Chapter Two
Historical Framework

1. Ludwig as Crown Prince of the New Kingdom of Bavaria
King Ludwig I (1786-1868; r. 1825-48) personally instigated and funded almost
all of the work that artists and architects undertook in restoring and reviving Byzantine
art and architecture in Bavaria. For this reason, Ludwig’s developing goals and ideas
provide the focus of this dissertation.136 Ludwig was born in Strasbourg, the first son of
minor Alsatian nobility. He could never have expected the chain of events that would
eventually elevate him to the status of Crown Prince of Bavaria. His father Maximilian
Joseph (1756-1825), a second son in a side branch of the Wittelsbachs, inherited the
Duchy of Pfalz-Zweibrücken from his brother in 1795. In 1799, just as PfalzZweibrücken was lost to the French annexation of the Rhineland, Max Joseph had the
good fortune of an additional and more substantial inheritance, the Electorate of Bavaria.
A Francophile who was both charming and passive, Max Joseph subsequently cooperated
with Napoleonic forces as they swept over Europe. In exchange, Napoleon granted a
succession of new lands to Bavaria and raised it to the status of a kingdom in 1806. Max
Joseph’s minister, Maximilian Joseph Montgelas (1759-1838), led the Napoleonic-era
expansion of Bavaria’s territories, as well as the liberalization of its laws. Ludwig, an
assertive German patriot, was in many respects the opposite of his father and was
horrified by his father’s and Montgelas’ cooperation with the enemy. He was,
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nevertheless, delighted from the start to find himself elevated to the status of Crown
Prince.
Because it abandoned Napoleon at his final hour, Bavaria was permitted to keep
most of the lands it had gained under Napoleon and was granted in addition part of the
Napoleonic Rhineland. Bavaria thus emerged stronger than ever from the Congress of
Vienna (September 1814- June 1815), which re-organized post-Napoleonic Europe [map
1]. With the exception of Austria, Bavaria also found itself as the only significant
Catholic German regime—an outcome which Ludwig took as a serious responsibility.
One of the major indications of Bavaria’s shift in public policy was the fall of Montgelas,
in 1817, from the leading role he had held in the court since well before Max Joseph
acceded to the throne. Max Joseph fired Montgelas in large part at the instigation of
Ludwig, who had despised Montgelas’ Enlightenment-influenced policies as French,
anti-Catholic, and in sum, not German.137 Though the degree to which Bavaria had
thrived under Napoleon was largely due to Montgelas’ diplomatic efforts, Ludwig
blamed Montgelas for his father’s unacceptable attitudes towards both the French and the
Catholic Church. For Ludwig, Bavaria’s retention of the lands and prestige it had gained
under Napoleon did not require thanking the French, just as Bavaria’s new, de facto
confessional pluralism did not justify altering the kingdom’s status as Catholic.138 That
his own wife (whom he married in 1810) remained Lutheran throughout her life did not
soften Ludwig’s confessional bias.139

137

Gollwitzer, Ludwig I. von Bayern, 201-209.
Gollwitzer, Ludwig I. von Bayern, 73.
139
Therese von Sachsen-Hildburghausen did not have to convert, thanks in part to her
mother’s negotiations and also thanks to Ludwig’s father, who felt that compelling
Therese to convert might endanger the marriage of Ludwig’s half-sister Elisabeth to
138

87

Ludwig was also honing his collection and patronage of art. He included it as a
fully integrated aspect of his evolving political program. When he acceded to the throne,
Ludwig further accelerated his efforts to establish Bavaria’s capital city, Munich, as one
of the major artistic centers of Europe [map 2]. This approach to art as politics soon
placed him among the most significant German art patrons of the first half of the
nineteenth century. He also became one of the most broad-minded of patrons. This was
not yet the case at the time of Montgelas’ dismissal. At first Ludwig remained loyal to the
established classicizing aesthetic advocated by Goethe and his colleague Heinrich Meyer
(1760-1832). They publicly condemned Romantic medievalism in the essay “NewGerman Religious-Patriotic Art” that Goethe commissioned from Meyer in early 1817.140
Ludwig was engaged at this time in constructing a public museum in Munich for his
collection of ancient Greek sculpture. He also initiated a restrained renovation of Speyer
Cathedral, a building which his architects and engineers assessed as Byzantine in style.
As per Ludwig’s instructions, their renovation emphasized not this style, however, but
the signs of the building’s age.141 By 1825, however, when Ludwig acceded to the
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Bavarian throne, he transformed his patronage of non-classical art and architecture, and
specifically of the Byzantine revival style, into just the sort of religious-patriotic project
that Goethe, Meyer and their followers had denounced.

2. Restoration Bavaria and the Greek War of Independence
The decades of the 1820s-30s during which Ludwig initiated the revival and
restoration of Byzantine art and architecture coincided with a relatively short historical
period known as the Restoration. Even though it principally referred to the restoration of
the Bourbon monarchy in France in 1815, this name came to be applied to all of Europe
during the decade and a half following the fall of Napoleon. Aristocratic rule was
confirmed and strengthened not only in France, but also throughout central Europe,
thanks in large part to the Austrian minister Prince Klemens von Metternich (1773-1859),
who had overseen the Congress of Vienna. Ludwig’s interest in Byzantium expressed his
complex relationship with the prevailing policies of the Restoration as defined by
Metternich.
One of the major events that affected the cultural and political tenor of the
Restoration was the Greek War of Independence from the Ottoman Empire. This drawnout conflict began in 1821, and turned decisively in favor of the Greek rebels only in
1827 when the “Great Powers,” England, France and Russia, intervened on their behalf.
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It was effectively over in 1828, with the arrival of Count Ioannis Kapodistrias. The Greek
insurgent assembly had appointed Kapodistrias president of their nascent nation, which
upon achieving autonomy would include the Peloponnesus, the mainland south of
Thessaly, and nearby islands.142 From the start this war had unsettled Metternich. He had
tried to suppress any organized expressions of the widespread German sympathy for the
rebellious Greeks, as he feared this would encourage nationalist and democratic
sentiment not only on behalf of the Greeks, but in opposition to the recently reestablished
aristocracies of Central Europe.
It was during this Restoration period, so politically fraught, that art historiography
and historicizing art and architecture became integral to the cultural politics of the
reorganized German states. Art and architecture that had survived the decades of social
and political upheaval promised a means of reconnecting with the past so as to make
sense of the present. This was certainly true in Bavaria, where Ludwig looked to
medieval and medievalizing art and architecture to represent his kingdom as essentially a
traditional German and not a new Napoleonic creation. But Ludwig’s agenda was not
merely pro-German and anti-French. His historicizing efforts, and specifically his several
major commissions to restore or revive what he considered Byzantine art and
architecture, reflected his desire to integrate an unusual combination of commitments—to
the Greek cause, to the re-establishment of the Catholic Church, and to German
nationalism—into a cohesive program. The Greek cause and German nationalism might
not have been so difficult to combine. After all, the Protestant regime of the Kingdom of
Württemberg had no difficulty doing so. Its difficulties were in circumventing
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Metternich.143 For Ludwig, his loyalty to the Catholic Church required the most
ingenuity.
Tensions between Catholics and Protestants had eased during the Napoleonic era,
when Napoleon’s depredation of the Catholic Church made it weak and vulnerable. With
the re-establishment of the church, however, the increasingly centralized papal authority
came into conflict more and more often with developing nationalist sentiments. Ludwig
found himself attempting to unite ideas that stood on either side of an increasingly sharp
confessional divide. His solution was to espouse a specifically German Catholicism with
greater local (specifically Bavarian) control. This involved categorical opposition to the
Society of Jesus (an order dissolved by papal authority in 1773 but readmitted in 1814),
as well as to anyone else suspected of excessive loyalty to papal instead of local
authority, that is, of ultramontanism. Ludwig’s approach was curiously reminiscent of the
episcopalist movement of the late eighteenth century, when German prince-archbishops
likewise opposed ultramontanists, in particular the Jesuits, in their efforts to exert greater
autonomy for a German Catholic Church. The episcopalists professed unwavering loyalty
to papal authority as they understood it to have been introduced into Germany by St.
Boniface (672-754), Apostle to the Germans and first Archbishop of Mainz, and
established by the tenth century, under the Ottonian dynasty. They wished to reassert,
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however, the episcopal privileges and prerogatives that, they believed, Rome had
wrongly usurped from them in later centuries.144
Like the eighteenth-century prince-archbishops, Ludwig found himself
negotiating between his profession of absolute loyalty to the pope’s spiritual authority
and his intention to contain and control his subjects’ allegiance to Rome. Similarly, he
saw the early centuries of the German Church (and perhaps specifically the Ottonian
Church) as providing a precedent for his claims.145 This was an awkward position for
Ludwig to clarify. As Heinz Gollwitzer has observed:
Ludwig did not succeed in finding a publicist to convincingly represent his
personal take on church politics. His jurists either argued to the left or to the right
of his position. He was not himself capable of juridically systematizing his views.
In order to make himself nonetheless understood, he took the course of historicalRomantic and aesthetic illustration (and at the same time, sublimation).146
Ludwig used art, in short, as his publicist. It was his artists and architects who presented
his seemingly contradictory attitudes towards the Catholic Church in a harmonious form.
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But it was not only his religious views that required their skills. Ludwig’s unceasing
admiration for classical and classicizing art, his early embrace of the Nazarenes
(discussed below) and other artists pursuing anti-classical ideals, and his fervent,
longstanding support for the Greek War of Independence, despite his increasingly
authoritarian political views, made his artistic and political views equally difficult for
others to comprehend. While still Crown Prince, Ludwig initiated the revival of the
Byzantine style in 1823 for a church whose architecture would announce the reintegration
of the Catholic Church into his regime. For this reason the Bavarian Byzantine revival
offers clear evidence for what might be termed the art history of nineteenth-century
confessionalism. But more than this, I argue that, during the 1820s, Ludwig’s
unprecedented restoration and revival of what was considered Byzantine art and
architecture provided the vehicle through which his artists and architects visually
synthesized all of his religious, artistic and political positions as one unified whole.

3. The July Revolution and a Bavarian on the New Greek Throne
The July Revolution of 1830 forced the Bourbon king of France from the throne
and brought into power a constitutional monarchy, leading to uprisings throughout
Europe. The ensuing shift in political and cultural winds concluded the Restoration
period. In Bavaria Ludwig I was shaken by these events and consequently adopted a
more conservative outlook in all areas of his jurisdiction. In the following year,
Kapodistrias was assassinated and the Great Powers decided to replace the Greek
presidency with a monarchy. On May 7, 1832, Ludwig’s younger son Otto was chosen as
king of the new, devastated and already deeply indebted nation of Greece. With Ludwig’s
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backing, Otto refused to convert to the Orthodox Christian faith, something that sowed
seeds of instability in his reign from the outset. Understanding itself as the protector of
Orthodox Christianity, Russia pressured Otto and his father on Greece’s behalf. Otto
never did convert. Friction with the Orthodox Church, however, appears to have eroded
Ludwig’s confidence that he could continue to employ Byzantium as a means to express
his unique confessional and political agendas. Bavarian interest in investigating the
Byzantine artistic tradition lost momentum just as it became possible to study it closely.
Encounters with Greece and Russia do not appear to have led anyone in Bavaria to
openly question the overarching and often fanciful historical connections upon which
their Byzantine revival style had relied. During Otto’s reign Ludwig’s artists and
architects contributed to sacred and secular commissions in Greece and, to a lesser extent,
Russia, and yet they neglected the opportunity to study the Byzantine tradition in any
detail during their travels. They completed their Byzantine revival commissions without
reference to the Byzantine traditions of the Orthodox world.
4. German Byzantium between the Classical and Gothic ideals
Ludwig I of Bavaria together with his artists and architects set out to define
Byzantium in such a way that it would serve either as a vehicle for incorporating classical
Greek ideals into Germany, or as the place where these ideals were combined with
Eastern spirituality. At every turn their efforts betray the difficulty of negotiating between
the standard and highly codified classicism that art and architectural academies provided
on the one side, and the nascent Romantic ideas that were challenging it on the other. To
judge by their early efforts, Leo von Klenze (1784-1864) and Friedrich von Gärtner
(1791-1847), Ludwig’s leading architects, would probably have been satisfied putting
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their training into practice by designing buildings that expressed their understanding of
the classical canon. It was Ludwig who compelled his architects to look beyond classical
models. He never abandoned the admiration of classical Greek art and architecture with
which he had begun as a collector and patron, but he did cease to believe that it
constituted the unique pinnacle of human achievement.
The new, spiritually-charged Romantic aesthetic first defined by Friedrich
Schlegel during the first decade of the nineteenth century linked cultures in a great
chronological continuum marked by aesthetic ebbs and flows. It thus challenged the
prevailing classicizing aesthetic, which upheld classical Greek art as the unique ideal for
all time, so that any prior or subsequent deviations from this aesthetic were merely
degradations of this standard. The Romantic approach permitted Schlegel, who had been
as thoroughgoing a Hellenist as Ludwig, to identify the Middle Ages as the epitome of
German and Christian (for Schlegel, essentially Catholic) art and culture. By the 1810s a
medieval aesthetic was being revived by the painters of the Brotherhood of St. Luke, who
were attempting to emulate early Italian painting. It was their art and their German
Catholic program that inspired Ludwig in 1818, when staying in Rome during his second
trip to Italy, to similarly expand his artistic vision to include the German Middle Ages as
a second pinnacle of artistic expression, equivalent to that of Greece. It was on his third
trip to Italy, in 1823-24, that Ludwig first seized on Byzantine art and architecture as
providing the ideal bridge between the traditional classical Greek and the emergent
German Romantic aesthetic.
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5. Enlightenment vs. Byzantium
At the same time that Winckelmann-inspired artists and architects not only in
German lands but throughout Europe were looking to classical Greek models, German
intellectuals such as August Ludwig von Schlözer (1735-1809) and Johann Gottfried
Herder (1744-1803) were echoing condemnations of Byzantium pronounced by French
Enlightenment thinkers.147 Skepticism, if not antagonism, towards Christianity underlay
the common conclusion that the Roman Empire had been destroyed when the Emperor
Constantine adopted Christianity in the fourth century. The antique and medieval worlds
were antithetical and, more specifically, Byzantium was not the continuation but the polar
opposite of classical Greek culture – an example of what to avoid. When the Roman
Empire, already a destructive influence on the world, adopted Christianity, it was only to
the detriment of both: “a Roman-Christian bastard resulted, which some [such as Herder
himself] wish had never come to be.”148 For Herder, there was little more to say on the
subject before the Turks took Constantinople when “they ended the Eastern Empire,
which had been a burden to itself and to the Earth for over a thousand years, and without
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knowledge or desire thereby drove the arts westwards towards Europe.”149 This art, or
more specifically architecture, was that which had mistakenly come to be called Gothic:
“in a few arts, for instance architecture, much of that which we call Gothic taste is
actually the Arabic taste that these rough conquerors [i.e., the Arabs] found in the Greek
provinces and developed in their own manner, which came over with them to Spain and
spread further from there.”150 That is, what they brought to Europe was no longer
Byzantine but Arabic. What specific contributions the Roman-Christian bastards had
made to this architecture, or to European culture more generally, was not one of the
questions he or the other eighteenth-century thinkers regularly visited. Since the fall of
the Byzantine Empire in 1453, the study of Byzantium had become the province first of
transplanted Byzantine and then of Western scholars and theologians, but not of art
historians. Because “Byzantine style” was essentially unexplored territory, the varied
early nineteenth-century efforts to rehabilitate it from this eighteenth-century disrepute
illustrate the complexity of the endeavor undertaken by artists, architects and scholars to
re-envision their world at a time that came to be understood as the transition from
Classicism to Romanticism.
New ideas about Byzantine and post-Byzantine culture were emerging. The failed
Greek rebellion of 1770 suggested to Winckelmann-inspired Germans that the great

149

“Sie haben das morgenländische Reich, das über tausend Jahre sich selbst und der
Erde zur Last war, geendet, und ohne Wissen und Willen die Künste dadurch Westwärts
nach Europa getrieben.” Herder, Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschheit 4
(1791), repr. in Suphan, Herders Sämmtliche Werke, 14:283.
150
“... in einigen Künsten, z.B. der Baukunst, ist vieles von dem, was wir gothischen
Geschmack nennen, eigentlich arabischer Geschmack, die diese rohen Eroberer in den
griechischen Provinzen fanden, in ihrere eignen Weise bildete, mit ihnen nach Spanien
herüber kam und von da weiterhin fortpflanzte.” Herder, Ideen zur Philosophie der
Geschichte der Menschheit 4, repr. in Suphan, Herders Sämmtliche Werke, 14:444.
97

Hellenic spirit was not dead and could free itself from Ottoman rule and rise again. What
is more, the oppressed spirit of contemporary Greeks was seen as a mirror of that of
oppressed Germans, so that references to modern Greece often contained veiled
references to bourgeois German hopes for greater political liberties.151 The Greek
rebellion of 1770 failed, but its memory brought hope to European Philhellenes that
modern Greeks, infused with the taste of liberty, might throw off Ottoman rule and
rekindle their Classical greatness.
Herder wrote at a heady time, as revolution was taking hold of France. It seemed
his Enlightened antagonism towards hegemonic authority such as that which he attributed
to the Roman Empire, the medieval Church and their progeny, the Eastern Empire, was
about to be vindicated. The invasion of German lands by French Revolutionary forces in
1792, the annexation of the left (west) bank of the Rhine by France six years later, and
the rise of Napoleon complicated the German embrace of classical models and the
Enlightenment ideals with which they were associated. During the years 1803 to 1806
Napoleon’s transformation of German states and religious institutions on the right bank
of the Rhine reached its zenith. The French regime secularized many of the Catholic
Church’s territories and associated properties, in the process disbanding many of the
ecclesiastical states and monasteries of the Holy Roman Empire and enriching and
enlarging the remaining states under rulers allied with France. This circumstance
threatened a level of destruction similar to that which had already occurred in French151
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occupied lands on the left bank during the preceding decade. German culture and
Christianity appeared in danger of being overwhelmed by French rationalism and
Napoleon’s claim to an Imperial Roman legacy. This motivated a major challenge to the
classicizing idiom in the arts.

6. Romantic Byzantium
This challenge was most forcefully launched by Friedrich Schlegel. While living
in Paris from the spring of 1802 to the fall of 1804, Schlegel published his responses to
the works of art on display at the Louvre. In certain respects, these were entirely positive.
Embracing the novel chronological arrangement of the works as clues to their larger
significance, Schlegel introduced a new form of art criticism: “Undiscovered or neglected
paintings of the past became for the first time the quarry of an intellectual effort almost
archaeological in impulse.”152 For Schlegel, however, this was not an effort to recover
neglected precursors to the artists who had been most revered during the Enlightenment.
Instead, he understood (French) Enlightenment reverence to indicate the ruin of art, and
located the beginning of artistic decline in the earliest works of Italian art to attract
(French) Enlightened enthusiasm.
In analyzing the paintings the French troops were collecting for public display in
Paris at the Louvre palace (which in the process became the Musée Napoléon), therefore,
Schlegel rejected the trajectory of progress towards the “modern manner” as presented in
the then still authoritative works of Giorgio Vasari (1511-74). This trajectory included
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most of the post-classical artists whom Winckelmann had recommended as having
incorporated virtues of the ancients into their work.153 In reporting on the paintings in
Paris in 1803 for his new journal Europa, Schlegel asserted, “I have through and through
only a taste for the old school of painting; only this do I understand and grasp, and only
of this can I talk. Of the French school and of the very late Italians I will not speak.”154
He further clarified:
From this newer school of Italian painting that is primarily characterized through
Raphael, Titian, Correggio, Giulio Romano and Michelangelo—although other
painters not as epoch-making remain essential components of it—the origin of the
ruin of art is indisputably to be traced. And just as Correggio digressed into the
realm of music, so too the old misunderstanding which continues to ceaselessly
153
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confuse painting and sculpture is to be traced to Michelangelo as its first
source.155
The account of Antonio Allegri, known as Correggio (1494-1534), who was not known
for his musical talent, as engaging in a ruinous musical digression, served Schlegel as a
euphemism for the sensuality of Correggio’s works. Correggio had famously treated even
sacred subjects in an at least implicitly sexualized manner, and as his specific referent
Schlegel may well have had one of Correggio’s most famous works in mind: the
Assumption of the Virgin in the dome of Parma Cathedral. Here the enraptured Virgin is
lifted to heaven by a throng of music-playing, partially nude and distinctly amorous
angels [fig. 2.1].156 Winckelmann had praised Correggio, while Vasari, specifically
admiring the Assumption of the Virgin, wrote “it seems impossible that [Correggio]
should have been able… even to conceive it in his imagination, so beautiful are the
curves of the draperies and the expressions that he gave to those figures.”157 For Schlegel,
however, this was not even an Assumption – the subject had devolved into mere
digression.
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“Von dieser neuern Schule der italiänischen Malerei, die durch Raffael, Tizian,
Correggio, Julio Romano, Michel Angelo vorzüglich bezeichnet wird, wiewohl auch
andre nicht so Epoche machende Maler noch wesentlich dazu gehören, ist unstreitig das
Verderben der Kunst ursprünglich abzuleiten; und wenn Correggio in das Gebiet der
Musik ausschweifte, so ist wohl auch das alte Mißverständnis, welches noch immer
fortdauert, und Malerei und Plastik unaufhörlich von neuem verwechselt, in der ersten
Quelle von Michel Angelo abzuleiten.” Schlegel, Ansichten und Ideen von der
Christlichen Kunst, 56; originally published in Friedrich Schlegel, “Vom Raffael,”
Europa. Eine Zeitschrift, 1:[2], no. 1 (1803).
156
See the discussion of this work in Carolyn Smyth, Correggio’s Frescoes in Parma
Cathedral (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 44-59, esp. p. 50.
157
Winckelmann, Reflections on the Imitation of Greek Works, 2-3 and Vasari, Lives of
the Painters, Sculptors and Architects, 646.
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Michelangelo’s chief offense, according to Schlegel, was the introduction of
illusionistic and other devices that blurred the distinction between two-dimensional and
three-dimensional surfaces.158 The works of Raphael, therefore, demonstrated for
Schlegel both the end of the pure old style and the beginning of a downward spiral
towards sensuality, illusionism, and France. As Schlegel determined by 1804, the decline
of art began at the end of Raphael’s career when, in rivalry with Michelangelo, he
produced the works most valued in the eighteenth century.159 The key markers of decline
were explorations of sensuality (digression into music) and spatial illusionism.
The painting in which Schlegel observed Raphael’s decline most clearly was the
Transfiguration of Christ (1517), then the centerpiece of the Louvre’s Raphael display. It
was typical among German scholars, including art critics, to locate the shift from the
Middle Ages, or Romantic era, to the modern era in the Reformation;160 that Schlegel
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Michelangelo’s purported disdain for Flemish painting and religious devotion (which
was understood by Schlegel and others at this time as essentially German), may well have
contributed to Schlegel’s particular dislike of Michelangelo. See Francisco de Hollanda,
“Michelangelo on Flemish Art.” excerpted from “Four Dialogues” appended to Hollanda,
Tratado de Pintura Antigua (written ca. 1541-48; published posthumously), reprinted in
English translation in Italian Art 1500-1600: Sources and Documents, ed. Robert Klein
and Henri Zerner (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1966), 33-35. This development
is also evident in Correggio, who appears to have been influenced at least in part by
Michelangelo’s work at the Sistine Chapel; see Smyth, Correggio’s Frescoes in Parma
Cathedral, 9 and 38.
159
See Schlegel, Ansichten und Ideen von der christlichen Kunst, 87; originally published
in Friedrich Schlegel, “Zweiter Nachtrag alter Gemälde,” Europa. Eine Zeitschrift, 2:2,
no. 1 (1805). Though first published in 1805, Schlegel dated the composition of the essay
to Spring, 1804 (i.e., just before leaving Paris). See also van Nimmen, “Friedrich
Schlegel’s Response,” esp. pp. 328-31.
160
Eichner regards the Renaissance as incorporated within die romantische Zeit along
with the middle ages as, he notes, the concept of the Renaissance as such did not yet
exist: see 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. This definition did not, however, incorporate what came
to be understood as the Mannerist art and architecture of the sixteenth century since, at
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would focus on a work commissioned just as Luther was drawing up his ninety-five
theses may have been a coincidence, but it is one that closely mirrored the progress of
Schlegel’s thought, in which the advent of the Reformation similarly signaled the end of
the Christian era. The decline of Italian art, according to Schlegel’s account, began
simultaneously with the spiritual decline of the North: these cultural and spiritual
devolutions would culminate in the French Enlightenment. Of the Transfiguration Vasari
had written “that this work, among the vast number that [Raphael] painted, is the most
glorious, the most lovely, and the most divine.”161 This passage occurs around the midpoint of Vasari’s tale of artistic progress up to his own day; others had carried this story
forward in the centuries after Vasari’s death. Schlegel’s analysis was not simply a
revision of the history of art as derived from Vasari, but a repudiation of its confidence in
progress.
While Schlegel began his battle within the broadly accepted realm of Italian
painting, his effort to revive the older and topple the newer schools had a clear corollary
in the effort to revive German, that is, Christian culture prior to the Reformation, as equal
and parallel to that of contemporary Italy and superior to that of Enlightenment and
Napoleonic France. By 1805, Schlegel was looking to Byzantine icons for the origins of
the older school. According to Vasari, such works had formed the basis for the Italian
tradition established by Cimabue (c.1240-c.1302) that had culminated in the work of

least during the Napoleonic period, the Reformation served German scholars as the
Romantic period’s chronological endpoint. This definition allowed both Protestants and
Catholics to claim medieval / Romantic art and architecture as their rightful inheritance.
161
Giorgio Vasari, Vite de' più eccellenti architetti, pittori et scultori italiani (1st ed.,
1550; rev. ed., 1568), abridged trans. of 2nd ed.: Vasari, Lives of the Painters, Sculptors,
and Architects, 2 vols., trans. Gaston du C. de Vere, with intro. and notes by David
Ekserdjian (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1996), vol. 1, 740.
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Michelangelo. Vasari’s estimation of Byzantine artists as working “not in the good
ancient manner of the Greeks but in that rude modern manner of those times,“ had led
few to collect or investigate these works.162 Schlegel, however, addressed these works
positively, as reflecting the oldest style of Christian painting, and one practiced by Greek
priests.163 He contrasted the icons with the degenerate art of Michelangelo: the Italian
tradition, according to Schlegel, had not so much overcome Byzantine limitations in the
thirteenth century, as lost Byzantine virtues in the sixteenth.164
Schlegel next turned from re-assessment of painting prior to Raphael to his reassessment of medieval architecture. His “Letters on a Trip” focused so intensely on
medieval architecture that an expanded edition was published in 1823 as Fundamentals of
Gothic Architecture (Grundzüge der gotischen Baukunst).165 The intensity of this focus
was spurred by the destruction that he and his companions had encountered along the
way. Schlegel began his essay by describing Gothic buildings in France and the harm
done to them during the Revolution (the Cathedral of Notre Dame in Paris, the monastery
church of Saint-Denis, and the cathedrals of Reims and Cambray - of which only a tower
remained standing).166 But these losses were not to the French patrimony as much as they
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Vasari, Lives of the Painters, vol. 1, 52.
Schlegel, “Zweiter Nachtrag alter Gemälde,” 104-05; see also above, Chap. 1, n. 4.
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Schlegel, “Zweiter Nachtrag alter Gemälde,” 109.
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Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise,” 153-204.
166
In his discussion of the architectural sculpture at Reims he further elaborates:
“Dergleichen [heiligen] Bildnisse sind freilich in ganz Frankreich, den Niederlanden, und
selbst in den Rheingegenden, fast überall herabgeworfen und zerstört, und dieses ist
vielleicht der größte Schaden, welchen die Revolution in Frankreich selbst der Kunst
zugefügt hat.” Friedrich Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise durch die Niederlande,
Rheingegenden, die Schweiz, und einen Theil von Frankreich,” first published in
Poetisches Taschenbuch auf das Jahr 1806; republished in revised form as "Grundzüge
der gotischen Baukunst“ in Friedrich Schlegels sämmtliche Werke, vol. 6 (Vienna: Jakob
Mayer, 1823); both versions reprinted in integrated form in Schlegel, Ansichten und
163
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were as-yet-unacknowledged losses to the German patrimony – for Schlegel insisted that
the later medieval (“later Gothic”) architecture they saw, from Notre Dame to Cologne
Cathedral, was, in its origin and essence, German.167 This idea had largely lost scholarly
support towards the end of the eighteenth century when, as in Herder’s assertions cited
above, the British and French idea took hold that this architecture was Islamic in
origin.168

Ideen von der christlichen Kunst, ed. Hans Eichner, vol. 4 of Kritische FriedrichSchlegel-Ausgabe, edited by Ernst Behler with Hans Eichner and Jean-Jacques Anstett
(Munich: Ferdinand Schöningh; Zurich: Thomas, 1959), 159. According to the integrated
version, this quotation is present in both the 1806 and 1823 eds.
167
In looking for an authority, beyond his students, to support his assertion of the
Germanness of the Gothic art he saw on his way, surprisingly Schlegel warmly referred
his readers to Fiorillo’s recent works: Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise” (1806 version
only), 161 n. I (Schlegel) and n. 7 (Eichner). Schlegel did not cite any passage from
Fiorillo in particular, perhaps because in fact Fiorillo had taken a stance only vaguely
reminiscent of the patriotism of Goethe’s essay of 1772. The term “Gothic” appears to
have meant little more to Fiorillo than a negative term for “medieval.” While Fiorillo
clarified that he did not wish to use a negative term, at the same time he did wish to
underline that Gothic architecture was German, not Italian. See Johann Dominik Fiorillo,
Geschichte der zeichnenden Künste von ihrer Wiederauflebung bis auf die neuesten
Zeiten, v. 2: Geschichte der Mahlerey in Venedig, der Lombardey (Ferrara, Modena,
Reggio, Parma, Mantua, Mailand, Cremona, Bologna), Sizilien, Ligurien und Piemont
(Göttingen: Johann Friedrich Röwer, 1801), reprinted in facsimile in Johann Dominik
Fiorillo, Sämtliche Schriften, v. 2 (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1997), 379-80.
168
Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise,” both editions, 171, and 1823 interpolation, 193;
Schlegel does not address the English terminology in the original edition, but he does
argue against any Islamic influence on the (later) Gothic, whether from Spain or the
Middle East. The notion that later medieval architecture derived from Islamic architecture
had been published by F. Fénelon in France in 1717 and by Christopher Wren in England
in 1750. William Warburton (1698-1779) had attributed the origins of Gothic architecture
to Spain in a note in his edition of the Works of Alexander Pope (London: J. and P.
Knapton, 1751), vol. 3, Moral Essays, 266-69, n. to verse 29; he may have been first to
explicitly link this idea with the theory of Gothic architecture’s Islamic origins in the
revision of this note in the 1760, and later, editions of Moral Essays. Cf. Pope, Moral
Essays (1760), 267-68 n., Tonia Raquejo, “The ‘Arab Cathedrals’: Moorish Architecture
as Seen by British Travellers,” The Burlington Magazine 128, no. 1001 (August, 1986):
555, n. 5 (where she attributes the revision to the 1769 edition), and Frankl, Gothic:
Literary Sources and Interpretations, 391-92. Despite Goethe’s earlier homage to
Strasbourg Cathedral as German in Goethe, “Von deutscher Baukunst. D.M. Erwini a
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When he turned to the earlier, Hellenizing buildings of Germany, Schlegel
explained that, like Hagia Sophia in Istanbul [fig. 2.2 a-d] and San Marco in Venice [fig.
2.3 a-d],169 buildings such as Cologne’s St. Aposteln [fig. 2.4 a-c] and St. Gereon [fig.
2.5 a-c] were organized by the combination and intersection (Verknüpfung und
Einschachtelung) of geometric forms.170 This description does loosely distinguish these

Steinbach,” orig. self-pub., anon. (Frankfurt, 1772 [dated 1773]); reprinted in Goethe,
Schriften zur Kunst, ed. Christian Beutler, vol. 13 of Gedenkausgabe der Werke, Briefe
und Gespräche, 28. August 1949, ed. Ernst Beutler (Zurich: Artemis, [1949]), 16-26, he,
along with Herder and the architectural historian Christian Ludwig Stieglitz (whose later
scholarship will be discussed in Chapter Three through Chapter Five), were among those
who during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century accepted that the Gothic style
had originated in Islamic architecture and so was not German in nature after all. Goethe
was re-convinced of the German nature of Gothic by Schlegel’s student Sulpiz Boisserée.
On 14 May, 1810, shortly after his first meeting with Boisserée, Goethe wrote to his
friend Karl Friedrich Reinhard concerning Boisserée’s discussion of Gothic architecture:
“strangest of all seems to me now the German patriotism which insisted in claiming this
obviously Saracenic plant as a product of our native soil.” See Robson-Scott, Literary
Background, 176. Goethe was hardly alone in still tracing Gothic architecture to Islamic
art at this time. The Prince of Württemberg, on visiting Boisserée’s collection in 1814,
was among those whose convictions of the Gothic style’s Islamic origins had not yet been
swayed by Schlegel and his associates; see Boisserée, Tagebücher v. 1, p. 162 (3. Juli
1814).
169
Schlegel’s information on St. Sophia is likely to have come from five drawings first
published by Guillaume-Joseph Grelot (b. ca. 1630) in Relation nouvelle d’un voyage de
Constantinople enrichie de plans levez par l’auteur sur les lieux et de figures… (Paris:
Pierre Rocolet, 1680), of which there were several editions including the English trans.
by John Phillips, A late voyage to Constantinople containing an exact description of the
Propontis and Hellespont… (London: printed by John Playford, sold by Henry
Bonwicke, 1683), from which the images used here have been taken. According to
Eugene Kleinbauer, Grelot’s were among the earliest published illustrations of the church
and, “although his plan and elevation of St. Sophia were inaccurate, they continued to be
reproduced in art books and travel accounts until the middle of the nineteenth century.”
See W. Eugene Kleinbauer, “Prolegomena to a Historiography of Early Christian and
Byzantine Architecture,” in idem, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture: An
Annotated Bibliography and Historiography (Boston: G.K. Hall, 1992), xxv-xxviii.
170
Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise,” 181-84, which indicated that this passage was
present in both the 1806 and the 1823 editions, with the discussion extended in 1823 (pp.
184-85). The interpretation of St. Gereon’s as Byzantine suggests the reasoning behind its
influence on Leo von Klenze’s alternative, “medieval” plan for the Walhalla of 1833. See
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buildings, on the whole, from the buildings Schlegel called later Gothic (or German) in
style: the walls, however perforated, and despite the complexity of their interplay, define
the structures without being absorbed or dismantled into units of vertical division;171 the
vaulting, apses and domes similarly provide vertical extension which does not visually
overpower the spatial depth. Moreover, according to Schlegel, the Rhenish churches
fulfilled some of the earliest ambitions of Byzantine architecture in being cruciform, as
Constantine had wished, and in having domes built as high and wide as possible over the
altars.172 For Schlegel, Byzantine influence linked later, Western medieval architecture to
both that of Classical Greece and that of the Christian East, including the Holy Land. And
while the patriotic fervor of the moment supported his re-introduction of the notion that
later Gothic architecture was purely German, continued fascination with Classical Greece
quickly brought favor to his idea that earlier Gothic architecture was Hellenizing. The
Boisserées and Bertram soon extended Schlegel’s ideas to the medium of painting, and
assembled a collection of what they considered to be the Byzantine-German painting of
Cologne and the Lower Rhine. They successfully lobbied leading lights (notably Goethe)
for recognition of the importance of this school. Their architectural studies (particularly
those of Sulpiz Boisserée) of Byzantine-German and truly German architecture
nevertheless continued unabated.

Adrian von Buttlar, “Die Bayerische Ruhmeshalle, München, 1833-53,” in Nerdinger,
Romantik und Restauration, 176 and figs. 19.12-14.
171
My characterization here has been adapted from that made by Norbert Nussbaum with
respect to Rhenish Late Romanesque architecture (specifically including St. Aposteln and
St. Gereon) in German Gothic Church Architecture, trans. Scott Kleager (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 2000), 25.
172
Schlegel, “Briefe auf einer Reise,” 182, where it is indicated that this passage was
present in both the 1806 and the 1823 editions.
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7. Art and Architectural History as Geography
The historiography and historicizing art and architecture of the German
Byzantium that Schlegel initiated and upon which his charismatic students expanded,
contribute to the prehistory of the German tradition of Kunstgeographie recently
addressed by Thomas DaCosta Kaufmann.173 As Kaufmann notes, Carl Ritter (17791859), who would later, with Alexander von Humboldt, found geography as a university
discipline, responded to Schlegel’s writings on medieval architecture in the Rhineland
quite early in his career.174 Specifically, I argue, in this lecture of 1808 Ritter was the first
to build on Schlegel’s suggestion that Byzantium might be recuperated from
Enlightenment derision and reassessed as a conduit for culture to German lands. This
speaks not only to the overlap of Schlegel’s and Ritter’s ideas about art and geography,
but specifically to their joint enthusiasm for tracing German culture, and specifically that
of its western periphery, the French-occupied Rhineland, not to France and its Romance
heritage but to Greece and the East. But just like Schlegel, Ritter was motivated by the
fear that with the widespread destruction of medieval Rhenish architecture, German
history and its relationship to nature and to God were being destroyed: one must hurry, he
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Thomas DaCosta Kaufmann, Toward a Geography of Art (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 2004). See especially the introduction, pp. 1-13, and chap. 2, “The
Formulation of a Geography of Art: From the End of the Eighteenth to the Twentieth
Century,” 43-67.
174
Kaufmann, Toward a Geography of Art, 43-44, and Carl Ritter’s lecture, published
two years later as Ritter, “Die Ruinen am Rhein,” Rheinisches Archiv für Geschichte und
Literatur v. 1 (1810): 199-220.
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exclaimed, to see these buildings before they disappear.175 The sacred architecture of the
East, the cradle of Christianity, could be seen to have planted itself in the Holy Roman
Empire of the German Nation where its transformation, in stages, into the full expression
of German culture could be seen in the Gothic buildings nearby. Ritter’s ideas found a
warm welcome.176

8. The Brotherhood of St. Luke
Meanwhile, the ideas about painting which Friedrich Schlegel had published
during his years in Paris and Cologne soon inspired a number of German artists to
develop new approaches to their work. The most important of these belonged to a group
that called themselves the Brotherhood of St. Luke. Founded in Vienna in 1809, this
group was joined by Peter Cornelius (1783-1867), after it moved to Rome in 1810 under
the leadership of Friedrich Overbeck (1789-1869) and Franz Pforr (1788-1812).
Cornelius took a leadership position in the group after Pforr’s death. One of its most
celebrated early projects was the re-introduction of the art of fresco painting – an
ambition advanced in particular by Peter Cornelius – at the Casa Bartholdy in Rome in
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In speaking specifically of Cologne: “Doch man eile sie zu betrachten; seit einem
Jahrzehend sind allein an 50, mehr oder minder wichtige, öffentliche alterthümliche
Gebäude daselbst niedergerissen worden. Diese Zerstörung und die historische
Wichtigkeit mögen mich entschuldigen, wenn ich hier die Aufmerksamkeit nur auf die
Antiquitäten dieser Stadt richte.” Ritter, “Die Ruinen am Rhein,” 202.
176
Ritter’s lecture was published by request in 1810, and was quoted at length in 1815,
when he was described as one of the more significant voices addressing art-historical
subjects (“Einer der gründlichsten Kenner der deutschen Kunstgeschichte”) in Johann
Dominic Fiorillo, Geschichte der zeichnenden Künste in Deutschland und den
vereinigten Niederlanden, v. 1 (Hannover, 1815) reprint, Sämtliche Schriften, v. 6
(Hildesheim, Georg Olms, 1997), 389.
109

1816-17.177 Cornelius’s efforts to revive frescoes soon led Crown Prince Ludwig to bring
him to Munich, not only to carry out further frescoes but also to lead the development of
the art academy as a resource for the restoration and creation of major public works in
which Church, state and art were to be united, and fresco cycles were to form a
programmatic component.178 The Brotherhood of St. Luke rapidly became widely
influential throughout German lands; its members and their numerous followers came to
be loosely (and at first derisively) dubbed the “Nazarenes.”179
How the Nazarenes adapted the concept of imitation in their work in order to
realize Schlegel’s historicizing approach to art would be most carefully articulated during
the years 1817-19 when, in addition to the Casa Bartholdy frescoes, exhibitions of their
paintings were held in Rome. The derisive attack on the Nazarenes by Goethe and
Heinrich Meyer instigated numerous defensive reviews and discussions– including one
by Schlegel (whose stepson had joined the Brotherhood).180 One of the central questions
that arose concerned the nature and significance of their use of the historical models they
had chosen. According to Frank Büttner, the answer that emerged at this time was that
177

The frescoes are now at the National Gallery, Berlin; see cat. no. 9 in Nationalgalerie
Berlin. Das XIX. Jahrhundert: Katalog der ausgestellten Werke (Berlin: Staatliche
Museen zu Berlin—Preußischer Kulturbesitz and E.A. Seemann, 2001), 95-97.
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See Johannes Erichsen, “‘Aus dem Gedächtnis ins Herz’. Zum Verhältnis von Kunst,
Geschichte und Politik unter König Ludwig I.,” in Erichsen and Puschner, Aufsätze, 38889, and the quotation in 398 n. 34: “Als der König Cornelius nach München berief, hatte
er die Meinung und Absicht, seinen Erwählten an die Spitze einer Kunstschule zu stellen,
die nicht bloß Lehranstalt bleiben, sondern benützt werden sollte, große und öffentliche
Werke unter der Leitung und nach der Gesinnung des Meisters und seines Herrn
auszuführen…” Julius Schnor von Carolsfeld, Künstlerische Wege und Ziele, ed. Franz
Schnorr von Carolsfeld (Leipzig, 1909), 71.
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The term “Nazarene” originated in Rome, but its first documented appearance was in
Heinrich Meyer’s manuscript for “Neudeutsche religios-patriotische Kunst” (1817): see
Frank Büttner, “Der Streit um die ‘Neudeutsche religios-patriotische Kunst,” Aurora 43
(1983): 55, and discussion below.
180
Büttner, “Streit um die ‘Neudeutsche religios-patriotische Kunst,’” 63-64.
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Nazarene artists reinterpreted Winckelmann’s concept of imitation (Nachahmung) to
mean “following” (Nachfolge), a notion that possessed “distinct spiritual overtones.”181
But if the notion of “following” helps to answer the question of what imitation meant for
the Nazarenes in the 1810s, the question was reopened for those who, in the 1820s, tried
to define and create Byzantine art and architecture for the new king of Bavaria.
Following does not easily describe their work. One of the artists who most clearly
abandoned imitation in the sense of following was Peter Cornelius himself.
As an art student in Düsseldorf, Cornelius had already come under the influence
of Schlegel’s ideas on the renewal of art as the expression of Catholic faith through his
friends Fritz Flemming and Karl Joseph Ignaz Mosler, who were studying under Schlegel
in Cologne.182 Schlegel expressed particular concern for the Jesuits, who at the time were
banned from Catholic-ruled countries, as having been essential to the Church. This
inspired Flemming to head for Russia in 1809, apparently ending up in the Prussian army
(neither the Russian nor the Prussia regimes observed the papal ban); Cornelius
accompanied Flemming as far as Frankfurt.183 At the time he joined the Brotherhood,
Cornelius’s loyalty to the Catholic Church led him, in a letter to Mosler, to go so far as to
locate in Raphael not simply the decline of art but the seeds of the tragic deception that
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Mitchell Benjamin Frank, German Romantic Painting Redefined: Nazarene Tradition
and the Narratives of Romanticism (Aldershot, UK, and Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2001),
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was Protestantism.184 And yet it was this late Raphael and his presumably degenerate
students whose style Cornelius most closely followed.185
When engaged not only in a Byzantine revival project, but one undertaken at the
time of Schlegel’s death and for a king who was monitoring anyone suspected of Jesuit
sympathies, Cornelius appears to have returned to Schlegel’s words with a renewed
dedication expressed in part through a new approach to imitation. But Cornelius was not
the only one caught in the embattled artistic continuum between classical idealism and
Romantic historicism. The classically trained architects Klenze and Gärtner and local
Nazarene-influenced painters including Heinrich Heß (1798-1863), all developed
individual solutions to the unexpected task of producing a Byzantium that was barely
known. In undertaking this project, the question of the meaning of imitation, famously
encompassing ”a bewildering variety of positions,” was clearly never far from their
minds - and the words of Winckelmann and Schlegel remained primary referents.186

9. The Stability of Early Nineteenth-Century Byzantiums
Prior to the incorporation of art history into the universities as an independent
discipline, it fell to artists, architects and patrons as much as to scholars to formulate and
184

“Indessen ist nicht zu leugnen, daß hier viel an Kunstmitteln zu holen ist; aber auch
viel Verführung ist hier, und zwar die feinste im Raphael selbst. In dieser liegt das größte
Gift und der wahre Empörungsgeist und Protestantismus, mehr als ich je gedacht. Man
möchte blutige Thränen weinen, wenn man sieht, daß ein Geist, der das Allerhöchste
gleich jenem mächtigen Engel am Throne Gottes geschaut, daß ein solcher Geist
abtrünnig werden konnte.” Letter from Cornelius to Karl Ignaz Mosler written in Rome
and dated March, 1812. See Büttner, Peter Cornelius. Fresken, 1:61, who cites Ernst
Förster, Peter Cornelius. Ein Gedenkbuch aus seinem Leben und Wirken, 2 vols. (Berlin,
1874), v. 1, 117.
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Frank, German Romantic Painting Redefined, 85, citing G. W. Pigman, “Versions of
Imitation in the Renaissance,” Renaissance Quarterly 33 (1980), 1-32; here, p. 2.
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define styles for art and architecture. Thanks to the dearth of Byzantine models on which
to draw, what Byzantium had looked like was largely a creation of those who claimed to
be describing, reviving, or renovating it—making it a category indexed to their cultural
and political views. In so doing, few simply put aside their classical training and
Enlightenment ideals, even if that is what they intended to do. Ideas become very stable
when applied to practical projects and agendas. This stability made the Byzantium of
Bavaria during the 1820s and 30s highly productive, as the actors who discussed or
produced Byzantine works had, on the one hand, great latitude to inflect them according
to their purposes and, on the other hand, no choice but to grapple with what exactly
Byzantine style looked like, where it was found, and what it signified.
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