For these, they relied primarily on direct knowledge of the German and
Italian churches and paintings they considered Byzantine, on a limited range of prints
depicting such buildings and artworks, and on descriptions in unillustrated histories.
Art forms that are no longer considered definitive of Byzantine art and
architecture – e.g., frescoes and stained glass – were integral to the nineteenth-century
effort to distinguish the Byzantine style, especially the Byzantine revival style, from what
is now called the Gothic. During the second decade of the nineteenth century, artists
working for Ludwig took a leading role in reviving the largely forgotten art of stained
glass, because the foremost German scholars interpreted it as the Western translation of
the Byzantine mosaic tradition. Moreover, these scholars attributed the development of
this art not to France, but to Germany and specifically to tenth-century Bavaria during
what was then considered the Byzantine period of German art. They did this specifically
to contradict the eighteenth-century French scholarship that was then standard.
But this was a later development: initially stained glass played no part in the
Bavarian commissions in a Byzantine revival style, probably because glazing played little
role in the Palatine Chapel in Palermo, which Ludwig I had intended his first Byzantine
commission to recreate. While this project was being developed, the question of whether
and how to use stained glass was explored in the other Byzantine projects. In the process,
the idea that grisaille glazing was characteristic of Byzantine architecture was introduced.
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The limited, if not entirely white, color palette of this Byzantine revival glazing did not
interfere with the frescoes that also came to be understood as integral to Byzantine
structures at this time. Discovery of paint and gilding on the interior walls and sculpture
of Bamberg Cathedral, among the most closely studied German buildings then considered
Byzantine, proved the historical accuracy of this practice. At the same time, rejection of
polychrome stained glass at Bamberg, which contradicted surviving historical evidence,
appears to have been driven by the need to clearly distinguish the Byzantine from the
Gothic revival style so as to insure the legibility of each. The opposition between wall
paintings and stained glass would have an impact on medieval revival architecture long
after the Bavarian revival of the Byzantine style ceased to be recognizable as such.
Imaginary relationships and oppositions such as these led to a definition of Byzantium
based on the desire to strengthen or weaken already perceived connections as much as on
any proof of such connections.

3. Methodology and Primary Sources
In tracing how the Bavarian nineteenth-century definition of Byzantium came to
be filtered through a constellation of confessional, regional and geopolitical perspectives,
I have focused on contemporary texts, including art historical writings, diaries and letters,
and art and artworks as primary sources. All reveal the mindset of those who studied,
commissioned and produced what they considered to be Byzantine or Byzantinizing art
and architecture, and who renovated what they considered to be Byzantine monuments.
The main thrust of my research is toward what Byzantium meant to Ludwig I of Bavaria,
the first post-Byzantine Western patron of a Byzantine revival style, and to the artists and
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architects he employed to produce this style, and how they arrived at its meaning. It has
become standard practice to ignore or re-interpret what these artists (and the scholars they
relied upon) wrote, so as to make their works conform with modern art-historical
understandings of what is or is not Byzantine.22 This practice erases, however
unintentionally, the concerns of the time and place in which the works were renovated or
created and, by extension, renders illegible the ways in which these concerns were
expressed visually.
Teasing out the evolving ideas and agendas of those analyzing and producing
Byzantine art and architecture during the first half of the nineteenth century in Bavaria
required giving equal weight to different kinds of literary products, including letters,
diaries, and published works. I have done this, even though they were not uniformly
accessible in Germany during the first half of the nineteenth century. They provide
valuable evidence for the range of ideas associated with Byzantine art and architecture
when they were written. In certain respects this project echoes those undertaken in regard
to the Gothic style by W.D. Robson-Scott and Paul Frankl nearly two generations ago.
They too looked to a broad range of sources to explore the changing meanings of the
architecture they studied as well as the evolving knowledge of that architecture.23
Mitchell Benjamin Frank’s study of German Romantic painting provides a more recent
methodological precedent for my project, since he focused on Romanticism as it was
22
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defined at the time, rather than on how it has come to be defined in retrospect. His
historically situated approach, while unusual in the established literature on Romanticism,
helped me to define and explore my questions here.24 Henrik Karge’s researches on
nineteenth-century art-historical scholarship have provided methodological inspiration, in
particular, through their finely nuanced approach to the integral relationship between
historicizing architecture and art-historical research in structuring the discipline.25
As my work focuses on the historical imaginary, modern evaluations of whether a
work was in any respect authentically Byzantine have not played a role in my choice of
examples. It is precisely the discrepancies between Bavarian Byzantium(s) and those of
today that provide windows into how this imaginary was constructed. In taking this
approach I have been inspired by scholars such as Sumathi Ramaswamy, who has
analyzed the changing meaning of the lost continent of Lemuria for the historiographies
and geopolitical identities of a range of interlocutors.26 She has demonstrated that ideas
which might seem patently false or even ridiculous according to modern scholarship, if
explored in their own terms, can open up new perspectives on how a sense of rightful
place is not only imagined but reified. It is equally true for early nineteenth-century
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conceptions of Byzantium that the very falseness of their historical and geographical
foundations illuminates this process of place-making. Pursuing these ideas even though
current mainstream scholarship has discredited them therefore repays any intellectual risk
involved.
The Bavarian representations of Byzantium drew on a different range of sources
from those available today. They expressed historical and geographical perspectives
unique to their time and place, and not simply because of the greater difficulty of travel
and more limited availability and quality of relevant imagery. That difficulty necessarily
shaped my choice of evidence. When a work would have been known from printed
sources rather than from direct experience (e.g., Hagia Sophia in Istanbul), I have
attempted to determine as far as possible what the printed sources were. In these cases, I
have preferred to illustrate my discussion with images from the printed sources rather
than, or in addition to, current photographs. Attending not only to what works were
perceived as Byzantine but to what was accessible, and how it was accessible (through
direct experience, or through prints or other sources), has helped to establish the range of
visual information on which nineteenth-century artists and architects based their work. I
have also paid close attention to ideological conditions ranging from wishful thinking and
conscious manipulation, to accidental, unwitting limitations. A certain blindness to what
might seem self-evident today reflects the different ways of knowing these buildings and
shaped nineteenth-century assumptions about them. The observers of the 1820s and
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1830s did not possess eyes any more innocent than ours, and similarly constructed what
appeared to them as evidence on the basis of a blend of perceptions and preconceptions.27

4. Interpretive Approach
With far more evidence at our disposal, we logically expect to achieve more
accurate interpretations of Byzantium than did people of the first half of the nineteenth
century. Whether our interpretations are truer to Byzantium is nevertheless not as certain
as that they are truer to our evolving preconceptions. My goal in exploring the Byzantium
of early nineteenth-century Bavaria is not to determine what is true or false, or to claim
anything about the truth or falsehood of our present state of knowledge. The struggle to
define evidence and to interpret it might seem familiar to us. But the objectives of the
early nineteenth-century intellectuals who turned their interest to Byzantium were
radically different. In light of this, my goal is to decipher how and why this Byzantium
was produced, so that we can better understand the contribution of its monuments and
texts to the art historical and the broader cultural dialogues of their day. Insofara as these
dialogues might also inform the dialogues of our own day, I am convinced that they do
this most effectively when we focus on their difference from rather than on their
conformity with our expectations and theories and the continuities that might be derived
from this.
If from today’s perspective the early nineteenth-century understanding of
Byzantine art, architecture and its influence can look so flawed as to be amusing,28 it
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provided a foundation on which to build. Those who created this foundation were
similarly not without a sense of humor – but to grasp the lively world of their Byzantium
we have to move beyond our own understanding of what can be described as Byzantine
to value early nineteenth-century thought and art on their own terms. Byzantium was a
highly productive category then, just as today, possessing hermeneutic power and logic
both despite and because of its ideological ramifications. To recover the story of early
nineteenth-century Byzantium, I have ignored repeated assertions by modern-day art
historians that the use of the term “Byzantium” in ways that no longer conform to
recognized art-historical scholarship was a mistake, and should be ignored or translated
into more acceptable terminology. As my starting point I have taken the contention that
to ignore what was actually said, in order to rewrite the historiography of art in terms
acceptable to the present, is to reject genuine disciplinary introspection.
The origins of this practice of correcting or overlooking may, ironically, be found
within the discipline’s own efforts at self-examination. In celebrating the contributions of
late nineteenth-century scholars as foundational, art historians have discounted the value
of most earlier contributions to the field as lacking objectivity. In his discussion on midnineteenth-century art historians, Karge commented:
It is above all the positions of Riegl, Wölfflin, Panofsky and Warburg in which
one generally sees modern art history to be grounded. The essential terms and
methods with which art historians still work today were admittedly already
developed earlier, in the middle decades of the nineteenth century. That the great
art-historical works of this time – Burckhardt represents an exception here –
remain virtually unknown to today’s art historians despite their undisputed
pathbreaking significance is to be ascribed above all to the weight of German art
historical writing of the early twentieth century: the epoch of the genesis and
development of the field in the nineteenth century was declared to be merely the
28
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prehistory of the autonomous discipline of art history. The autonomy of art
history has created its own tradition.29
Those enshrined as the founding fathers of our discipline, as pursued in the United States
(and elsewhere) today as much as in Germany, rejected the scholarly contributions of the
1820s and 30s as thoroughly as those of mid-century. Subsequently, these contributions
have been as little examined as those of mid-century, even though they were likewise
integral to the genesis and development of the field: they set the stage for the mid-century
institutionalization of the discipline.30 In this project I confine my discussion to these two
decades and will not trace the evolution of their terms and methods to those of today.
Later in this introduction, I outline the early nineteenth-century organization of art29

“Es sind vor allem die Positionen von Riegl, Wölfflin, Panofsky und Warburg, in
denen man die moderne Kunstgeschichte gemeinhin begründet sieht. Die wesentlichen
Begriffe und Methoden, mit denen Kunsthistoriker(innen) noch heute arbeiten, wurden
freilich schon früher, in den mittleren Jahrzehnten des 19. Jahrhunderts, entwickelt. Daß
die großen kunsthistorischen Werke dieser Zeit – Burckhardt stellt hier eine Ausnahme
dar – trotz ihrer unbestrittenen bahnbrechenden Bedeutung einem heutigen
Kunsthistoriker kaum noch präsent sind, ist vor allem dem Eigengewicht der deutschen
Kunstgeschichtsschreibung des frühen 20. Jahrhunderts zuzuschreiben: Die Epoche der
Entstehung und Entfaltung des Faches im 19. Jahrhundert, wurde nun zur bloßen
Vorgeschichte der autonomen kunsthistorischen Wissenschaft erklärt. Die Autonomie der
Kunstgeschichte hat sich ihre eigene Tradition geschaffen.” Karge, “Das Frühwerk Karl
Schnaases, 402.
30
The institutionalization of art history as an academic discipline is normally dated to the
creation of a permanent chair dedicated to “more recent art history” (neuere
Kunstgeschichte) at the University of Bonn in 1860 (a chair first held by Anton Springer).
By this date, positions for professional art historians at schools of art and architecture had
been standard for several decades. The designation “more recent art history” (a term
which will be discussed below, under “Stylistic Terminology”) indicates the degree to
which the concept of art history was still intimately linked with archaeology, philology,
etc. There had been individual appointments in art history both at Bonn and at other
universities, starting with Johann Dominic Fiorillo at the University of Göttingen in 1813,
as well as professorships at professional schools, such as Franz Kugler’s at the Art
Academy (Akademie der Künste) in Berlin in 1835: how these individual instances
reflected the degree to which art history was generally conceived of as integral to the
ongoing discourses on culture and history, rather than as outposts of an independent field
of inquiry, is discussed in Heinrich Dilly, Kunstgeschichte als Institution. Studien zur
Geschichte einer Disziplin (Frankfurt a/M: Suhrkamp, 1979), 173-206.
30

historical periods, and in the succeeding chapters I discuss other terms and
methodological issues as they arise. My primary focus, however, will be on how, during
a relatively brief span of time, art-historical ideas informed and were informed by the
unfolding process of establishing a since-forgotten category of historical and historicizing
works – those at the time considered Byzantine. In so doing, I hope to draw attention to
how writing about art was a means of investigating, synthesizing and expressing the
cultural and geopolitical positions and aspirations of another time with different values.
That this art historical scholarship interpreted monuments in terms of ethnic, confessional
and political affiliations made it integral to public debate. Even though so much of what
was said has been forgotten, its continued relevance in succeeding decades culminated in
the professionalization of the discipline.
Whether or not one accepts the premise that the discipline subsequently
functioned more or less autonomously and, as such, became less integral to public
debates, it is the frank lack of that autonomy during the 1820s and 1830s that is of special
interest here. Even if one begins at the end of the nineteenth century, however, the history
of art history is more than a series of intellectual milestones that mark our distance from
the questions and the ideas that preceded them. While celebrating the current state of
knowledge, historiography that focuses on such milestones can hinder our ability to
perceive in past scholarship a meaningful dialogue with the broader intellectual and
artistic world that produced it. The richness of the ideas that were filtered through the
seemingly unsophisticated Byzantine lens of early nineteenth-century Bavaria contributes
to a deeper understanding not only of the historiography of Byzantium and of Bavaria but
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also of the scholarship, art and architecture that were powerful components of the
intellectual dialogues of the day.

5. Secondary Sources
To recover the earlier, Bavarian Byzantium required bringing nineteenth-century
texts, restorations, and revival-style monuments together, and then working to respect the
depth and complexity of each. In this I have been inspired, guided, and assisted by a
range of contemporary art historians and historians, whose work which I have come to
appreciate deeply. Even beginning this project would not have been possible without the
quantity and quality of recent investigation and publication of primary sources in varied
and scattered archives. While my footnotes record my indebtedness, I would like to
highlight here a few key publications. Major exhibitions on Bavaria under Ludwig I have
occasioned scholarship and documentation without which a theme such as Byzantium in
Bavaria would have been most difficult. Particular topics have been Ludwig’s patronage
of art and architecture, and the cultural and artistic connections between Bavaria and
Greece.31 The architectural careers of two of the key architects who worked for Ludwig,
Friedrich von Gärtner and Leo von Klenze, have also been subjects of exhibitions. The
accompanying catalogues included edited editions of their letters to key correspondents.32
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Frank Büttner’s scholarship about Peter Cornelius, the artist most responsible for
the revival of fresco painting, and specifically his studies of both Cornelius’s and
Gärtner’s work at the Ludwigskirche, provides the starting point for any further research
into that monument.33 Adrian von Buttlar’s scholarship about Leo von Klenze is
fundamental to interpreting the art and architecture of this time and place.34 GüntherAlexander Haltrich’s dissertation on Klenze’s Allerheiligenhofkapelle brings together a
great deal of information on that building that allowed me to discuss it here.35 The recent
publication of Christine Hans-Schuller’s work on the restoration of Bamberg Cathedral
under Friedrich Karl Rupprecht has proven an unexpectedly rich resource for this project.
Hans-Schuller has shed new light on a key moment in the history of Bamberg’s
renovations and furnishings that several earlier studies had treated only in much broader
terms.36
These secondary sources focus on the oeuvres of the artists and architects in and
of themselves more than on the themes that might connect them. Drawing out the
33
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Byzantine thread from the documentation and analyses of primary sources that these
scholars provide has allowed me to link these oeuvres with one another. Until now, this
thread has been largely ignored, explained away, or addressed as an isolated
phenomenon. Both Buttlar and Haltrich, for instance, treat Klenze’s
Allerheiligenhofkapelle commission as a unique example of Byzantinism that Klenze
went to great lengths to achieve despite his dislike of the Byzantine style, but having no
larger import.37 Below I will argue, by contrast, that Klenze’s struggles with this
commission both informed, and stand in sharp relief against the other Byzantine projects
which Klenze and his colleagues undertook after the Allerheiligenhofkapelle commission
was underway. Frank Büttner is almost the only scholar to take seriously the question of
what Bavarian artists and architects, and Ludwig himself, meant by “Byzantine.”
Surprisingly, he reserves a full exploration of this question for his analysis of Cornelius’s
frescoes at the Ludwigskirche. As I will show below (Chapter Five), this is one aspect of
the building for which the Byzantine intention of artist and patron is purely conjectural,
and evidence of the reception of the work as Byzantine is absent. A consideration of the
Byzantine corpus as interpreted in Cornelius’s day may, however, help to strengthen the
thesis that Cornelius’s frescoes were in some sense Byzantine in conception.
In her study of Bamberg Cathedral, Hans-Schuller provides a brief discussion
about why the building was called Byzantine. She focuses on broad shifts in terminology,
concluding that no innovation in the understanding of Byzantine style was involved on
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the part of Friedrich Karl Rupprecht, the first restorer.38 While bringing to light
Rupprecht’s conscientiousness as a conservator in other respects, she maintains that even
after Rupprecht had discovered traces of medieval polychromy at Bamberg, and he and
Ludwig had demonstrated deep interest in these traces, they preferred to continue with
the original plan to remove all polychromy from the building; this is not, however,
confirmed by her sources.39 Hans-Schuller notes that Ludwig’s early enthusiasm for
classical art and architecture had expressed itself in part through his early and ardent
interest in researching and reviving classical Greek polychromy. She maintains, though,
that medieval architectural polychromy had not been considered before the Bamberg
renovation was underway.40 Examining Bamberg Cathedral in the context of Ludwig’s
other Byzantine projects offers new perspectives on the significance of Rupprecht’s
renovation.
As I will discuss in Chapter Four, interest in medieval polychromy was already
evident during the first decade of the century. This interest arose in reaction to
Napoleon’s secularization of major properties of the Catholic Church in 1802-03, in
consequence of which medieval buildings and artworks had been auctioned off,
abandoned, destroyed, or threatened with destruction. There was particular interest in
what were considered Byzantine-German panel paintings (easily collected and
compared), and growing interest in the wall paintings of what were considered the
Byzantine churches of the Rhineland (and elsewhere), although these were more difficult
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to access and research. In addition, efforts to collect, study and recreate stained glass
proliferated. Shortly before Ludwig’s renovation of Bamberg Cathedral, the project to
replicate Byzantine-style mosaics had begun at Klenze’s Allerheiligenhofkapelle. All of
these provided precedents for the renovations at Bamberg Cathedral. As will also be
addressed in Chapter Four, the interpretation of this cathedral as Byzantine was closely
tied to specific cultural and political circumstances, and Rupprecht used his work there as
an opportunity not simply to investigate medieval polychromy in a general sense but
specifically to develop new ideas concerning Byzantine art and architecture and its
history.
Hans-Schuller addresses in some detail the decisions concerning stained glass at
Bamberg Cathedral, and compares them to those at Regensburg Cathedral. The
restorations and new stained glass commissioned by Ludwig for Regensburg have
themselves been the subjects of extensive study.41 Elgin Vaassen, among others, has
situated her work on the Regensburg windows in the larger context of the collection and
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revival of stained glass in the late eighteenth through early nineteenth centuries.42 As of
yet, though, the growing body of research on revival stained glass has paid scant attention
to the relationship between stained glass and other media, and how together they served
to increase the differentiation among medieval styles both in scholarship and in revival
monuments. Bavarian artists and architects helped to define these styles, not least through
their early and intense engagement with questions of what constituted Byzantine
polychromy. In considering the answers that these artists and architects provided, I hope
that the present study will contribute to broader considerations of early nineteenthcentury revivals of media, including frescoes and stained glass, as interrelated elements
of a larger project of re-envisioning the past.

6. Geopolitical and Confessional Framework
Geopolitical and confessional concerns were central to the Byzantine thread in
Bavarian art and architecture during the 1820s ad 1830s. The Byzantiums constructed in
these decades had their source in scholarship of the Napoleonic era, when French control
over Central Europe prompted many to turn to medieval art and architecture as
embodiments of an ideal German nation and its spirit. The rampant destruction of
medieval monuments during Napoleonic secularization encouraged a view of these works
as the antithesis of the art and architecture of France and its Enlightenment culture.
French Enlightenment cultural currents had predominated at German courts through
much of the century preceding the arrival of French Revolutionary forces in 1792.
Through medieval monuments, German identity could be located, affirmed, investigated
42
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and defended. Those, like Ludwig, who looked to Byzantine art and architecture to
demonstrate a special German connection with Greece and the East, built on the work of
the Romantic writer and theorist Friedrich Schlegel (1772-1829). At the same time that
Napoleon dissolved the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation in 1806, Schlegel
introduced the idea that the Rhenish architecture of the early medieval period exhibited
Hellenizing features influenced by the tastes of the Roman Emperor Constantine.
Schlegel was particularly concerned about the fate of the Rhineland and of its sacred
architecture under French rule. His account suggests that he understood Constantine’s
Christianity as Rhenish in origin, and that it was in some sense a Rhenish-informed
Christianity that Constantine brought with him to the eastern Mediterranean, although it
was a Greek-informed architecture that Constantine (according to Schlegel’s account)
preferred for Christian churches and so would be transferred from the East to the
Rhineland. Constantine had not only begun his career in the Rhineland (in Trier), but
following his Edict of Milan (313) legalizing Christianity, had become a great patron of
the church and, in 330, moved his seat from Rome to Byzantium (Constantinople). This
move came to define the transition from Roman antiquity to the post-classical Roman
Empire known as Byzantium. Byzantium provided not only a noble, Christian heritage
for the now disgraced Holy Roman Empire, but one that since the Middle Ages the West
had understood as essentially Greek. This Byzantine Greek heritage was a direct
contradiction to the Greece that Enlightenment intellectuals, especially in France, had
celebrated as both democratic and pagan.
Other scholars quickly picked up on Schlegel’s formulation and by the end of the
Napoleonic Wars in 1815, Germany’s (and especially the Rhineland’s) Byzantine roots
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were firmly established in scholarship that looked not only to the Carolingian period, but
equally to the Ottonian. This had the advantage of defining the Holy Roman Empire
without reference to the earlier Merovingian dynasty, which was claimed by France.
Moreover, it provided Germany with Greek roots and monuments and Eastern sources for
its culture. These could vie for prestige with the Roman ones claimed by France and the
Latin West, which came to be understood as Germany’s age-old and ever-threatening
cultural opponents. This belief persisted long after Napoleon’s reorganization of the rest
of Europe on a Roman Imperial model.
Scholars adapted art-historical scholarship to the post-Napoleonic situation as an
important way to explore evolving questions of what constituted German identity and
how to express patriotic feeling. This was done in the absence of a single nation state or a
single religious confession. On account of the desire to locate a more comprehensive
German national identity, the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation (Heiliges
Römisches Reich Deutscher Nation, as it is has been known since the sixteenth century in
German-speaking Europe) continued to signify the idea of German nationhood. Despite
the acknowledged impotence of this empire in its final years, and perhaps partly because
of its complex political, linguistic, ethnic and religious composition, it was the only body
that stood for an over-arching German political unity.43 The Holy Roman Empire, ruled
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that provided forums for the expression of regional concerns: see Peter H. Wilson, The
Holy Roman Empire, 1495-1806 (New York: St. Martin’s, 1999), 2 and 20-22. As the
empire came to be claimed as a foundation for German nationalist causes, the extended
name was projected back onto the medieval empire, which was interpreted as having
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by the Habsburgs from Vienna from 143844 remained the primary chronological and
geographical context, therefore, for discussing German art and architecture.
Looking back beyond the Western “Holy Roman” Empire, Germans had a
Byzantine, Eastern Roman imperial inheritance – one that could still be seen in its art and
architecture. This idea helped to fill the present political vacuum and uncertainty about
the future by providing a secondary chronological and geographical context for
considering German identity. From the fall of Napoleon in 1814 into the 1860s it
remained unclear whether Catholic Austria or Protestant Prussia, or even one of the midsized German states such as Bavaria, would take the leadership position in a unified
German state. When they shifted from rediscovering the Byzantine style to reviving ir,
Bavarian architects, artists and patrons stressed what they understood as its classical,
medieval or Eastern aspects, and they did so to express the nature of the German
inheritance and thus to define German identity in their own terms.
During this period between the dissolution of the Holy Roman Empire and the
proclamation of a politically unified Germany in 1871, patriotism also came into play on
the level of the individual German states.45 German patriotism lay close to many people’s

been essentially German from its inception. This inception was traced to 800, when the
Pope crowned Charlemagne Emperor.
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The one exception to this otherwise uninterrupted period of Habsburg rule was the
reign of Charles VII (1742-45), which briefly realized competing Bavarian Wittelsbach
aspirations to the imperial throne.
45
When I refer to the German “lands” and “states” here, I include those of the Austrian
Empire. As John Breuilly has noted, in the course of the transition from the Holy Roman
Empire to the proclamation of a German Empire in 1871, “Germany was unified in part
through division: the exclusion of Austrian Germany from the new state. There rapidly
developed an official historiography which legitimized this new state but it rather
uneasily blended themes of Prussian and German identity, national and federal values.“
John Breuilly, “Historians and the Nation,” chap. 3 in History and Historians in the
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hearts, but what it meant beyond the level of any given state or region was ambiguous. It
was not just out of a sense of local pride, therefore, that claims about the nature of
German culture characteristically set up one state or region as paradigmatic of the
whole.46 This was as true of the concept of a German Byzantium as it was for other ways
of imagining Germany. The focus on the Rhineland among Germans of the Napoleonic
era, meanwhile, became less pronounced with the fall of Napoleon. The Rhineland was
no longer under French control and the variously re-organized German states began to vie
with each other for cultural prominence. For example, Christian Ludwig Stieglitz (17561836) of Leipzig, one of the leading architectural historians of the day, by 1820 had
defined the Byzantine period of German art and architecture as essentially Saxon and
Lutheran. Although his works appear to have informed architects working in the
Byzantine style in Bavaria in the ensuing decades, the Byzantium they created was
nevertheless essentially Bavarian and Catholic. I will discuss this in some detail below.
In the wake of Napoleon, a most pressing political question was the extent to
which Europe’s restored monarchies should be limited or replaced by constitutional
forms of government. Intellectuals across the political spectrum pointed to Germany’s
Byzantine inheritance as supportive of their various positions. Schlegel continued to
explore the Holy Roman Empire’s Byzantine roots even after he moved to Vienna to try
to resurrect the Holy Roman Empire as an absolute monarchy – one in which
constitutions would play no role. Ludwig while Crown Prince helped to write a

Twentieth Century, ed. Peter Burke (Oxford: Oxford University Press for the British
Academy, 2002), 69.
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On the relationship of regional to national identity during this period see Celia
Applegate, A Nation of Provincials: The German Idea of Heimat (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1990).
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constitution for Bavaria. Examining his Allerheiligenhofkapelle commission, however, it
is evident that when he inherited the throne Byzantium would provide him with an image
of anti-Enlightenment, state-controlled religiosity. Such a religiosity ideally suited his
efforts to use the Church to strengthen loyalty to his regime. These efforts found parallels
in Prussia and elsewhere.47 Others, such as Stieglitz, regarded German Byzantium as
predating the corruption that accompanied the increasing papal authority that prompted
the Protestant Reformation. In this view, Byzantium offered a connection between the
free (i.e., proto-Protestant) spirit of the late medieval German cities and ancient Greece as
the cradle of democracy.
The difference between Ludwig’s and Stieglitz’s perspectives is only one aspect
of the Bavarian Byzantine revival. It contributes to what might be considered the subject
here, the art history of nineteenth-century confessionalism. This has been insufficiently
studied, because until recently there was a widespread notion that the nineteenth century
was the Age of Secularization.48 But the confessional interpretations of Byzantium were
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On Ludwig’s determination to bring the Catholic Church in Bavaria under his control
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overt in the first half of the nineteenth century and perhaps especially complex because of
this. Ludwig intended his cultural policies not only to re-establish the role of the Catholic
Church in Bavaria, but also to keep it free of Jesuits. Related to this was Ludwig’s desire
to cleanse its medieval monuments of renovations that reflected what he understood as
the Jesuits’ excessive loyalty to Rome. Ludwig thus used German medieval architecture
to express his position in the increasingly confessionally-charged dialogue that defined
medieval styles against the nascent but already maligned concept of the Jesuit style.
Evonne Levy’s recent study Propaganda and the Jesuit Baroque addresses the
polemical aspects of Catholic Baroque art and architecture. She also traces how
nineteenth-century responses to the Baroque were neutralized or removed from arthistorical discourse to the point that neither the seventeenth-century nor the nineteenthcentury significance of these polemics can be fully evaluated.49 In confronting the
polemics of this “Jesuit” style and its historiography, Levy pursues a more nuanced
understanding of the confessional strife that has helped to shape the historiography of art
and architecture. This confessional strife revived quickly and vigorously once Napoleon’s
defeat removed from power the man whom many Christians perceived as their common
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enemy. Building on Levy, I have focused on an aspect of the nineteenth-century art
historical framework that was integral to the confessional politics of the day and which
the imposition of updated terminology has obscured. As for the “Jesuit” style, the arthistorical categories have changed so much that it no longer rings true that the early
nineteenth-century monuments built or renovated as “Byzantine” either imitated or
emulated what we understand as Byzantine style. Rather than making these works
conform to our categories, it is necessary to try to grasp the earlier framework if we are to
understand how these monuments, and how art history, informed the world for which
they were constructed. To situate this project, I will need to trace some highlights of this
lost history.

7. Imitation vs. Emulation
The varied concepts of imitation represented in Byzantine revival and renovation
projects of the first half of the century all responded in some way to the works of Johann
Joachim Winckelmann (1717-68), since his idealization of Greek art had established the
classicizing paradigm that Romantic historicism challenged. His seminal formulation of
the role of imitation was expressed in 1755 in his Reflections on the Imitation of Greek
Works in Painting and Sculpture (Gedanken über die Nachahmung der griechischen
Werke in der Mahlerey und Bildhauer-Kunst, 1755; rev. ed., 1756): “The only way for us
to become great or, if this be possible, inimitable, is to imitate the ancients.”50
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“Der einzige Weg für uns, groß, ja, wenn es möglich ist, unnachahmlich zu werden, ist
die Nachahmung der Alten….” Johann Joachim Winckelmann, Reflections on the
Imitation of Greek Works in Painting and Sculpture, trans. Elfriede Heyer and Roger C.
Norton (La Salle, Illinois: Open Court, 1987), 4 and 5. This translation is based on
Winckelmann, Gedanken über die Nachahmung der griechischen Werke in der Mahlerey
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Winckelmann’s call was at once compelling and ambiguous: he emphasized that
imitation of the ancients was to be a foundation for the arts onto which the selective
imitation of nature should eventually be added in order, ultimately, to achieve originality.
While Winckelmann did not clearly define originality in his Reflections, he claimed to
find it in the works of Michelangelo, Raphael and Correggio. Moving beyond Italy and
into the seventeenth century, he also found it in the work of Rubens and Poussin. The
publication, starting in 1762, of James Stuart’s and Nicholas Revett’s plans and
elevations of the classical monuments of Athens made possible even more rigorous study
and imitation of the Greeks for the majority of artists and architects who (like
Winckelmann) would never make it to Greece.51 It provided them with a means through
which they could try to equal or surpass the Greek models.
Winckelmann’s second and more influential work, History of the Art of Antiquity
(Geschichte der Kunst des Alterthums, 1764), appeared in continuously revised versions
into the early nineteenth century. It expanded and in some respects changed the terms of
his earlier discussion.52 There he identified style for the first time as the subject of art
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history.53 But even more, he conceived of style as an expression of climate (which he
defined as locality, weather, food), ethnicity (for Winckelmann, variously a product of
climate and an independent factor) and culture (consisting for Winckelmann above all of
education, constitution, government). In short, for Winckelmann, style was an expression
of context, whether broadly or narrowly construed.54 Only where context conspired to
produce the greatest freedom, i.e., in Greece, could artistic perfection be achieved.55 He
depicted all the styles of antiquity as rising and declining over time (in conjunction with
freedom and other determinants).56 He further divided the ideal, Greek style into even
more chronological stages than others had and traced how the Greek style had been
influenced by that of the Phoenicians (for which he admittedly had little evidence) and in
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turn influenced the styles of the Etruscans and Romans, among other peoples.57
Perfection itself was in that way deeply contextualized.
Winckelmann’s emphasis on the determinative aspects of context meant that the
use of imitation of the Greeks to achieve perfection beyond one’s own climate, ethnicity
and culture was effectively limited.58 It also meant that all art and architecture had a
history, and so suggested the possibility of tracing the progress and interaction of all
peoples through the style of their art and architecture.59 Schlegel, during his years in Paris
and Cologne, was among those who had substantially contributed to such efforts, not
least by introducing Byzantium as a historical continuum between Greece and Germany.
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This was well before Hegel introduced his “thoroughgoing historicizing of the classical
ideal” in his famous lectures of the 1820s.60
Throughout the later eighteenth century, esteem for classical, especially Greek
forms, as the origin and epitome of taste remained nearly universal in German lands. The
rules of harmony and proportion were derived from classical monuments, and the
systematization of classical architectural forms within orders was maintained as it had
been described by Vitruvius. This challenged artists, especially architects, to express their
own ideas and fulfill modern requirements while at the same time demonstrating their
thorough understanding and appreciation of classical models. All works were vulnerable
to criticism for expressing either too weak a grasp of classical precedents or too little
originality. Growing numbers of artists, architects and theorists wondered whether it
might not make more sense to find a style that perfectly expressed their own ethnicity,
geography, history, and culture rather than trying to fit themselves to a style which
perfectly expressed classical Greece. When they turned towards medieval models as a
solution, they found themselves, moreover, freer to interpret these models as they saw fit.
There was no single publication equivalent to that of Stuart and Revett for the imitation
of Byzantine or Gothic architecture. Because almost all the models for these buildings
were in Italy or Germany, both personal acquaintance and the availability and quality of
published plans and elevations varied considerably. Hagia Sophia, which was known
largely through a set of seventeenth-century prints which was frequently republished, was
a notable exception.
60
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What sometimes appears to be a flexible approach to imitation was to some
degree necessitated by a lack of documentation, knowledge or skills required to achieve a
high degree of stylistic precision. This seeming flexibility was also driven by the desire,
equally inspired by Winckelmann, to use medieval art and architectural styles to
demonstrate perceived or desired historical connections and developments. Arguably the
emphasis on such connections and developments was especially marked in Byzantine
revival architecture. These factors complicate the effort to deduce from purely visual
evidence the precision with which an artist or architect intended to reproduce a given
historical model or its style. The desire to reproduce still competed with the desire to
present medieval styles as equivalent to, or even resembling, the classicizing orders,
proportions and other characteristics earlier established as the ideal.
The archaeological historicism of medieval revival architecture of the second half
of nineteenth century achieved a highly precise level of imitation. This was not yet a
possibility during the period covered in this dissertation. The restoration and completion
of existing medieval monuments to what was perceived as their original, or originally
intended, style did stimulate the development of knowledge and skills that would lead to
the later archaeological historicism. By today’s standards the level of imitation in
Byzantine revival and restoration of the 1820s and 30s was almost always far from
convincing. The tension between imitation and emulation can be traced in early
nineteenth-century discussions of these works, which sometimes even include phrases
derived directly from Winckelmann. Where this tension can be documented, I will pay
close attention to whether the artist or architect is praised for accurately recreating a style
or model, or for emulating the spirit of the original in a new form. Such discussions
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provide a platform for evaluating the reception of works as recreations or
reinterpretations of the Byzantine past. At the same time, the development of arthistorical knowledge and skills led to Byzantinizing works that combined elements
which, based on art-historical conjecture, ought not to have coexisted. Neither full
imitations nor emulations, such works of art and architecture functioned as heuristic
devices, retroactively reifying art-historical developments, connections and even
discontinuities. These were as inspired by Winckelmann’s theories as were the most
concerted efforts at Nachahmung. They therefore provide windows into the reciprocal
relationship between historicism and art history that forms an underlying theme of
following chapters.

8. Stylistic Terminology
A persistent problem in moving between another language and English is the
tendency for foreign words and phrases that are conventionally not translated when used
in English to become de-contextualized their English-language usage. This decontextualization has contributed to the tendency in English-language scholarship to
retroactively “correct” nineteenth-century categories for historicizing styles in light of
later scholarship.61 I have tried to avoid this at every stage by situating the terminology of
my sources within the larger cultural framework that also informed the monuments and
scholars I am studying. A case in point: research on the Rundbogenstil (or Round-Arch
style) that does not attend to the degree to which round arches were considered indicative
of the Byzantine style but rather uses the term Rundbogenstil to replace seemingly
61
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problematic references to Byzantine style. Such efforts obscure the past in order to
harmonize it with the present. In focusing on the neglected theme of Byzantium, when
and where it was explicitly addressed from a historical perspective, I intend to build
productive bridges between scholarship, monuments and media that have attracted (with
some exceptions) little attention in English-language scholarship. Even in Germanlanguage research, in too many cases these elements have been considered more or less in
isolation. More than this, I hope to bring an awareness of how early nineteenth-century
German scholars, artists and architects worked together to investigate the past while
shaping the present. In so doing, they helped to establish art history as a vehicle for
cultural discourse, with its own vocabulary.62
The stylistic terminology used in Bavaria during the 1820s and 30s, while it was
subject to open debate and refinement, was shared, debated and refined within the context
of a German reading public. The concept of a Byzantine style or manner (Stil or Art) that
I address here had limited currency beyond German lands, where art-historical terms
reflected different scholarly, confessional and geo-political perspectives.63 From midcentury, a more fully international art-historical discourse led to the restructuring of
terminology so as to reflect broader scholarly opinion but, before that date, terminology
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reflected the greater cultural embeddedness of intellectual discourse, making it a valuable
tool for studying the period.64 The tendency to examine the early etymologies of arthistorical terminology as if they belonged to one universal art-historical discourse has,
more often than not, left the German context obscure.65 The German context is, however,
significant to the historiography of the discipline because it is the one out of which art
history was first established as an academic specialization in the second half of the
century. In order to better investigate the early nineteenth-century German category
“Byzantine” I will, therefore, make use of the terminology of that time and place. I will
only use the terminology current today when this seems necessary for the sake of clarity.

i. Egyptian, Greek, Etruscan, Roman, Indian (ägyptisch, griechisch, römisch, indisch)
In German lands at the start of the nineteenth century, art and architecture fell into
two broad categories: classical and non-classical. The non-classical, termed “Newer,”
mainly designated works produced in a chronological and geographical span that began
in fifteenth-century Italy and culminated in seventeenth-century France. This category is
treated in greater depth below, under its own subheading. The category “Newer” was
devised in response to the framework of classical styles already established by
Winckelmann and others during the preceding century. Keeping Winckelmann’s History
64
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of the Art of Antiquity up-to-date for the nineteenth century was the goal of, among
others, Heinrich Meyer, Goethe’s collaborator on artistic matters.66 Cultures beyond
those addressed by Winckelmann – Egypt, the Etruscans, Greece and Rome – tended to
be seen as peripheral to the main narrative of art history. In the 1810s and 20s, however,
the style of ancient Indian art and architecture came to supplement (or even replace) that
of Egypt as a basis for the Western tradition. Assigning this role to the Indian style was
inspired less by visual evidence than by the recent discovery that Indian and European
languages shared a common ancestor. Friedrich Schlegel (1772-1829) demonstrated this
in 1808, though he mistakenly identified this ancestral language as Sanskrit.67 (This
development harmonized with Schlegel’s own understanding of his accomplishment; in
discovering an Indian heritage, Schlegel believed he had made a contribution to Western
culture akin to that which Italian philologists had made in rediscovering its Greek and
Roman heritage.68) While Schlegel did not link Indian and Byzantine, Byzantium
constituted the other significant Eastern source for German culture that Schlegel
66
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proposed during the Napoleonic era. For art and architecture, Byzantium would soon
prove the more productive alternative to France (the occupying force) and Rome
(disparaged by Winckelmann and an inspiration for Napoleon). Schlegel’s idea that
Byzantium had influenced German culture informed the charged topic of what
constituted the Gothic.

ii. (Old) Gothic, (Old) Germanic; Old Gothic vs. New Gothic
(altgothisch/gothisch: altgermanisch/germanisch; altgothisch vs. neugothisch)
The art and architecture of the Western Middle Ages were designated as
Germanic or Gothic. Germanic peoples, and the Goths as a subset of them, were
understood as ethnicities with a continuous history into the nineteenth century, so that the
basic terms were sometimes qualified as Old Germanic or Old Gothic in order to
distinguish a chronological period distinct from the present. The preceding period,
Antiquity (Altertum, as defined by Winckelmann et al.), was generally considered to have
ended after Constantine had consolidated his position as sole ruler of the Roman Empire,
legalized Christianity and, in 330, moved the seat of the empire from Rome to
Constantinople.
In the mid-sixteenth century Vasari, in his Lives of the Most Excellent Italian
Architects Painters and Sculptors (Vite de' più eccellenti architetti, pittori et scultori
italiani, 1550, rev. ed.,1568), attributed to the Goths the medieval buildings in Italy and
France, “the buildings that are called by us to-day German.”69 At the end of the sixteenth
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du C. de Vere; ed. David Ekserdjian (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1996), 1:40-41 and
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century, after most others had stopped building in this style, the Society of Jesus (founded
1534) sponsored architecture that consciously referenced medieval architecture. The
Petrikirche in Münster (1590-97; rebuilt), with its slender spires and traceried windows
[fig. 1.1] is one example.70 By the early seventeenth century, drawing on Vasari, the
Society may have been the first to popularize the term “Gothic” for the style of the
architecture it was interpreting.71 At the end of the seventeenth century the French scholar
Jean-Francois Félibien des Avaux (1658-1733) was the first to divide the Gothic into
phases. Old Gothic (gothique ancienne) loosely included all Western European
architecture from the fall of the Roman Empire until what would today be called the
advent of the Gothic style. He attributed Old Gothic to the cold Germanic North. New
Gothic (gothique nouvelle), the rough equivalent of what would today be called the
Gothic style, he attributed to temperate France.72 Félibien also suggested a third, decadent
phase, which was largely forgotten by later scholars who used Félibien’s ideas, but
seemed not to know them directly.73

58. (This is an abridged version of Vasari, Vite de' più eccellenti architetti, pittori et
scultori italiani, rev. ed., 1568.)
70
On the Gothic style as interpreted in the Jesuits’ first churches of the Rhineland and
Westphalia see Kaufmann, Toward a Geography of Art, 246-48.
71
See Robson-Scott, Literary Background of the Gothic Revival, 7-8, where he notes the
Jesuit use of the Gothic style in the Spanish Netherlands and northern France (and
especially Flanders).
72
Jean-Francois Félibien des Avaux, Les Plans et les Descriptions de deux des plus
belles maisons de campagne de Pline le consul, avec des remarques sur tous ses
bâtiments et une Dissertation touchant l’architecture antique et l’architecture gothique
(1699). See Robson-Scott, Literary Background of the Gothic Revival, 44-47; also
Frankl, Gothic: Literary Sources and Interpretations, 343-346, and Bizzarro,
Romanesque Architectural Criticism, 144.
73
During the “third and decadent phase of medieval architecture Gothic degenerated into
an inordinate boldness of construction and a confused mass of intricate ornamentation
which resembled filigree work.” See Robson-Scott, Literary Background of the Gothic
Revival, 45; on the transmission of Félibien’s ideas in France and Germany see p. 47.
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While the terms “Old Gothic” and “New Gothic” (Alt- and Neugotisch) became
standard designations of art historical styles, the Jesuits came to be dissociated from both
styles. By the late eighteenth century, in German lands at least, the Jesuits were
exclusively associated with what is now known as the baroque or early modern style (see
below under “New Roman”). Gothic, by contrast, came to be considered an ecumenical
(because pre-Reformation) German style, antithetical to Jesuit purposes. Representative
of this approach is Goethe’s early essay “On German Architecture” (Von deutscher
Baukunst, 1772), in which he lionized the architect of Strasbourg Minster for
magnificently expressing the German spirit through Gothic architecture. This spirit, he
claimed, was misperceived by Italians and, especially, by the French.74 In this work,
published anonymously, Goethe cried out to such unseeing eyes:
… Latins! You scramble over the ruins to cadge a system of proportions, you
cobble together your summer-houses out of the blessed rubble, and think
yourselves the true guardians of the secrets of art if you can reckon the inches and
minutest lines of past buildings.75
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The essay was probably written a year after Goethe’s return to Frankfurt, and under the
influence of friends who were at that time campaigning against Enlightenment artistic
and cultural ideals, which were often condemned simply as “French” (though the
accomplishments of French artists and writers who did not conform to Enlightenment
ideals were warmly praised without regard to their nationality). See William Douglas
Robson-Scott, The Younger Goethe and the Visual Arts (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981), 36-39 and 45-51.
75
“… Welscher! Krochst an den mächtigen Resten Verhältnisse zu betteln, flicktest aus
den heiligen Trümmern dir Lusthäuser zusammen, und hältst dich für Verwahrer der
Kunstgeheimnisse, weil du auf Zoll und Linien von Riesengebäuden Rechenschaft geben
kannst.” Johann Wolfgang Goethe, “Von deutscher Baukunst. D.M. Erwini a Steinbach,”
orig. self-pub. (Frankfurt, 1772 [dated 1773]); reprinted in idem, Schriften zur Kunst, ed.
Christian Beutler, Gedenkausgabe der Werke, Briefe und Gespräche, 28. August 1949, v.
13 (Zurich: Artemis, [1949]), 16-26; here, p. 18. English translation from Johann
Wolfgang von Goethe, Goethe on Art, ed. and trans. John Gage (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1980), 105 (I have reinserted the exclamation
point as in original, and translated “Welscher” as “Latins” rather than “dagoes”).
56

Goethe emphasized the Germanness of the Gothic by contrasting it with a calculating
Latin spirit. Those who trace their cultural heritage to Imperial Rome (i.e., those
disreputable foreigners who speak Romance languages, the Welschen, translated here as
“Latins”) could not perceive its genius. As the epitome of such misunderstanding he
pointed to a French Jesuit architectural critic, Marc-Antoine Laugier (1713-69), whom he
misread to fit this purpose.76 Goethe did not go so far as to call the Gothic style superior
to that of Classical Greece, which remained for him the ultimate measure of greatness.
But he did celebrate the Germanness of the Gothic and identified a specific Jesuit (on the
eve of the dissolution of the Society of Jesus in 1773) as representative of the Latin
culture that had misjudged it.

iii. Arabic, Moorish, Saracenic (arabisch, maurisch, saracenisch)
The idea that the Gothic style was alien to the Jesuits turned out to be more
enduring than the idea that Gothic architecture was essentially German. Drawing on
British and French scholarship, Goethe, along with the majority of German scholars in
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W.D. Robson-Scott, The Literary Background of the Gothic Revival: A Study in the
History of Taste (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965), 50-52. Goethe was hardly the only
German writer who inveighed against the French and Italians in defense of German
culture at this time. At the University of Göttingen, for example, the circle of poets called
the Göttinger Hainbund (Brotherhood of the Göttingen Grove, founded in 1772, the year
Goethe wrote “Von deutscher Baukunst”), was known for its Pietist Protestant diatribes
against the insidious influence of the French and Italians, who threatened to corrupt the
pure and noble German (Protestant) soul. See Jost Hermand, “Caspar David Friedrich and
the National Cultural Heritage,” in Searching for Common Ground, ed. Vaszonyi, 10624; here, p. 110, and idem, “Back to the Roots: The Teutonic Revival from Klopstock to
the Wars of Liberation,” in From the Greeks to the Greens: Images of the Simple Life, ed.
Reinhold Grimm and Jost Hermand (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989), 4862; here, pp. 52-53. Attacks against the Welschen on behalf of German culture often
combined a defense of Protestantism with an assertion of German patriotism; Goethe,
however anti-Catholic he may have been, did not defend Protestantism per se.
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the last decades of the eighteenth century, determined that the New Gothic style was
actually a result of Saracenic influence on the Old Gothic style, and so not truly German
after all.77 In an influential account of 1792 Stieglitz dismissed much of the art and
architecture of medieval Christian Europe as displaying the further degradation of the
classical tradition, and especially of the Greek art and architecture he most admired. At
the same time, like the English scholarship he appears to have been following, he greatly
admired the Arabic (a term he used broadly, according to standard practice, where
“Islamic” is generally used today) and Moorish (i.e., specifically Spanish Islamic)
cultures, including their art and architecture.78 According to his account, Arabic and
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In the early eighteenth century English and French scholars popularized the theory that
Islamic architecture had inspired Christian architects to develop the Gothic style. See
Paul Frankl, The Gothic: Literary Sources and Interpretations through Eight Centuries
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960), 363-65, on Christopher Wren’s 1713
assertion that the Gothic style was inspired by Islamic architecture. For the possible
influence of John Evelyn on Wren see pp. 359-60 [inexplicably, on p. 376 Frankl dates
Wren’s statement back to 1666]. See pp. 375-77 for François de Salignac de la Mothe
Fénelon’s statement of the Arabic origins of Gothic in the second dialogue of his
Dialogues sur l’éloquence en général et sur celle de la chaire en particulier, written
before 1715 and published at the latest by 1718; see also p. 390 on Jacques-François
Blondel’s elaboration of Fénelon’s theory, published in 1752. Evelyn, Fénelon and
Blondel all cited Islamic inspiration as responsible for the faults of the Gothic style;
Wren, by contrast, gave a more positive assessment and saw Muslims as providing
Europe with the arts and culture it had lost. For later British versions of the theory of
Islamic origins see also Tonia Raquejo, “The ‘Arab Cathedrals’: Moorish Architecture as
Seen by British Travellers,” The Burlington Magazine v. 128, no. 1001 (1986), 555-63
[Raquejo (p. 555) dates public awareness of Wren’s theory to the posthumous publication
of his Parentalia (London, [1750]), 306, without reference to earlier English or French
sources].
78
By 1765, with the Gothic Revival in full swing in England, a British architectural
historian, Stephen Riou (1720-80), identified the Islamic peoples of North Africa and,
especially, Spain (“Moors” or “Saracens”), as the source of this architectural inspiration:
see Raquejo, “Arab Cathedrals,” 555, citing Riou, The Grecian Orders of Architecture
(London, [1768]), 9-10. In France, the theory of the Gothic style’s Islamic origins led to
criticism of its inappropriateness for Christian use; in England this theory seems to have
contributed to a Protestant re-valorization of the Gothic, which could be dissociated from
Catholicism to the extent that it had originated in (likewise revalorized) Muslim arts and
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Moorish works had been modeled on those of the Byzantine lands the Arabs had
conquered. He distinguished Moorish architecture from Byzantine only by the use of
horseshoe, rather than round (Greek, as he believed) arches, and he saw Moorish
architecture as the most sophisticated of the Middle Ages.79 He accordingly described
Old Gothic (altgothisch) as crude and clumsy (plump und schwerfällig). He also saw
New Gothic (neugothisch) as the same style improved and refined (verschönert und
veredelt) in Spain by Greek artists creating works under Arabic influence. That influence
seems to have explained for Stieglitz why, despite all its irregularities, the New Gothic
still charmed connoisseurs.80 Stieglitz noted, however, that buildings built in Saxony
under Henry I, a Holy Roman Emperor (r. 919-36) of the Saxon dynasty (also called the
Ottonian dynasty, 911-1024), struck a happy middle ground between Old and New
Gothic. It was neither too clumsy nor suffering from excessive ornamentation.81 The New
Gothic style, according to Stieglitz’s 1792 account, spread from Spain to the rest of
Europe, with the exception of Italy. This theory quickly became popular. When lecturing
in Berlin in 1801-02 Friedrich’s brother, the literary theorist and translator August
Schlegel (1767-1845), who, like Friedrich, demonstrated an early fascination with
Sanskrit, seems to have accepted the Saracenic theory (using the term broadly, apparently
as a synonym for “Arabic”), while already suggesting that Indian sources might also be
considered.82 In this, August anticipated the enthusiasm that would be generated by
Friedrich Schlegel’s philological research. Given the continued dominance of the
culture. English, like French, criticism of Spain was highly anti-Catholic, with the added
dimension of being pro-Protestant: see Brüggemann, “Spanienberichte,” 12-14.
79
Stieglitz, Encyklopädie der bürgerlichen Baukunst, 191-92.
80
Stieglitz, Encyklopädie der bürgerlichen Baukunst, 188-90 and 196-97.
81
Stieglitz, Encyklopädie der bürgerlichen Baukunst, 206.
82
Frankl, Gothic: Literary Sources and Interpretations, 455-56.
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Saracenic theory, imagine Goethe’s surprise when he encountered Boisserée. When
introducing himself and his research to Goethe in 1810, Boisserée categorically rejected
the idea of New Gothic architecture’s essentially Saracen (i.e., Arabic, Moorish)
character and again celebrated it as German.83 Initially, Goethe remained skeptical: he
had not considered the Byzantine question, considered Gothic as originating in Islamic
architecture, and had little regard for Boisserée’s teacher, Schlegel.84

iv. Hellenizing, Greek, Byzantine, rounded arch (gräzicierend, neugriechisch,
byzantinisch, rundbogen)
vs. German, Romantic, pointed arch (romantisch, deutsch, spitzbogen)
Along with his brother Melchoir (1786-1851) and their friend (Melchior’s
partner) Johann Baptist Bertram (1776-1841), Sulpiz Boisserée had studied Greek
philosophy and literary history with Friedrich Schlegel in Napoleonic Paris. At the same
time, the Boisserées and Bertram turned Schlegel’s attention towards medieval
architecture and the Catholic Church.85 While introducing Schlegel to the Cathedral of
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In 1823 Hegel still identified the Moorish style as an aspect of the Gothic style (though
not as the source of the Gothic). Karge, “Zwischen Naturwissenschaft und
Kulturgeschichte,” 41, n. 11.
84
On 14 May, 1810, shortly after his first meeting with Sulpiz Boisserée, Goethe wrote to
his friend Karl Friedrich Reinhard: “strangest of all seems to me now the German
patriotism which insisted in claiming this obviously Sarcenic plant as a product of our
native soil.” See Robson-Scott, Literary Background, 176, and discussion below. Goethe
was hardly alone in his tracing Gothic architecture to Islamic art (as will be discussed
further in chap. 5), The Prince of Württemberg, on visiting Boisserée’s collection in
1814, was among those whose convictions of the Gothic’s Islamic origins had not yet
been swayed by German patriots; see the entry dated July 3, 1814, in Boisserée,
Tagebücher v. 1, p. 162. Like Bavaria, Württemberg had recently been raised to a
kingdom by Napoleon, though whether this now delicate political situation influenced the
prince’s reception of this re-interpretation of Gothic art and architecture is not clear.
85
Sulpiz Boisserée, “Fragmente einer Selbstbiographie,” in Tagebücher, 1808-1854, ed.
H.-J. Weitz, 5 vols. (Darmstadt: Eduard Roether, 1978-95), 1:21-22. Alexander Hamilton
was teaching Schlegel Sanskrit at the time, while Antoine Léon de Chézy was teaching
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Notre Dame, his students expressed additional enthusiasm for the many other medieval
monuments that they would pass on their return trip to Cologne in the spring of 1804.86
The devotion of these young men – in particular, Sulpiz Boisserée –to the damaged and
threatened medieval architecture moved Schlegel to join them in their efforts to study,
save, and publicize it.
Schlegel accompanied his students on their trip home, and published an influential
travelogue in 1806.87 This work, “Letters on a Trip through the Netherlands, Rhine
Regions, Switzerland, and a Part of France” (Briefe auf einer Reise durch die
Niederlande, Rheingegenden, die Schweiz, und einen Theil von Frankreich) expressed
their shared patriotic sentiments and his own new-found appreciation for medieval

him Persian. Ernst Behler, Friedrich Schlegel in Selbstzeugnissen und Bilddokumenten
(Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1966), 94. Schlegel used these studies to develop his
theory of the relationship between Sanskrit and European languages (as discussed above).
On philology as providing the methodology for much nineteenth-century historical
theorizing about art and architecture see Suzanne L. Marchand, Down From Olympus:
Archaeology and Philhellenism in Germany, 1750-1970 (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1996), esp. pp. 40-51.
86
W.D. Robson-Scott, The Literary Background of the Gothic Revival: A Chapter in the
History of Taste (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965), 131, citing Sulpiz Boisserée,
“Lebensbeschreibung,” in Sulpiz Boisserée, ed. Mathilde Boisserée, 2 vols. (Stuttgart:
Cotta, 1862), 1:27-28; reprinted in Boisserée, Tagebücher, 1808-1854, 1:24-25 (where
the essay is entitled “Fragmente einer Selbstbiographie”).
87
Robson-Scott, Literary Background of the Gothic Revival, notes that in its travelogue
format, its itinerary, and its focus on Cologne Cathedral, Schlegel’s “Briefe auf einer
Reise” echoes the much more extensive account by Georg Forster (1759-94) of his
travels with Alexander Humboldt. Forster had published these as Ansichten vom
Niederrhein, von Brabant, Flandern, Holland, England und Frankreich, im April, Mai
und Junius 1790, 3 vols. (Berlin, 1791-94). Forster’s work was well known to the
Boisserées and Schlegel: Schlegel praised Forster in Charakteristiken und Kritiken,
written with his brother August (2 vols., Königsberg, 1801), v. 1, p. 93, and certainly
Forster informed their travels and ideas (including the Boisserées’ campaign for the
completion of Cologne Cathedral). Schelegel’s use of Goethe’s „Von deutscher
Baukunst,“ of Fiorillo, and of Warburton (see below) find no place in Forster, however,
and is part of Schlegel’s reinterpretation of medieval architecture to support a German
patriotic stance absent from Forster’s work.
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architecture. It re-introduced the idea that New Gothic was German (deutsch).
Incorporating his own philhellenism into this latest field of inquiry, Schlegel introduced
as well the idea that the Old Gothic, though less attractive, was Hellenizing or
Constantinian-Greek.88
Schlegel had derived this idea from English scholars, who for over half a century
had argued that Greek influence, via Byzantium, was evident in the earlier Western
medieval buildings. The English literary critic and theologian Reverend William
Warburton (1698-1779) had published it as a note on medieval architecture in his edition
of the works of Alexander Pope.89 Although architectural history was not one of
Warburton’s particular strengths, his note had subsequently been reprinted and repeated
as authoritative on several occasions – including as recently as 1803, when Schlegel
apparently discovered it at the Bibliothèque nationale.90 Many others also shared the
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“Es ist schon bemerkt worden, daß es zwei durchaus verschiedene Epochen in der
gotischen Baukunst gebe: eine ältere, welche man wegen einiger Ähnlichkeit mit der
konstantinisch-byzantinischen christlichen Bauart die gräzisierende nennen könnte; dann
die vollendete spätere, ungleich künstlichere, eigentlich deutsche….” This appears in the
first edition of Friedrich Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise durch die Niederlande,
Rheingegenden, die Schweiz, und einen Theil von Frankreich,” in Poetisches
Taschenbuch auf das Jahr 1806 (Berlin: Friedrich Unger, 1806), which Schlegel revised
and republished as “Grundzüge der gotischen Baukunst,” in Friedrich Schlegels
sämmtliche Werke 6 (Vienna: Jakob Mayer, 1823); both versions are reprinted together in
Schlegel, Ansichten und Ideen von der christlichen Kunst (page references are to
Ansichten und Ideen), 180; see also 169-70; 181-82.
89
Possibly Warburton was thinking of the scheme once outlined by Lorenzo Ghiberti
(1378-1455), in which the period from AD 1000 to 1160 was labeled “the age of the
crude maniera greca.” See Paul Frankl, The Gothic: Literary Sources and Interpretations
through Eight Centuries (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960), 252-53.
90
William Warburton was probably the first to argue this. He characterized the influence
as the “Greek style corrupted by Byzantine” in a note to his edition of the Works of
Alexander Pope: Esq., in Nine Volumes Complete; with his Last Corrections and
Improvements as they were Delivered to the Editor a Little Before His Death (London: J.
and P. Knapton, H. Lintot, J. and R. Tonson, and S. Draper, 1851), vol. 3, Moral Essays,
267-68 n., where he discusses the origins of medieval architectural styles. Warburton also
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patriotic and (not unrelated) philhellenic sentiments which informed Schlegel’s ideas.
With the help of charismatic advocates such as Sulpiz Boisserée, even Goethe was soon
convinced once again that New Gothic architecture symbolized the greatness of the
German spirit, and defined the earlier style as Byzantine or New Greek. Goethe did not,
however, accept the new theory concerning the Old Gothic style in the same celebratory
spirit: for him, the connection to Byzantium was far from ennobling. It instead
demonstrated the abject oppression of arts and culture in a world dominated by the
(Catholic) Church.91
Despite the conviction with which he had written in 1792, Stieglitz was among
the many who joined the growing tide of patriotic enthusiasm for New Gothic
architecture. In 1820, five years after Napoleon’s fall, Stieglitz re-defined the Old
German style as New Greek (or Byzantine) in a work on German architecture, Von

appears to be the English source for Schlegel’s discussion of the terms “Saxon” and
“Norman”; Schlegel had came across this source (which he does not directly name) while
visiting the Bibliothèque nationale in Paris, or so he claimed in a passage he interpolated
into the second (1823) edition of “Briefe auf einer Reise.” Warburton’s ideas gained wide
currency and the note was not only reprinted in the many subsequent editions of
Warburton’s Pope, but also in full in Richard Elsam, An Essay on Rural Architecture
(London, 1803), 13; this is according to Paul Frankl (who states that he never actually
saw Warburton’s edition of Pope, and so used Elsam as his source: see Frankl, The
Gothic: Literary Sources and Interpretations, 391 n. 45), and in Essays on Gothic
Architecture by the Rev. T. Warton, Rev. J. Bentham, Captian Grose and the Rev. J.
Milner, 2nd ed. (London, 1800), 121 f.; this is according to Eichner (see Schlegel, “Briefe
auf einer Reise,” 198, n. 4).
91
See the “Heidelberg” sections of Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, “Kunst und Alterthum
am Rhein und Main,” originally published in Ueber Kunst und Alterthum in den Rhein
und Mayn Gegenden 1, pt 1 (1816) and 1, pt. 2 (April, 1817), reprinted in Goethe,
Biographische Einzelschriften, ed. Josef Kunz (Zürich: Artemis, 1962), 569-99,
Gedenkausgabe der Werke Briefe und Gespräche, 28. August 1949, ed. Ernst Beutler, 12.
See also Kunz’s discussion on 819-22. Goethe’s “Kunst und Alterthum am Rhein und
Main” is also discussed in Robson-Scott, Literary Background, 201-05.
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altdeutscher Baukunst.92 (Stieglitz, among others, used the terms New Greek and
Byzantine interchangeably.93) Although his title almost duplicated the title of Goethe’s
then (as now) famous essay, Stieglitz cited Schlegel (1772-1829) as an inspiration.94
What is more, he now asserted that the culture under Henry I and the other Saxon
Emperors in those regions (including Prussia as well as Saxony) that later became
Protestant, had been characterized not only by the use of this Byzantine style but also by
Greek learning. 95 The New Gothic style, he now asserted, was wholly German. While
Stieglitz, like Goethe, gave an anti-Catholic twist to his interpretation of the New Greek
style, Stieglitz saw it as representing a more enlightened Christian era that pre-dated the
abuse of papal power prompting the Reformation.96 After a transitional phase during
which German and (Stieglitz continued to insist) Arabic influences transformed the New
Greek style, a German or Pure Gothic (deutsch or reingothisch) style emerged of a
quality which had previously only been equaled by that of ancient Greece.97
Stieglitz’s emphasis on the pure, or German, character of this later period seems
in part calculated to forestall criticism of his continued interest in an Arabic role in the
gestation of the New Gothic style.98 Stieglitz wrote that “this connection of the Arabic
with the German must not alienate. The skillfulness of the Arabs was treasured in
Germany even earlier….” He insisted that German artists then infused this style with the
92

Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 9.
See, e.g., Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 27.
94
Christian Ludwig Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst (Leipzig: Gerhard Fleischer,
1820), 17 n. 1.
95
Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 42-45, and Stieglitz, Geschichte der Baukunst
vom frühesten Alterthume bis in die neuern Zeiten (Nuremberg: Friedrich Campe, 1827),
293-99 and 318-30.
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Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 56.
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Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 9, 14, 63.
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Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 10 and 63.
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Romantic spirit. 99 Others, such as Friedrich Schlegel, continued to use the term “New
Gothic,” asserting that “German” was too narrow a term for a style that flourished in all
lands once inhabited by Goths, and at the same time suggesting “Romantic” as the best
designation for this style.100 More than associating the style with the medieval vernacular
literature already assigned a Romantic period (romantische Zeit),”101 Schlegel was likely
trying to counter the tendency to interpret German medieval architecture as embodying
opposition to Latin culture. That tendency would nevertheless continue during the period
covered by this dissertation, and “Romantic” did not find broad acceptance.102 In the
meantime “Rounded Arch” and “Pointed Arch,” initially simply informal descriptors,
came to be used as terms that were neither as dated as “Old Gothic” and “New Gothic,”
nor as polemically charged as “Byzantine,” “New Greek,” and “German,” which all have
ethnic and geographic connotations. Perhaps this is also why they have found continued
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“Diese Verbindung des arabischen mit dem deutschen darf nicht befremden. Schon
früher wurde in Deutschland die Geschicklichkeit der Araber geschätzt…” Stieglitz, Von
altdeutscher Baukunst, 63.
100
An interpolation into Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise” (1806), published in the
revised version, “Grundzüge der gotischen Baukunst” (1823); see Schlegel, Ansichten
und Ideen von der christlichen Kunst, 161-62.
101
Hans Eichner, “Germany: Romantische – Romantik – Romantiker,” in Eichner, ed.,
‘Romantic’ and its Cognates: The European History of a Word (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1972), 103-04. Eichner regards the entire Renaissance as incorporated
within die romantische Zeit as, he notes, the concept of the Renaissance as such did not
yet exist; Schlegel certainly included the Quattrocento within this period but classicists
such as Klenze did not, viewing it instead as the Awakening of Antiquity that marked a
break with, rather a culmination of the Middle Ages.
102
The effort to re-interpret the Gothic style as Catholic would gain momentum in the
1840s under August Reichensperger during the debates concerning the completion of
Cologne Cathedral. See Lewis, The Politics of the German Gothic Revival, 34-42. It is
interesting to note that the first meeting of the society Reichensperger formed for the
purpose of supporting completion of the cathedral (April 13, 1841) was held in Cologne’s
Jesuit gymnasium (38). It seems possible that in making this choice Reichensperger
wished to help undo the then longstanding notion that the Gothic style was antithetical to
the Jesuits.
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use in modern scholarship about nineteenth-century historicism. Rounded and Pointed
Arch played little role, however, in Bavarian discussions of medieval art and architecture
during the period under consideration, when ethnic and geographic claims, along with
confessional considerations, were paramount and openly addressed.103

v. Newer (neuer(e)) Art and Architecture and the Awakening/Rebirth of Antiquity
(Erwachen/ Wiedergeburt des Antiken)
Those nineteenth-century Bavarian discussions argued for a loosely defined
period following the Gothic, which they consistently designated as Newer (neuer(e)) art
and architecture. This Newer period they understood as international and as continuing
more or less to their own day. This period either began with, or after, the turning point
that, according to Vasari, had occurred in thirteenth-century Italy and which he had
described as a rinascita, or rebirth of antiquity: this rinascita was, however, not
understood by Vasari or by his early nineteenth-century German audience as a period in
and of itself.104 Vasari had not noted when art had ceased to turn towards the ancients, or
discussed the relationship of developments in Italy to those elsewhere. In retrospect,
scholars building on Vasari agreed that the tradition defined by Vasari’s Lives had
became international when, at some point between the end of the fifteenth century and
the early sixteenth, artists and architects in the North began to follow the examples of the
artists Vasari had described.
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Arguably the term Rounded Arch, as most famously introduced into the debate on
style by Heinrich Hübsch, was intended by Hübsch to cloak his polemical motives in the
guise of objectivity; his usage has, nevertheless, been adopted by later scholars as if the
objectivity of the term were self-evident. This discussion extends, however, beyond the
confines of this dissertation.
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Karge, “Renaissance. Aufkommen und Entfaltung,” 40-41.
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In early nineteenth-century German historiography, Italy from the thirteenth
through the fifteenth centuries was still consistently interpreted as a special moment in
the development of art and architecture – but whether a new beginning or an endpoint
came into question. The established interpretation of it as a new beginning was endorsed
by Stieglitz and Johann Dominik Fiorillo (1748-1821), at least in their writings prior to
Napoleon’s fall. In 1792, for example, Stieglitz described this period as the revival of
good taste after its medieval decline; good taste then spread to other nations.105 Fiorillo,
an artist, curator and teacher of Neapolitan origins working in Göttingen and Brunswick,
wrote in 1803 that the Middle Ages had ended with the transplantation of Italian ideas
(i.e., the Awakening of Antiquity) into German lands under Holy Roman Emperor
Frederick III (reigned 1452-93), when we
finally arrive at the point in time when Germany was to acquire enlightenment
concerning the light of a finer culture and its requirements. […] But the arts that
at that time were pursued only in Italy, were now also transplanted to Germany,
where we discern painting and sculpture in luxuriant blossom.106
But if the Italian humanist spirit did inspire improvements in German art, for Fiorillo it
was in France that this spirit was most fully grasped and developed.107
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Stieglitz, Encyklopädie der bürgerlichen Baukunst, 210.
“endlich zu dem Zeitpunct gekommen, wo Deutschland zu dem Lichte einer feiner
Kultur und seinen Bedürfnissen angemessenen Aufklärung gelangen sollte. […] Aber die
Künste die damals nur in Italien betrieben wurden, sind nun auch nach Deutschland
verpflanzt worden, wo wir Mahlerey und Bildhauerey in üppiger Blüthe erkennen.”
Johann Dominik Fiorillo, “Fragmente zur Geschichte der Mahlerey und Bildhauerey in
Deutschland, von den Zeiten Carls des Großen, bis zum Anfang des funfzehnten
Jahrhunderts,” in Kleine Schriften artistischen Inhalts (Göttingen: Heinrich Dieterich,
1803), 77 and 79.
107
It was, according to Fiorillo, only after Holy Roman Emperor Charles IV undertook a
happy imitation of a French model for his palace in Prague and employed a French
architect for the palace church, that Germans began to recognize the superiority of the
new style. Fiorillo, “Fragmente zur Gescichte der Mahlerey und Bildhauerey in
Deutschland,” 49.
106
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On the heels of these comments, Friedrich Schlegel, writing from Paris, helped to
reinterpret the Awakening of Antiquity in Italy not as a new beginning but as the
culmination of the Middle Ages before the decline that came with Michelangelo.108 This
period of inspiration was, moreover, paralleled in Germany, which had also been
dominated by Byzantine artists and which likewise began to develop a truly national style
in the thirteenth century: while Italian artists and architects looked to their ancient roots
as a basis for reawakening, German artists and architects were looking back to the Goths.
Schlegel drew on the recently established idea of a unique and productive relationship
between New Gothic artists working in Germany and their contemporaries in Italy. He
cited Dürer as the preeminent example. Dürer had been relatively unappreciated until
Wilhelm Heinrich Wackenroder (1773-1798), drawing on Vasari’s Lives, elevated Dürer
to the status of Raphael’s Italian companion and counterpart in his influential
Outpourings from the Heart of an Art-Loving Friar (Herzensergiessungen eines
kunstliebenden Klosterbruders, 1797).109 Schlegel, the Boisserées, and others not only

108

See especially Friedrich Schlegel, “Vom Raffael,” Europa. Eine Zeitschrift, 1:[2], no.
1 (1803): 3-19, reprinted in Schlegel, Ansichten und Ideen von der Christlichen Kunst,
ed. Hans Eichner, Kritische Friedrich-Schlegel-Ausgabe 4, ed. Ernst Behler with Hans
Eichner and Jean-Jacques Anstett (Munich: Thomas, 1959), 48-60.
109
“– und siehe! da standen, abgesondert von allen, Raffael und Albrecht Dürer Hand in
Hand leibhaftig vor meinen Augen und sahen in freundlicher Ruhe schweigend ihre
beisammenhängenden Gemälde an. Den göttlichen Raffael anzureden hatte ich nicht den
Mut; eine heimliche ehrerbietige Furcht verschloß mir die Lippen. Aber meinen Albrecht
wollte ich soeben begrüßen und meine Liebe vor ihm ausschütten; – allein in dem
Augenblick verwirrte sich mit einem Getöse alles vor meinen Augen, und ich erwachte
mit heftiger Bewegung. // Dieses Traumgesicht hatte meinem Gemüt innige Freude
gemacht, und diese ward noch vollkommener, als ich bald nachher in dem alten Vasari
las, wie die beiden herrlichen Künstler auch bei ihren Lebzeiten wirklich, ohne sich zu
kennen, durch ihre Werke Freunde gewesen und wie die redlichen und treuen Arbeiten
des alten Deutschen vom Raffael mit Wohlgefallen angesehen wären und er sie seiner
Liebe nicht unwert geachtet hätte. // Das aber kann ich freilich nicht verschweigen, daß
mir nachher bei den Werken der beiden Maler immer so wie in jenem Traum zumute war,
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rapidly endorsed the new status accorded to Dürer, but also accepted Wackenroder’s
further comparisons of Nuremberg with Rome and German genius with Italian.110
Some two decades later the architect Leo von Klenze also regarded the
Awakening of Antiquity in Italy as neither an endpoint nor a beginning, but as a unique
moment of clarity between the decadent Middle Ages and the next period of decline.111
According to Klenze, the downfall of art had been heralded by Michelangelo’s work at
the Vatican (in this respect, echoing Schlegel’s judgment of Michelangelo), and
subsequently emanated from sixteenth-century Rome to the rest of Europe. Given his
distaste for the Byzantine style, he perhaps surprisingly viewed it as the foundation for
Italy’s reawakening.112 Echoing Stieglitz, Klenze asserted that Byzantine art and
architecture had been retained in Italy when the New Gothic had already became standard

daß ich nämlich bei denen des Albrecht Dürer wohl manchmal mich daran versuchte, ihr
echtes Verdienst jemanden zu erklären und über ihre Vortrefflichkeiten mich in Worte
auszubreiten wagte…. // Nicht bloß unter italienischem Himmel, unter majestätischen
Kuppeln und korinthischen Säulen; - auch unter Spitzgewölben, Kraus-verzierten
Gebäuden und gotischen Türmen wächst wahre Kunst hervor.” Wilhelm Heinrich
Wackenroder and Ludwig Tieck, Herzensergießungen eines kunstliebenden
Klosterbruders (Berlin: Johann Friedrich Unger, 1797); reprinted with an afterword by
Richard Benz, Universal-Bibliothek Nr. 7860 [2] (Stuttgart: Philipp Reclam, 1979), 5859 (page numbers refer to the Reclam edition).
110
“...Lobt Raffael aber auch den immer noch nicht sehr bekannten Albrecht Dürer-dabei ist Wackenroder einer der ersten, der italienische mit deutschen Kunst auf der
selben Ebene setzt, und eine historische Verbindung zwischen Nürnberg und Rome
beschreibt”: Alfred Neumeyer, “Die Erweckung der Gotik in der deutschen Kunst des
späten 18. Jahrhunderts. Ein Beitrag zur Vorgeschichte der Romantik,” Repertorium für
Kunstwissenschaft 49 (1928): 2.
111
Klenze, Anweisung zur Architectur, 16-17: see also the discussion below under the
heading “iv. New Roman (neurömisch).”
112
Ibid., 16. On the excesses of the Byzantine style as products of the empire’s decadence
and internal strife see, for instance, Klenze, Aphoristische Bemerkungen gesammelt auf
seiner Reise nach Griechenland (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1838), 317-18.
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elsewhere. This conjecture may have been based in part on his even greater distaste for
the New Gothic than for the Byzantine style.113
New hope for art and architecture had come only within the last half century, with
the advent of artists and architects who were returning to the direct study of classical
models as a basis for their work.114 Even in looking at the art and architecture of Italy
during the period covered by Vasari, Klenze celebrated not its own virtues but its degree
of fidelity to classical models. Early in his career, Klenze turned to commissions for
building types better represented in reawakened Italy than in the classical tradition –
specifically, palaces such as his first major completed commission, the Leuchtenberg
Palais (1817-21) (which until recently has been regarded as the first Renaissance Revival
building), built in Munich built for Prince Eugène de Beauharnais, Napoleon’s stepson
and Ludwig’s nemesis and brother-in-law, and the Königsbau of the Munich Residence
(1823-32), built for Ludwig. But rather than celebrate models such as the Palazzo Farnese
in Rome (Antonio da Sangallo the Younger and Michelangelo, 1517-50), or the Palazzo
Pitti in Florence (Luca Fancelli, begun 1458), he improved upon them by correcting their
classicizing details and adding Hellenizing elements in a manner unrelated to the later
interpretation of these buildings as reviving the Renaissance.115 Ludwig would, in fact,
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Possibly Klenze had in mind the evident similarities between Byzantine and Italian
Renaissance ground plans. On Klenze’s dislike of the Gothic style see, for instance, his
“Architektonische Erwiederungen und Erörterungen über Griechisches und
Nichtgriechisches von einem Architekten,” section 3, 80-81 and 190-193, a manuscript in
the Bavarian State Library reproduced on CD-ROM in Nerdinger, ed., Leo von Klenze.
Architekt zwischen Kunst und Hof.
114
Klenze, Anweisung zur Architectur, 17.
115
See Karge, “Renaissance. Aufkommen und Entfaltung,” 44-46; Buttlar, Leo von
Klenze, 169-75 and 217-32; and Florian Zimmermann, “Königsbau der Residenz,
München, 1823-1832,” cat. no. 34 in Romantik und Restauration, ed. Nerdinger with
Gruhn-Zimmermann, 209-16.
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have been horrified by the French influence suggested by the term “Renaissance,” for he
had insisted on using Italian palace architecture as models for the Königsbau specifically
to avoid reliance on French ones.116
In contrast to Klenze, by 1827 Stieglitz, who with the fall of Napoleon had begun
to describe Newer architecture less positively as foreign to Germany,117 described it as
the rejection of Old German and Old Italian art and architecture in favor of a spiritless
imitation of ancient Roman models deformed by a strange and unnatural mannerism.118
Building on opinions already voiced by both Schlegel and Klenze, Steiglitz blamed
Michelangelo for this decline through his arbitrary (willkürlich) approach to classical
models; from sixteenth-century Rome the Newer style soon spread through Europe,
where its influence continued to their own day.119 In an anonymous review Karl
Schnaase, later a prominent art and architectural critic and historian, strongly criticized
Stieglitz’s new antipathy towards Newer architecture. In particular, Schnaase wished
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Buttlar, Leo von Klenze, 224, and Florian Zimmermann, “Königsbau der Residenz,”
214.
117
Stieglitz, Von altdeutscher Baukunst, 192-94; Stieglitz published an early version of
this work, setting out his change of heart, immediately upon Napoleon’s demise: “Von
altdeutscher Baukunst,” Zeitung für die elegante Welt (1815), no. 237, columns 18891893; no. 238, columns 1902-1904, and no. 239, columns 1909-1911: see Klaus Jahn
Philipp, “Christian Ludwig Stieglitz (1756-1836). Der Beginn der
Architekturgeschichtsschreibung in Deutschland zwischen Klassizismus und Romantik,”
Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift, Bauhaus-Universität Weimar 42 no. 2/3 (1996): 117, n. 21.
It is interesting that Stieglitz was in such a rush to publicize this change of heart, which
suggests the urgency Saxons felt to display their German patriotism as the Congress of
Vienna was engaged in their long-dreaded debate as to how much of the Kingdom of
Saxony to assign to Prussia as retribution for Saxony’s failure to abandon Napoleon until
it was too late (i.e., after Bavaria had abandoned Napoleon), discussed in James J.
Sheehan, German History 1770-1866 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), 316-20 and 400401.
118
Stieglitz, Geschichte der Baukunst vom frühesten Alterthume, 451-54 and 459.
119
Stieglitz, Geschichte der Baukunst vom frühesten Alterthume, 451-70; see esp. pp.
453-54.
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Stieglitz had taken Italian Newer Architecture seriously, and speculated why it had
supplanted the preexisting architectural tradition so quickly in ultramontane Europe.120
(Schnaase appears to have used “ultramontane” here as a purely geographical designation
and not, as was increasingly common, to charge excessive loyalty to the Vatican.)
Schnaase was somewhat precocious in defending Newer Architecture. Perhaps he
was responding to the degree to which Winckelmann’s celebration of ancient Greek art
and architecture as the perfect expression of human freedom had been transformed by
architects and scholars such as Klenze and Stieglitz into an ever-more carefully policed
set of rules. It was not until the 1830s that Germans first noted the term renaissance as it
had come to be used in France during the 1820s; when, in the 1840s, it was finally
embraced in the German literature, it connoted individualism and anti-authoritarianism,
and was redefined as an international phenomenon originating in Italy, and not in the art
and architecture of sixteenth-century France.121
By 1845, Gottfried Semper (1803-79), the architect most closely associated with
the development of the Renaissance revival in Germany, retroactively described a
building he had completed in Dresden in 1839 as in the Renaissance style. 122 That
Semper would have embraced this style even before its German re-definition is not
surprising, as his training in France under Franz Christian Gau (1790-1854), a Rhenish
architect who had retained his Revolutionary sympathies, is well known, as is Semper’s
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[Karl Schnaase], review of C. L. Stieglitz, Geschichte der Baukunst vom frühesten
Alterthume bis in die neuern Zeiten in Berliner Conversations-Blatt für Poesie, Literatur
und Kritik, 2 (1828): 259. For the attribution of this work to Schnaase see Karge, “Das
Frühwerk Karl Schnaases,” 410 n. 27. This attribution makes it Schnaase’s earliest
known publication.
121
Karge, “Renaissance. Aufkommen und Entfaltung des Stilbegriffs,” 43, 48, 63-66.
122
Ibid., 64-66.
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own flight to England to escape persecution for his participation in the uprisings in
Dresden of May, 1849.
A Munich-trained architect who had trained with Klenze, Johann Gottfried
Gutensohn (1792-1851), preceded Semper by several years. In 1841 Gutensohn
retroactively published one of his designs as in the Renaissance style – the
Kursaalgebäude in Bad Brückenau (1827-31), commissioned by Ludwig I and completed
in 1831. The classicizing corrections of its Renaissance elements suggest, however,
Gutensohn’s work under Klenze (who viewed Renaissance variations on the classical
orders as mistakes), and not precocious French influence (which would have been
anathema to Ludwig) as the basis for his design.123 Whatever the original motivation for
his design, Gutensohn was the first German to openly embrace the Renaissance as an arthistorical period worthy of emulation.124 The successful introduction of this term reflects
the use of it by Semper and his colleagues in Dresden to describe their more convincing
and productive use of the French-inspired style, as well as the utility of foreign
terminology as a rhetorical device for fixing a concept in the collective consciousness. As
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Ibid., 61-62. Karge suggests that, on the basis of this article, the Kursaalgebäude could
be regarded as one of the earliest Renaissance Revival buildings; it seems more
appropriate, given Karge’s own arguments, to consider it as a building built according to
Klenze’s increasingly out-of-date interpretation of the Rebirth of Antiquity – with its
emphasis on antiquity and not on its later transformations, and Gutensohn’s article as
evidence of his effort to re-interpret his own work as up-to-date. Gutensohn’s knowledge
of the sixteenth-century Roman monuments and ornament that provided the basis for the
Kursaalgebäude’s interior had, in fact, been gained while in Rome on a travel grant
provided by Ludwig at Klenze’s behest, and Gutensohn’s concentration on this material
at the time that Ludwig and Klenze were focusing on sixteenth-century Roman models
for the Königsbau of the Residence suggests a still more direct relationship between
Gutensohn’s project and Klenze’s and Ludwig’s ideas.
124
Karge notes that the newness of the term “Renaissance” in the German literature is
indicated in part by Gutensohn’s description of his building as “im Style des
Renaissance,” i.e., the feminine gender of “Renaissance” had not yet been fixed. Karge,
“Renaissance. Aufkommen und Entfaltung,” 62.
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a consequence, the earlier ambiguity concerning the time and place of art’s rebirth fell
away. Semper will make another appearance in this dissertation in Chapter Four, but only
in regard to the very start of his career, before his arrival in Dresden in the fall of 1834,
when his buildings would begin to transform that city. Gradually, the concept of an
Awakening of Antiquity became obsolete, and the shifting shape of architectural
historiography along with the new style of revival architecture helped to usher in the end
of the first significant Byzantine revival.
The Renaissance was still considered an essentially Italian phenomenon in
German art historiography until the identification and celebration of a German
Renaissance in the 1870s. Wilhelm Lübke (1826-93), at the time teaching at the
polytechnic and art schools in Stuttgart (1866-85) was the one who, through his
Geschichte der deutschen Renaissance of 1872, invented the idea of a German
Renaissance. It was for him an era when reformers and humanists revived German
national life and, if its example was followed, it might help the now unified German
nation to build up its national life once again.125 Lübke’s rehabilitation of the architecture
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Wilhelm Lübke, Geschichte der deutschen Renaissance, vol. 3 of Geschichte der
neueren Baukunst, ed. Wilhelm Lübke and Jacob Burckhardt, which is in turn vol. 5 of
Geschichte der Baukunst, ed. Franz Kugler (Stuttgart: Ebner and Seubert, 1872), was
both influential and popular enough to appear in a second, revised edition in 1882 and in
a third edition, edited by A. Haupt, in 1914. On Lübke’s position as discoverer
(Entdecker) of the German Renaissance, and the relationship between this endeavor and
Jacob Burckhardt’s researches on Italian art and culture see Nikolaus Meier, “Wilhelm
Lübke, Jacob Burckhardt und die Architektur der Renaissance” Basler Zeitschrift für
Geschichte und Altertumskunde 85 (1985): 151-212. It was during the decades following
the initial publication of Lübke’s work on the German Renaissance that celebration of
Heidelberg Castle as a national monument came to focus on its German Renaissance
ruins: see Kaufmann, Toward a Geography of Art, 56. Rather than the late Gothic bell
tower emulated by Christian Zais for Karl Freiherr vom Stein at Nassau (as discussed in
Chapter Three), it was the Friedrichsbau (1601-07) designed by Johannes Schoch that, in
1895-1903, would be the only part of Heidelberg Castle to be rebuilt—in the by then
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associated with this German Renaissance, and his rejection of Gothic as the German
national style, drew strong opposition from some prominent fellow Catholics (especially
August Reichensperger and Johannes Janssen), who saw in it a new threat to their
Ultramontanist postions.126

well-established German Renaissance Revival style. This reconstruction was undertaken
by Carl Schäfer, professor at the Technische Hochschule, Karlsruhe — ironically, in the
face of the concerted opposition of Lübke, among others. See Sigrid Gensichen, “Das
Heidelberger Schloss. Fürstliche Repräsentation in Architektur und Ausstattung,” in
Heidelberg. Geschichte und Gestalt, ed. Elmar Mittler (Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1996),
158-60, with bibliography, and Bernd Müller, Architekturführer Heidelberg. Bauten um
1000-2000, Sonderveröffentlichungen des Stadtarchivs Heidelberg 10 (Mannheim:
Edition Quadrat, 1998), 30, 47, and 122.
126
On Reichensperger and Janssen’s diatribes against the heathen German Renaissance
and for Gothic art and culture as exemplary for modern (Catholic) Germany, and Lübke’s
explicitly anti-Ultramontanist response, see Meier, “Wilhelm Lübke, Jacob Burckhardt
und die Architektur der Renaissance,” 193-98. Meier points out (pp. 195-96) that many
Catholics did not share Reichensperger’s and Janssen’s views. Interesting in this regard is
that the German Renaissance revival style became particularly popular in Munich (see
189 n. 126), as it suggests a continuation of the anti-Ultramontanist Catholic cultural
politics initiated by Ludwig I. According to the entry by Thomas Lersch in the Neue
Deutsche Biographie, Lübke was himself Catholic by confession: in consideration not
only of Lübke’s staunch anti-Ultramontanism but also of his strong support for Bismark
during the Kulturkampf, it would be interesting to know more about Lübke’s stance
towards the cultural (including art-historical) and political significance of his
Catholicism, a subject which neither Lersch nor Meier addresses. See Lersch, “Lübke,
Wilhelm,” in Historische Kommission bei der Bayerischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, ed., Neue Deutsche Biographie 15 (Berlin: Duncker und Humblot,
1986), 444-46. Lübke had begun his career as an art historian in Berlin under the
influence of two of the leading art historians of mid-nineteenth-century Germany, Franz
Kugler and Karl Schnaase – both Protestants who were anti-Catholic in their general
outlook [see, for instance, the letter Kugler wrote home to his wife quoted in Leonore
Koschnick, “Franz Kugler (1808-1858) als Kunstkritiker und Kulturpolitiker,” (Ph.D.
diss., Frei Universität Berlin, 1985), 197; on Schnaase’s anti-Catholicism see Karge,
“Das Frühwerk Karl Schnaases, 406-07]. If Lübke understood any open embrace of
Catholicism on his part as a potential hindrance to acceptance as a rational and objective
art historian, it is perhaps not so surprising that he took what might be considered as
reactionary anti-Catholic positions. On the other hand, in “Über Richard Wagner,”
written with E. Hanslick in 1869, Lübke publicly defended Jews against Wagner’s
diatribes while his friend Burckhardt privately confided to someone else that the
coarseness of the German Renaissance style (as opposed to the Italian) was matched by
that of the Jews who were suddenly so eager to revive it: see Burckhardt’s letters to his
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vi. New Roman (neurömisch)
In the early nineteenth century, medieval art and archtecture were inspiring
Germans of all confessions to admiration and investigation and led to increasingly
articulated definitions of medieval styles paralleling those already established for
classical antiquity.127 There was little corresponding admiration or investigation of Newer
art and architecture. This was particularly true of works produced during the sixteenth
through eighteenth centuries in styles that would later be designated High Renaissance,
Baroque and Rococo. There was, however, a growing tendency to define these works as
confessionally charged and foreign. They were seen in opposition to those of classical
antiquity and the Middle Ages.
“New Roman” did not correspond with modern notions of the Baroque but also
incorporated much of what, since Lübke, has come to be considered German Renaissance
in style. Klenze saw the long period of regress from the Rebirth of Antiquity as having
begun with the rebuilding of St. Peter’s Basilica, begun under Bramante in 1506. St.
Peter’s dome was constructed under Michelangelo between 1546 and 1564 and the
basilica was consecrated in 1626:

friend the architect Max Alioth quoted in Meier, “Wilhelm Lübke, Jacob Burckhardt und
die Architektur der Renaissance,” 190-91.
127
In this vein in 1823 Heinrich Heine, who in the following year would convert from
Judaism to Lutheranism, was dreaming “of a future in which ‘people will recognize the
incomparable organic cohesion of medieval splendor, and call the Song of the
Niebelungen a versified Cologne Cathedral and Cologne Cathedral the Song of the
Niebelungen in stone.’” Norbert Nussbaum, German Gothic Church Architecture, trans.
Scott Kleager (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2000), 10, and Kalman P. Bland,
“Anti-Semitism and Aniconism: The Germanophone Requiem for Jewish Visual Art,” in
Jewish Identity in Modern Art History, ed. Catharine M. Soussloff (Berkeley: UCP,
1999), 44.
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…but before this system could develop itself at all, there appeared in the designs
for Saint Peters in Rome, which during the long duration of the construction was
the steadily worsening model and a great number of later churches that were
characterized by the enormous piers of the interior, vaulted ceiling, the pure
Greek or Roman cross scheme of the plan, and the dome over the central point.
We confess that we consider this scheme to be the worst of all, and at least from
the overall concept, diametrically opposed to the sense of the rigorous classical
style, from which the individual forms were borrowed. Immense expense without
great result. Fragmented effect of the interior, great without greatness, and an
exterior behind which the unskillfully arranged interior as it were plays hide-andseek in the most offensive manner, so that the main façade as a rule becomes only
a theatrical decoration, which has nothing at all to do with the rest of the building,
and was usually first added much later; domes, which from no standpoint within
or without could be seen in proper connection with the entire building; clumsy,
dry, insignificant and often entirely inappropriate pilaster orders and main
cornices in the interior; these are the crimes of which one must accuse these
churches….128
For his own part Klenze, in his designs for Ludwig, made a priority of avoiding such
errors by reviving a systematic use of the classical orders and attending to the harmony of
the whole. Thankfully, Klenze noted, he had predecessors in this work of returning to
classical models. During the last few generations,
despite the seductive example of St. Peters in Rome, wherein a colossal scale
removes some of the many errors so far from the onlooker, that they gradually
128

“…aber ehe sich dieses System nur irgend ausbilden konnte, erschien in dem
Entwurfe von Sanct Peter in Rom, das während der langen Dauer des Baues stets noch
verschlimmerte Vorbild einer großen Anzahl späterer Kirchen, welche durch ungeheure
Pfeiler des Inneren, gewölbte Decken, das reine griechische oder römische Kreuzschema
des Planes, und die Kuppel über den Durchschnittspunkt sich charakterisiren laßen. Wir
gestehen, daß wir dieses Schema für das schlechteste von allen halten, und wenigstens
der ganzen Conception nach, dem Sinne des strengen antiken Styls, von welchem die
einzelnen Formen entlehnt worden, diametral entgegengesetzt glauben. Ungeheurer
Aufwand ohne große Resultate, zertheilte Wirkung des Inneren, Größe ohne
Großartigkeit, und ein Aeußeres, wohinter das ungeschickt angeordnete Innere auf die
widerwärtigste Art gleichsam Verstecken spielt, so daß die Hauptansicht in der Regel nur
eine theatralische Dekoration wird, welche mit dem Rest des Gebäudes gar nichts zu thun
hatte, und gewöhnlich erst viel später angesetzt ward; Kuppeln, welche sowohl innen als
außen von keinem Standpunkte aus in gehöriger Verbindung mit dem ganzen Gebäude
gesehen werden konnten; schwerfällige, trockne, unbedeutende und oft ganz unpaßende
Pilaster-Ordnungen und Hauptgesimse im Innern; das sind die Gebrechen, welche man
diesen Kirchen vorwerfen muß....” Klenze, Anweisung zur Architectur, 16-17.
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vanish for him, while the highest degree of splendor and richness hides the others,
still gradually the imperfection of this manner of building has been so generally
felt, that for the last half century people have attempted to put something better in
its place.129
According to Klenze’s account, the era of St. Peter’s detrimental influence extended from
the sixteenth to the second half of the eighteenth century. Architecture built during this
period received little positive attention under Klenze’s or Ludwig’s watch. This time
frame also corresponds with that designated as “New Roman” (neurömisch) in the
unusually informative correspondence between Ludwig I and the initial renovator of
Bamberg cathedral, Friedrich Karl Rupprecht.130 Rupprecht used the term to designate
the additions made to the cathedral over the previous 250 years (i.e., since the second half
of the sixteenth century), which were to be removed or at least to be made less
conspicuous.131 Rather than opposing the style of these additions to that of Greek and
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“Trotz des verführerischen Beispiels von St. Peter in Rom, worin ein riesenhafter
Maaßstab einige der vielen Fehler materiell so weit vom Beschauer entfernt, daß sie ihm
nach und nach verschwinden, während der höchste Grad von Pracht und Reichthum die
andern versteckt, hat man doch nach und nach die unvollkommenheit dieser Bauart so
allgemein gefühlt, daß man seit einem halben Jahrhunderte etwa vielfach versucht hat,
etwas Beßeres an die Stelle zu setzen.” Ibid, 17.
130
In 1823 Friedrich Schlegel had suggested neurömisch as an alternative to
neugriechisch as a designation for altgothisch, though he now preferred the term
altchristlich to any of the preceding, according to an interpolation into “Breife auf einer
Reise” published in his “Grundzüge der gotischen Baukunst,” 162. As with his use of
romantisch for neugotisch (discussed above), he appears to be attempting to undo the
opposition between German and Latin cultures embedded in the standard terminology.
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E.g., “…da seit 250 Jahren alle Arbeiten welche darinnen angebracht wurden, nicht
mehr in diesem [altdeutschen] Style, sondern in dem neurömischen gemacht wurden, und
man hier, so wie fast überall durch dieselben die vermeinliche Unförmlichkeit zu
verbergen glaubte.” and from the same letter: “Da die Kirche noch viele Monumente
enthält, welche ihre Errichtung erst den 2 letzten Jahrhunderten verdanken, folglich
durchgängig in dem neuen römischen Geschmack, mit mehr oder weniger
geschmacklicher Übertreibung gearbeitet sind….” Rupprecht, quoted in Christine HansSchuller, Der Bamberger Dom. Seine ‘Restauration’ unter König Ludwig I. von Bayern
(1826-31) (Petersberg: Michael Imhof, 2000), 80, citing Archiv des Erzbistums Bamberg,
Rep. 2, no. 2310/7, letter of Sept. 16, 1826. Or, a month later: the alterations in
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Roman art and architecture, however, Rupprecht opposed it to the Old German style.
Referring specifically to the furnishings by Justus Glesker, a once famed Protestant
sculptor of Frankfurt, Rupprecht assessed these additions as
moreover not Old German but…in the abominable style of Bernini, which one
can best see in the folds broken up like waves and as if moved by the wind, the
padded limbs with exaggerated anatomy, the twisted stances and the characterless
forms.… the opposite of natural, simple German antiquity.132
Arguably the term New Roman implied the style’s association with the Jesuit order – an
order which had been founded in 1534 and disbanded in 1773 and so corresponded with
Klenze’s timeframe for St. Peter’s detrimental influence. Though recently re-instated by
the Church, this order was negatively perceived not only by most Protestants but also by
some Catholics, including Ludwig I. This will be discusssed further below. It was the
Jesuits who were held chiefly responsible for having imposed their exclusive loyalty to
Rome on German Catholics, thus stifling their essential Germanness.133 The use of “New
Roman” in the 1820s and 30s in Bavaria suggests a significant, if otherwise unremarked,
prehistory for the term “Jesuit style” (Jesuitenstil) which would become standard during

“neurömischen Styl” were “zum verderblichen Beispiel” for subsequent changes:
Rupprecht, quoted in Hans-Schuller, Der Bamberger Dom. Seine ‘Restauration,’ 79,
citing Archiv des Erzbistums Bamberg, Rep. 2, no. 2310/7, letter of Oct. 17, 1826.
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“Zudem sind die Figuren… nicht altdeutsch, sondern… in dem abscheulichen
Geschmack des Bernini gebildet, welches man besonders in den wellenartig gebrochenen
und wie vom Winde bewegen Falten, den ausgestopften Gliedern mit ¨betriebener
Anatomie, den verdrehten Stellungen und der Characterlosigkeit in den Gestalten am
besten sehen kann.... das Gegentheil des natürlichen, einfachen deutschen Alterthums.”
Rupprecht quoted in Hans-Schuller, Der Bamberger Dom. Seine ‘Restauration,’ 37 n.
375, citing Archiv des Erzbistums Bamberg, Rep. 2, no. 2310/7, letter of Sept. 16, 1826.
133
The use of “New Roman” in this negative and post-medieval context is also useful to
keep in mind when considering the relatively late point at which the term “Romanesque”
became standard in German lands (ca. mid-nineteenth century) as opposed to England
and France (ca. 1820s). On the prehistory of “Romanesque” in England and France see
Bizzarro, Romanesque Architectural Criticism.
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the 1840s through the 1880s.134 Inasmuch as “New Roman” also served as the antithesis
to “Byzantine,” this opposition helped to define the Jesuit style and contributes to the
historiography of the term “baroque” (barock) that replaced “Jesuit” as the standard term
by the late 1880s.135
The German art-historical framework of the 1820s and 30s is important to the
discussions that follow because it provided the network of conceptual relationships that
gave the Byzantine style its wide range of connotations. Sometimes Ludwig’s artists and
architects saw Byzantium as primarily an echo of classical antiquity, with its apogee in
ancient Greece. At others, they saw it chiefly as a harbinger of the German style that was
explicitly contrasted to that of the Newer era, with its nadir in the New Roman art and
architecture influenced by St. Peter’s Basilica and the Jesuits. Still another approach
emphasized Byzantium as a style of the East that was essentially continuous that of the
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The term first appeared in an entry by Jacob Burckhardt in Brockhaus, Allgemeine
deutsche Real-Enzyklopedie für die gebildeten Stände. Conversations-Lexikon, 10th ed., 8
(1845): 657-58, s.v. “Jesuitenstil,” according to Levy, Propaganda and the Jesuit
Baroque, 29; on its survival into the 1880s see p. 34. Only two years earlier, Leopold von
Ranke had introduced the term “Gegenreformation” to describe as a more or less unified
Catholic response to the “Reformation” (a term already in use for over a century to
indicate the rapid development of Protestantism between ca. 1517 and 1555). See John
W. O’Malley, “The Historiography of the Society of Jesus,” in Jesuits: Cultures,
Sciences, and the Arts, ed. O’Malley et al., 19.
135
The historiography and significance of the term “Jesuit style” has recently come under
renewed scrutiny in Evonne Levy, “The ‘Jesuit Style,’” in Propaganda and the Jesuit
Baroque, 15-41, and Gauvin Alexander Bailey, “‘Le Style jésuite n’existe pas’: Jesuit
Corporate Culture and the Visual Arts,” in O’Malley, Jesuits: Cultures, Sciences, and the
Arts, 38-89. At the same time it seems the term “Baroque” has been returning to general
acceptance among art historians as a useful, if imperfect, term: cf. Elizabeth Cropper and
Charles Dempsey, “The State of Research in Italian Painting of the Seventeenth
Century,” Art Bulletin 49:4 (1987): 494 and Vernon Hyde Minor, Baroque and Rococo:
Art and Culture (New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1999), 14-16, as noted in Beverly Louise
Brown, “The Birth of the Baroque: Painting in Rome 1592-1623,” in The Genius of
Rome: 1592-1623, ed. Brown (London: Royal Academy of Arts, 2001), 16 n.3.
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Islamic world. As will be seen in the following chapters, these perspectives could be
played off against each other, but all were ultimately based in the same overarching
framework.

9. Organization
The historical context for the revival of Byzantium in Bavaria will be explored in
Chapter Two. This provides the background for the following three chapters. Because
Ludwig was the initiator and, during the first half of the nineteenth century, the primary
patron of Byzantine revival architecture, I have organized these chapters around
Ludwig’s three most important Byzantine revival and restoration projects, in
chronological order. One chapter is dedicated to each project, each of which raised a
unique set of questions and themes. Other buildings and artworks thematically related to
the three primary projects will be introduced where they best inform the larger
discussion. The chapters focus on aspects of the evolving discovery and creation by
Ludwig, and his artists and architects, of Byzantinizing art and architecture in Bavaria
and the ways in which he, and they, used them to express larger cultural and political
concerns. Chapter Three focuses on how the creation of Byzantinizing works made
tangible the desirable but distant connections between Bavaria and either ancient Greece
or Byzantine Constantinople. Chapter Four examines how the discovery of Byzantine
attributes in extant Bavarian monuments helped to link and sharpen connections between
the developing understanding of a German Byzantine style and the “truly German” style
of later medieval architecture. Chapter Five explores how the Byzantine style came to be
framed as an intermediary between classical Greece and the Rebirth of Antiquity in Italy
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(understood as ushering in the modern, post-medieval era) or between Classical Greece
and the Islamic world (understood as extending, in either more sophisticated or more
degraded forms, Byzantine art and architecture). Each theme is organized around a major
architectural project that expressed it. The chapters are arranged in the order in which the
focal monuments were constructed. Because related projects are addressed within each
chapter as appropriate to the theme, they tend to blur the strict chronology.
The primary subject of Chapter Three, the Allerheiligenhofkapelle (All Saint’s
Court Chapel), was designed by Leo von Klenze with frescoes by Heinrich Heß and
Joseph Schwarzmann. The Allerheiligenhofkapelle was not only the initial celebration of
Byzantine architecture in Bavaria, but also the first Byzantine revival building in German
lands, and possibly in Europe as a whole. It was built to express the belief of Ludwig I,
King of Bavaria as of 1825, that his most heartfelt causes— Philhellenism, German
nationalism, the Bavarian monarchy and its Catholicism – could find unified expression
through what was then understood to be Byzantine art and architecture. More
specifically, he used this building to announce his revival of the role of the Catholic
Church within the Bavarian regime, but he did so according to terms strictly defined by
himself, as Bavaria’s new king, which integrated Philhellenic ideals and German
patriotism. Despite his own biases, Klenze’s efforts to realize this vision of Byzantium
for Ludwig at the Allerheiligenhofkapelle resulted in a still recognizable Byzantinizing
structure composed of “baldachins” – domed bays supported by piers. Klenze’s solution
shows the power of his investment in his patron’s ideas on the design.
For Klenze, architectural design evidently played a leading role in defining this
chapel as Byzantine. It contrasts sharply, however, with his renovation of another church,
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St. Salvator in Donaustauf, where he reworked the building’s exterior to express a
Byzantine style with seemingly no emphasis on structure. At Donaustauf he relied on a
combination of ornamental motifs, typology and three-dimensional articulation to express
his own view that medieval Germany had inherited Greek culture via groups migrating
through the Balkans into the Alps. His Byzantium here contains essentially no influence
from Eastern Mediterranean sources, Constantinopolitan or otherwise.
Chapter Four focuses on the renovation of Bamberg Cathedral and addresses the
second theme: the discovery of Byzantine attributes in extant Bavarian monuments.
When Ludwig commissioned its renovation, he did not think of Bamberg Cathedral as a
Byzantine building. Early in the course of this renovation, however, while it was under
the auspices of Friedrich Karl Rupprecht, it was “discovered” to contain Byzantine
sculpture and the precious remains of likewise Byzantine ornamental painting.
Consequently, it became a vehicle for distinguishing the Byzantine art and architecture of
early medieval Germany from the truly German art and architecture of the later medieval
period. This was done by contrasting it to Regensburg Cathedral. In the course of the
renovations at Bamberg – despite available evidence to the contrary –extensive wall
painting came to be considered the characteristic and exclusive province of German
Byzantine buildings, and stained glass came to be considered the equally characteristic
and exclusive province of the German style.
Leo von Klenze encouraged Rupprecht’s studies of the cathedral, and together
they began to believe that the entire history of medieval architecture was contained
within it: the eastern end demonstrated the Byzantine style; the western transept, a
Transitional style; and the western apse, the German style. The transition from round
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arches to pointed arches at the building’s west end appears to have been key to this
analysis. Both Klenze and Rupprecht were fascinated by the traces of paint (more
plentiful on the eastern end) and the sculpture. When Rupprecht died, however, the
project was assigned to a Nuremberg architect, Karl Alexander Heideloff, and then to the
other leading architect at Ludwig’s court, Friedrich von Gärtner. Their assessment of the
building’s style reverted to Byzantine only.
Chapter Five considers the Ludwigskirche (St. Louis’s Church), which Friedrich
von Gärtner designed in part as a vehicle for the frescoes of one of the leading members
of the Brotherhood of St. Luke, Peter Cornelius. Gärtner provided the ornamental borders
and panels distinguished by Islamic patterns and motifs that Joseph Schwarzmann (who
had painted the ornament at the Allerheiligenhofkapelle) painted between and around
Cornelius’s figural frescoes. The architecture thus had a complex relationship to these
two intertwined and arguably competing fresco programs. That relationship serves as a
vehicle for considering what Ludwig might have meant when he commissioned the
building in a “purified Byzantine” style. Gärtner’s interpretation of Ludwig’s directive to
purify the style turned increasingly towards more or less classicizing and Italianate
models, with an ambiguous relationship to Islamic art and architecture. Another
commission that Ludwig gave Gärtner at the time, to design a synagogue in the Moorish
revival style – the first synagogue in this style – offers an instructive foil for considering
what Gärtner took to be Islamic ornament, and how he did and did not distinguish it from
his understanding of the Byzantine style. One of the complex aspects of this building is
the relation and relative weight of architecture (structure, typology, three-dimensional
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articulation) and ornament in creating its Byzantinizing character, since Gärtner’s
definition of “Byzantine” appears to have shifted as construction was underway.
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