Christiane Hertel

The Nineteenth-Century Schiller Cult:
Centennials, Monuments, and Tableaux Vivants

1. Schiller Cult: The Mental and the Visual Image'

In the nineteenth century “Schiller became the victim of unprecedented
veneration,” Walter Muschg said in his speech given on the occasion of the 1959
Schiller Bicentennial, adding that this veneration of Schiller “penetrated his works
like a dye and made them to a wide extent undelectable.”” | wish to examine the
nineteenth-century Schiller cult in several German and German-American urban
communities. While most strongly connected with the Schiller Centennial 1859,
arguably this phenomenon first arose in 1839 with the Schillerfest in Stungart, which
celebrated the eightieth anniversary of Schiller’s birth not on 10 November but on the
date of his death. May 9, and the dedication of the Schiller monument by Bertel
Thorvaldsen (1768-1844) on the previous day. May 8, 1839 (Fig. 1)~ Of this
Schillerfest Christian Reinhold wrote the following week, as though from a historical
perspective: “Why should we not frankly say so? This national holiday was a religious
holiday, a holiday on which all mankind celebrated God’s revelation in a genius. A
holiday, which as such was only possible in the nineteenth century. . .. [For] as the
voice of theology was beginning to become impure, God sought diffetent means of
revelation,” and the “cult of genius” gratefully and faithfully recognized this."* This
cult ofgenius was controversial from the beginning, and in Getmany, unlike the United
States, was strongly opposed by Lutheran theologians and Protestant Church
authorities. They opposed the liberal politics expressed through the veneration of
Schiller as well as what they saw as its blatant idolatry, an idolatry manifesting itselfin
the focus on a sculpture, a full length sculpture at that, a format thus far reserved for
rulers or, in its equestrian variant, to rulers as military leaders. Here one may think of
equestrian monument by Andreas Schliiter (1660-1714) ofthe Great Elector Friedrich
Wilhelm von Brandenburg which in 1703 was the first such monument in Germany
to be erected in a public location, the Lange Briicke o ithe Schloss in Berlin (now in the
courtyard of the Charlottenburger Schloss (Fig. 2).

Indeed, sculptures were central to this emerging Schiller cult, even before 1839.
Since 1826 Johann Heinrich Dannecker (1758-1841) had loaned one version of his
1794 Schiller bust (Fig. 3) to the Stuttgarter Gesan”verein, the driving force behind
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the cult there, for their annual celebration. It is Dannecker’ second bust of 1796-
1805 (Fig. 4), not Thorvaldsens full-length sculpture, which like no other image of
him shaped the German and German-American mental image of Schiller. It did not
matter, if perhaps he looked more like the undated bust by Ludwig Klauer (b.1782),
probably the only other sculpted image of Schiller made during his lifetime (Fig. 5).
Loosely basing his bust on the Graeco-Roman model of the bust portrayal of
philosophers, Dannecker emphasizes Schillers forehead, making his visionary gaze
turn sideways toward a distant point beyond the beholder. This eagle’ gaze toward an
unknown place was easily associated with truth, or the future, or the national destiny
of Germany, or the triad of values, “das Wahre, Gute, Schone,” coined by Goethe in
his “Epilog zu Schiller’s ‘Glocke™ of 1805.” In this way Dannecker’ bust promoted
the notion of Schillers genius, while being credited with authenticity, for it had been
made by Schiller’ lifelong friend.® Dannecker himself was pleased with his work,
writing about it to Schiller: “1 have to tell you that your image makes an
incomprehensible impression on people: those who have seen you, find it is a perfect
likeness; those who know you solely from your works, find more in this image than
what their ideal of you could create.” When it arrived Schiller responded
enthusiastically: “I could stand for hours before it, and I should find ever new beauties
in this work. ... 1myselfhave a few plaster casts of antiquities in my room at which
1now dont like to look any more.”™

One reason for the largely negative critique ofThorvaldsen’ Schiller was that it
represents him in a sort of timeless classical cloak almost hiding his contemporary
dress. In other words, in the ensuing “Kostiimstreit,” as it became known, it was
argued that whereas his bust must idealize and transcend his features, his full-length
representation must not, for only if Schiller appeared in modern bourgeois dress,
would his exemplary role be real, especially his role as a Republican citizen. When the
neoclassicist sculptor Christian Daniel Rauch (1777-1857) declined in the end the
commission for the Weimar double portrait of Goethe and Schiller, it was because he
was in favor of the timeless cloak, whereas his patrons, foremost the Bavarian King
Ludwig 1, insisted on presenting Schiller and Goethe not in classicizing “masquerade,”
as he put it, but in “modern costume,” as historical figures.® The sculptures for Weimar
by Rauch’s student Ernst Rietschel (1804-61) are historical in this sense (Fig. 6). When
dedicated in September 1857, Rietschel’s double portrait was successful both with the
public and with its primary patron, Ludwig | who exclaimed: “Das ist mein Schiller!”®

The many nineteenth-century sculpture commissions notwithstanding, some in
mythologizing timeless garb, some in modern dress, and some in both—as in Munich
(Max Widmann,1863) and Ludwigsburg (Ludwig von Hofer, 1882)," Dannecker’s
busts, that is his second version of 1796-1805 as much as the posthumous colossal
version of 1813 (Fig. 7), were the idols of the Schiller cult, in Germany as much as
among German-Americans. Dannecker certainly did not foresee the ubiquity and
mobility of his sculptures; on the contrary, he wanted to bring Schiller to life, as he
wrote in May 1805, “but he cannot be alive other than colossal. 1want an apotheosis.”"
For this purpose he intended the colossal version to be housed in a temple of his own
design, adesign undergoing changes from a neo-Classical to a neo-Egyptian, pyramidal
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style. Dannecker’s widely copied Schiller busts were often adjusted so as to make
Schiller look straight out at his viewers; an example of this may be seen on the stage of
the Festsaal at the German Society of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, where his
“Kolossalschiller” is paired with Beethoven. On the other hand, Rietschel’s Schiller—
and Goethe— became the primary model for German-American communities when
they commissioned full-length statues for public spaces. This was the case in
Philadelphia in 1886 and 1890, respectively, and in Cleveland in 1907. It is, as if
Danneckers ideal Schiller was found to serve its purposes best in the interior, whereas
Rietschel’s historical and in this sense realistic Schiller appeared to belong in the public
outdoor space. As we shall see, the ethical and/or political meanings attached to these
models differed accordingly.

If Schiller himself found he could stand for hours before Dannecker’ portrait of
him, so did others later on. Standing before Schiller, both in the sense of standing
before a sculpture and standing before a mental image, became a central feature of
Schiller celebrations, so that even in 1959 Hans Mayer, in his Bicentennial speech
poignantly titled “Dem Wahren, Guten, Schonen,” could ask: “Wie stehen wir vor
Schiller?” (How do we stand before Schiller?), just as one might ask: “How do we
stand before God” or “How are we justified before God?” Mayers reference is World
War Il and his answer is cautiously optimistic: “Something has been done by us and
has happened with us, to return to the image of man that dignity that had been
threatened by barbarism beyond rescue.”* From 1839 to 1959 it seemed that Schiller
left some kind of binding will, the content ofwhich was an ethical ideal connected to
a cause which as a German national or citizen one was to pursue, if not fulfill, and
certainly not fail. It is this general way of thinking and feeling about Schiller which
the Schiller cult both teflects and reinforces.

2. Schiller Centennials: Monument and Memorial

The well-documented Schiller Centennials in Hamburg, New York, Cleveland,
Baltimore, and Philadelphia permit a close comparative study ofthe festival committees
and programs, their participants, audiences and— always— public success. The festival
programs offer a wealth of information, ranging from speeches and recitals to musical
and visual components. Strikingly prominent and consistent among the latter was the
tableau vivant. Beyond these singular events which, as in New York, could extend
from 8 November to 12 November, there are others. As already mentioned, in some
important and paradigmatic cases, privately funded sculpture and monument
commissions—of Thorvaldsen in Stuttgart, of Rietschel in Weimar—preceded the
Centennial. Rarely did they coincide with the Centennial, as was the case with C. L
Richters bust in New York’s Central Park which also was the first portrait statue to be
erected there.Often they followed or even directly resulted from it, as was the case
in Hamburg, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Cleveland. These commissions, their artistic
outcomes, the ground breaking ceremonies, and then the dedication ceremonies some
years later, shed light on a given community’s sustained commitment to Schiller as a
cause and on their stake in publicly honoring and identifying with Schiller.
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As the program notes, press reports, and subsequent albums make clear, everywhere
one took great care to make such events fall either on Schillers birthday or on the date
of his death. This raises the important question of monument versus memorial. O f
these Arthur Danto writes: “We erect monuments so that we shall always remember,
and build memorials so that we shall never forget.......... Monuments commemorate
the memorable and embody the myth of beginnings. Memorials ritualize remembrance
and mark the reality of ends.”™ If his distinction is correct, then it would seem that
Thorwaldsens statue dedicated on May 8, 1839 (a date referring to the poet’s birth
and death), and emphasizing the classical and timeless Schiller was a monument to
what endures by and about Schiller, whereas Rietschel’s double portrait of 1857
emphasizing the historical and finite formed a memorial (Figs. 1and 6). Perhaps this
would have been disputed at the time; but it helps explain the intense debate then
about the laurel wreath held by the two poets as the one and only symbol transcending
their realistic historical portrayal by Rietschel. Furthermore, Danto’s distinction helps
explain the common preference for the bust which, to use Dannecker’s words, was
suited to keep Schiller alive because of its functional versatility. In facing a bust, those
standing before Schiller in the heightened, quasi-religious sense mentioned earlier
had to reflect their own actions and historical role. They had to probe whether they
could justifiably lend their own actions and appearance, as it were, to his head, mind
and spirit."»

This may be one more reason why both Goethe and Schopenhauer preferred
busts to full-length statues, especially of poets. Thorvaldsen actually concurred with
them on this point: for in addition to just standing there the poet would have to do
something meaningful, i.e., create and lead spiritually, which was difficult to represent
and, as Schopenhauer observed, easily made the man look “as if he could not find his
rhyme.”"* While one might expect the subtleties in the aesthetic of sculptural
commemoration to have been lost in popular forms of celebration like the Schiller
Centennial, this was actually not the case. The use of Schiller busts in combination
with tableaux vivants may be considered as striking an effective balance between
memorial and monument, between what ended and what still endures. Invoked in
these performances were the values of individual freedom, national self-determination,
unity of word and deed, decisive individual action, and “das Wahre, Gute, Schone.”

On surface there is a striking similarity in accounts of Schiller’s character and
primary accomplishments in speeches given in Philadelphia or Cleveland or Hamburg
and in the works selected for performance at these events. Predictably, they were his
dramas and his ballads with northern subject matter, most often— and strangely not
to their mutual exclusion— the revolutionary Wilhelm TellanA— somehow assimilated
to the ballads, often by changing the title simply to “Die Glocke”—the anti-
revolutionary “Das Lied von der Glocke.” In view of this general similarity among the
centennial programs the differences of time and place are all the more interesting and
significant.
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3. 1859: Hamburg

We begin with the by far best documented Centennial in Hamburg, using
Bernhard Endrulat’ illustrated 400-page account of 1860 illustrated by Otto Speckter.
According to Endrulat, a teacher and a festival committee member, Hamburg’s
preparations for the Schiller Centennial started with a struggle between the festival
committee and Hamburg’s Senate regarding the date of Schiller’s birthday, 10
November, which that year coincided with Bul?- und Benag, an important Protestant
Chutch Holiday. The Senate declined the petition to move the church holiday in
favor of the Schiller holiday so that the official program had to begin the next day. Yet
Endrulat is proud to report that Hambutg proved itself as a true Republic in the
heated, public debate of this issue in the full range of the City’s free press, in the
population’s overwhelming decision for Schiller’s shining light against the darkness of
religious bigotry, and in the fact that the Senate turned a blind eye to it all in the end,
deciding even against policing the potentially disruptive festival procession on 13
November. That procession and most other program points were meant to be all-
inclusive. Thus already during the day of 10 November the Alster was full of colorfully
flagged boats in defiance of the black Buf- und Bettag faction. For the evening of 11
November a spectacular illumination of facades and shop windows was agreed upon
by their owners or renters (Fig. 8)"; major educational institutions, from schools to
associations for the education ofworkers, were encouraged to observe the event with
a memorial celebration. The Municipal Theater performed Wilhelm 7e//and the Thalia
Theater WallensteinsLager. The two main events, however, were the “Gedachtnisfeier,”
the memorial celebration on Novembet 11 and the public procession on November
13, a day that ended with numerous banquets in Schiller’s honor.

The Schiller-Comite designated several subcommittees, two o fthem for the visual
arts, that is, one for the “artistische”, the elevated artistic, components of the formal
“Gedachtnisfeier” and one for the “volksthiimlich-kiinstlerische,” the pmpular artistic,
organization of the street illuminations and the procession. The “Gedachtnisfeier,” in
addition to speeches emphasizing the Schiller values and their legacy, contained the
“artistische” components, i.e., musical performances, among them Beethoven’s “Eroica,”
and a series of tableaux vivants of the moments considered the most significant in the
selected works. These were “Das Madchen aus der Fremde,” “Die Rauber,” “Don
Carlos,” “Wallensteins Lager,” “Die Jungfrau von Orleans,” “Maria Stuart,” “Der Gang
nach dem Eisenhammer,” “Das Lied von der Glocke,” all musically accompanied,
and finally a tableau without a model in Schiller’s work, “Schiller’s Apotheosis.” That
Endrulat realized the humorous aspects of so much theatricality, while emphasizing
the seriousness of it all, is suggested by three consecutive illustrations of his account.
One is a vignette of the humorous jumbling of participants in these tableaux during
theit rehearsal break, with the children taking a nap on Zeus’s throne (Fig. 9). The
second shows the tableau vivantfor the ending of“Das Lied von der Glocke,” obviously
chosen to demonstrate civic unity, but pethaps also as a polemic against the Buss- und
Bettag faction who had decided to donate a Schiller Glocke named Concordia, the
bell’s name in Schiller’s poem, to Hamburg’s Nikolaikirche (Fig. 10). Third is “Schiller’s
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Apotheosis,” with Zeus now sublimely enthroned, a role Endrulat modestly mentions
he played (Fig. 11). Here the an historical inspiration of the subcomminee for the
elevated, “artistische” program is evident. This tableaus centerpiece borrows its
composition from Jean Auguste Dominique Ingres’ “Zeus and Thetis” of 1811 (Mus&
Granet, Aix-en-Provence) and his “The Vow of Louis XIII”of 1824 (Cathedral,
Montauban), which represent Thetis both as supplicant and temptress before the
enthroned Zeus, and, resjjectively, Louis kneeling before the enthroned Madonna
and Child. Yet in addition to juxtaposing two figures by way ofart historical reference,
the cast for the tableau vivant actually counted thirty-five more persons, intended to
represent different social classes, trades, professions, and men, women, children. In
fact, the tableaux vivants were the only aspect of the Hamburg Centennial in which
women participated, the only one considered not to compromise them, as it was put,
whereas their exclusion from the banquets explicitly happ>ened so as not to inhibit the
men or force them to assume a “steife, formliche Haltung.” Endrulat realizes that in
these decisions the Schiller-Comite put convention above its ideal ofall-inclusiveness.™

It fell to the poetry competition, the school events and the festival procession to
fulfill the ideal of a fully democratic and inclusive event. 1,000 copies of Cottas
centennial edition of Schillers poetry were distributed to school children, agift rejected
only by some parochial schools. Several schools, elite gymnasiums, schools for the
poor, schools for “hohere Tochter,” as well as two “Israelitische Gemeindeschulen,”
staged remarkably similar events, which included the recital of Schillers ballads as
well as of “Das Lied von der Glocke,” and crowning a Schiller bust with a wreath of
laurel or flowers. These school celebrations had been called for by the eleventh annual
meeting of German school teachers in 1859 (and undoubtedly originated at least
another 120 years of obligatory memorization of Schiller’s ballads in German high
schools). Expanded versions of these events took place at the BildungsvereinfurArbeiter,
expanded by tableaux vivants of“Das Lied von der Glocke,” and in one case culminating
in a pledge of allegiance to Schiller, a pledge to make the “Rutli-Schwur” come true.
One way to demonstrate this pledge was to participate in the festival procession, as
992 members ofthe Bildungsvereinfur Arbeiter d\d, along with other large contingents
of factory workers. To illustrate Endrulat’s account of this temporary parity of all, a
vignette binds emblems of the various trades, civic associations and factories
participating in the procession into one ornament. The corresponding temporary “mass
ornament” on the street, to borrow Siegfried Kracauer’s term here for this
choreographed, secular procession, subordinated itselfto a colossal Schiller bust featured
by Hamburg’s Artists Association and carried like a reliquary or the statue ofasaint in
a religious procession (Fig. 12).” It is this very subordination to Schiller which diffused
the risk of social unrest evolving from the secularized public procession. Hamburg’s
Senate took the risk and did not police the event.

Between 11 and 13 November 1859, seventeen Schiller busts were crowned in
Hamburg. “Countless were the elaborately decorated balconies and shop windows
displaying Schiller busts.”™Three large transparencies of his portrait were illuminated
at night, four painted portraits carried in procession, and one portrait each carried by
190 workers of Schmilinsky’ factory. 8,000 lithographic portrait prints were sold.
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and one could visit a replica of Schiller’s study in Weimar. In addition to this ubiquitous
image of Schiller, there had to be a culmination point and a destination for the festival
procession. That, however, was missing, because Hamburg did not yet have a Schiller
monument. To remedy this lack, Ludwig Winck made a temporary eleven-foot plaster
statue erected on an equally high pedestal on the Heiligengeistfeld on Hamburg’s
outskirts, the procession’s destination (Fig. 13). There all ended with a short speech by
a carpenter and with the intonation of Beethoven’s “An die Freude.” Small statuettes
of this temporary monument were subsequendy sold, one of many fundraisers for the
sculpture by Julius Lippelt dedicated in 1868. To the ubiquitous reproduction of
Schillers image corresponded his imitation and emulation in bad, yet in some cases
prize-winning poetry, festival prologues, rhymed banquet toasts.

4. 1859: New York, Baltimore, Philadelphia

Many of these components of the Hamburg Centennial were also featured in
New York, Baltimore and Philadelphia in 1859. But there are some significant
differences. To begin with, there was no question of illuminating entire cities as in
Hamburg. Instead the Schiller cult was an occasion for the ethnic self-assertion of
German-Americans. Often Schiller was unapologetically and unpolemically celebrated
as a Freethinker and as a “grofier Heide,” a great heathen, without any ecclesiastical
interference. As one celebrant put it: “What he lacked in interest for the cause of the
Church, he gained in enthusiasm for the cause of mankind.Whereas later one
turned to contemporary composers — for example, in 1883 in Philadelphia the
Gesangymin Harmonic performed Max Bruch’s “colossal” composition for choir, four
soloists, orchestra, and organ, in 1859 Andreas Jacob Romberg’s composition (1809)
was the most widely used musical accompaniment of tableaux vivants of “Das Lied
von der Glocke” anywhere.” In the exceptional case of Hamburg’s “Gedachtnisfeier”
of 1859, Mozarts “March of Priests” from The Magic Flute vtas chosen, suggesting a
link between Freemasonry and Schiller’s ideals. Such a combination seemed to
contradict the poem’s message of social app>easement. Be that as it may, the Masonic
link was strong and explicit among German-American communities. In Baltimore,
for example, the Freemasons participated in the Centennial, and while the “Liedetkranz”
p>erformed Schiller’s anti-revolutionalry “Lied von der Glocke” to Romberg’s music,
the dominant theme was Schiller as “der Freiheit Priester und der Menschlichkeit.”™
And when decades later the Cannstatter Volksfestverein (in contemporary publications
often misspelled as Cannstiidter) of Philadelphia commissioned a Schiller sculpture
for Fairmount Park, its groundbreaking ceremony in November 1885 was led by the
Hermann and Humboldt Lodges as well as the Grand Lodge of Pennsylvania. Pride in
this coofjeration was expressed in a publication documenting every word s(x>ken at
the event, for a reader not familiar with Masonic ritual a mysterious text. As at
more conventional Schiller celebrations elsewhere, music— here by Bach, Beethoven,
Mendelssohn, and a certain von Schreiner (“Das neue deutsche Herz”) — accompanied
the program in Fairmount Park. The Philadelphia Schwitbischer Merkur, the Cannstatter
Volksfest-Vereins biweekly newspaper founded in 1885, describes this ceremonial as
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appropriate, widely appreciated and entirely congruent with further program points
for the day which included “Gemiithlichkeit,” “Kegelschieben and fireworks casting
Schillers name in Philadelphia’ night sky.

Now turning to some other significant differences in the German-American
Centennial, I should like to mention in New York the contextual placement, rather
than isolated veneration, of a full-length sculpture of Schiller on stage between the
muses Melpomene and Polyhymnia, flanked by busts of Lessing, Homer, Shakespeare,
Herder, Wieland, Euripides, Goethe, Kant and Luther; funher the invitation ofWilliam
Cullen Bryant as one of the two main speakers at the thus decorated Gedachtnisfeier,
and the ability to win the piano maker company Steinway and the painter Emanuel
Leutze, familiar to all through his patriotic painting “Washington Crossing the
Delaware” of 1857 (Museum of Fine Arts, Boston), for the artistic components of the
festivities.™ These predictably included plenty of Beethoven, Wagner and also
Schumann, banquets, theater performances, and tableaux vivants, but also festive balls,
a feature absent from German programs known to me.

Like their German counterparts, German-American Centennial celebrations in
Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York and elsewhere included poetry competitions.\*
Generally the German-American poems share the theme of immigration and the idea
of Schiller as a cause transcending national boundaries. If in Germany the art and
literary critic as well as philosopher Friedrich Theodor Vischer criticized such tendencies
in the Schiller cult and advocated national emphasis, self-appointed poets in America
said the opposite. Somewhat hesitantly, given their poor quality, a few passages must
be quoted to demonstrate some remarkable differences from anything equally bad
produced in Germany.™ Here are two examples each from the Baltimore and the
Philadelphia Centennial. H. Rislers prologue to Baltimores “Gedachtnisfeier begins
as follows:

Seid mir gegrufit zur Festes-Zeit,
Die eine Welt sich freudig eilt zu schmiicken
He exclaims further down: “Der Dichter ist der achte Volksvertreter! and ends:
Freiheit, Gliick und ungestortes Streben,
Die hohen Giiter all, lhr kennt sie ja

Im freien glucklichen Amerika!

Next are stanzas fourteen and fifteen of F. Freiligrath’s “Festlied der Deutschen in
America”:

Und ist mit uns auch iiber’s Meet gefahren,
Und lebt mit uns im Lande unsrer Wahl!

Er macht dies Land, dies Zukunftsland, sein eigen, m
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Und baut und schafft an seiner Zukunft mit!

Now two examples from Philadelphia’s Schiller-Album, eine Festgabeder Freunde Schillers
in der neuen \¥mf(1859).* First, the album’s dedication;

Die wir von heimischen Gestaden
Auszogen in die feme Welt,

Zum Feste sind wir heut geladen,
Das uns ein edler Geist bestellt.

And further down:

Doch ist es nicht die Scholle Erde,
Die uns die Heimat heilig macht;

es ist des Vaterlands Vermachtnis,
der Geisteshildung edle Saat;

The second example is an application of such “Geistesbildung.” This is, in part, the
seventh stanza of Theodor Schuchhardt’s “Fur die Indianer”:

Stets von Nord’ und Sud’ herbei
Drangen sich die weifien Christen
Eure Krieger, stark und frei.
Fallen unter ihrem Blei,

Eure Weiber ihren Liisten.

Ifin 1859 such texts were founded in a nostalgia for a Germany that could not be and
in the optimistic life experience of German immigrants hoping to realize Schiller’s
Vermachtnis” in the United States (as well as in a budding German
Indianerromantik ), by the 1880s, when Philadelphia and Chicago received their
Schiller statues, the circumstances of the Schiller cult were rather different.

5. Schiller Statues in the 1880%: Philadelphia and Chicago

In the 1880s the Philadelphia Schwdhischer Merkur and even more so the
Philadelphia Tagehlatt, while writing in detail about these monuments and the
surrounding ceremonies, concerned themselves not with the persecution of native
Americans, but with the problems of the urban working class, the stmggle for regulated
work hours and so forth.In 1885 at the time of the ground breaking ceremony,
their Schiller was “ein Vorkampfer, ein Fuhrer gegen die Gewalthaber,” and against
absolutism and “pfafFische Verdummung,” and stood for “die Sache der Freiheit,”
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aided by his reading of Kant. His Wilhelm Tell was seen as the Rechtfertigung der
Revolution der Gedruckten,” the justification of revolution by the oppressed.**
Certainly, the Schiller statue in Fairmount Park by Heinrich Manger (1833-after 1891)
selected from among six models submitted to the competition called by the Cannstatter
Volksfestverein and dedicated in 1886, betrays little or nothing of this revolutionary
spirit (Fig. 14) Manger must have worked from a reproductive print and possibly
also from a small-scale cast of Rietschels monument in Weimar (Fig. 6), for his Schiller
closely follows Rietschels. The main difference is that Manger s Schiller, now separated
from his companion Goethe, has to do something else with his hands than holding a
wreath. Thus his right hand, instead of holding the laurel wreath, holds a pen, which
p>erhaps ought to be a quill, and his left hand, instead ofholding a rolled-up manuscript,
rests on an oak stump. Perhaps this is a reference to Rauch’s famous Scharnhorst
monument in Berlin of 1823 which has the general of the Napoleonic Wars leaning
on an oak stump as on the symbol of Teutonic valor and German identity.®
Scharnhorst, whose birthday was 12 November 1755, was occasionally celebrated or
commemorated along with Schiller, so in Hamburg 1859. Oak and pen suggested
Schillers spiritual shaping of Germany.

The analogy with both Rauch’s Scharnhorst and Rietschel’s Weimar monument
places Mangerswork firmly outside revolutionary associations. But it is also true that
Schiller’s “Lied von der Glocke,” with its explicit rejection of revolution and its call for
social peace in this sense, is significantly absent from the 1885 ceremony mentioned
earlier that began with the Free Masonic ritual and ended with fireworks. The Schwahen-
Vereind commission and dedication of Chicago’ Schiller monument in Lincoln Park,
a replica made in Stuttgart by Wilhelm Pelargus of Ernst Raus 1876 sculpture in
Marbach, was a much anticipated and reported event in Philadelphias German papers.™
The dedication in May 1886 was postponed by a week owing to a ban on large
gatherings issued immediately after the General Strike and the Haymarket Riot. Perhaps
prompted by both the riot and the ban, 8,000 people attended the event as a form of
political demonstration for justice.

In Philadelphia as in Chicago, a nearly fetishistic component had entered the
ground breaking ceremonies along with the political concreteness of invoking Schillet,
as the foundation stones contained objects functioning like secondary relics: in
Philadelphia leaves of laurel from Schiller’s grave in Weimar and in Chicago a piece of
iron railing from Schiller’s birth house in Marbach as well as a piece of leather covering
from a chair there.®

Surprisingly soon the political message carried in 1886 by the Schiller monuments
dedication ceremonies and by the sculptures themselves at that moment in time in
Philadelphia and Chics™o was substituted by the more general homage related to the
idea of pendant monuments of Schiller and Goethe, undoubtedly taking as their model
Rietschel’s double monument in Weimat in 1857. Thus, Philadelphias Cannstatter
Volksfestverein commissioned a pendant to Manger Schiller, and the groundbreaking
ceremony for Mangers Goethe took place on the date and occasion of the Schiller
celebration in November 1887 Manger’s Goethe closely follows Rietschel s Goethe
(Fig. 15 and 6), £2in with the necessary adjustments owing to the poets separation.
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Thus, Manger inverted Rietschel’s pose so as to align and orient the poet’s extended
leg, slightly turned head and distant gaze to his right. And instead of placing his left
hand on Schiller’s shoulder in a gesture of protective friendship. Manger’s Goethe
firmly grasps his own coat’ collar, thereby placing his hand pledge-like on his heart,
whereas in his right he holds a rolled-up manuscript instead of the wreath. Manger’s
Goethe was erected in 1890 exactly opposite from his Schiller along the main axis of
the Fairmount Park Botanical Society’s garden, and this is where they can be seen now
again, after an interim period spent in even greater separation. Unfortunately they
now stand on rather high new pedestals bearing the poets’ names. The double pedestal
makes the poets app>ear aloof, staring offin some distance, each by himselfand unaware
of the other. There is no viewpoint available to the beholder that would allow seeing
the two poets together.

Interestingly the original pedestal for Goethe bears two dedicatory inscriptions:
on the front: “Gewidmet von den Deutschen Philadelphias, A.D. 1890,” and on the
back: “Dedicated by the German-American Citizens of Philadelphia.” One cannot
help but notice an uncertain identification of this ethnic group, and perhaps the
foresight that eventually the German-reading audience for such sculptures might
dwindle. Schiller’s pedestal, by contrast, bears only one inscription: “Gewidmet vom
Cannstatter Volksfestverein, A.D. 1886.” That both sculptures originally bore no
name suggests that in the nineteenth century one took a familiarity with the art historical
convention of representing the poets’ countenance and bearing for granted.

Whether or not the delay indicates a more gradual separation ofthe radical political
left and the Schiller enthusiasts, it took German-Americans in Chicago longer, until
1890, to decide on pairing Schiller with Goethe. By the time of the commission in
1910, Lincoln Parks board requested something other than a portrait statue. As a
result, Hermann Hahns monument to Goethe represents Prometheus rather than
Goethe. It was dedicated on the eve of World War I, on June 13,1914, in a ceremony
which in that context drew “some twenty thousand Chicagoans, mainly German-
Americans.” »

6. Die Gartenlaube

To situate the more generally cultural, social and political functions ofthe Schiller
cult as well as its forms, such as the procession, the coordination of image, music, text
into a sort of Gesamtkunstwerk, and the prominent tableau vivant, it is important to
gauge his popular reputation beyond its culmination in Centennial celebrations and
dedications of monuments. For this purpose | now turn to the quintessential family
magazine of the nineteenth century, Ernst Keils Die Gartenlaube. which was widely
read by Germans as well as German-Americans between 1853, when it was first
published, and World War I, and which from 1869 onwards appeared both in Leipzig
and in New York (Fig. 16).

This magazine has often met with a mixture of political concern and contempt.
For example, when in November 1933 Joseph Roth warns his friend Stefan Zweig
against what he considered the pretense of independent political opposition to the
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Nazis in the Neue Deutsche Blatter, he provocatively called the monthly periodical
edited by Wieland Herzfelde, Anna Seghers and Oskar Maria Graf in Prague “die
Gartenlaube der Kommunisten.”*®Most recendy Peter Gay judged that Die Gartenlaube
faced the world “by not facing it or, at least, by facing it through the mists of an
obsessive optimism,” that in each of its kaleidoskopic departments it “pterformed the
rituals ofdenial with equal deftness,” and that this practice increased after 1871, when
the magazine turned away from its former liberal viewpoint to endorse uncritically
the Kaiser and the German Empire." All of this is true, even as, when put in this
critical and reductive way, it belies the diversity of this publication.

Schiller was a regular subject of interest in Die Gartenlaube. The magazine rejxjrted
on tensions in the Deutsche Schillergesellschaft in 1865 and on the foundation of the
Goethe-Schiller Archive in Weimar in 1896. Primarily, however, and particularly in
the 1860s and 1870s, it painted idyllic genre scenes ftom Schiller’s personal life, such
as of Goethe and Schiller’ first encounter (1865), his wedding to Charlotte Lengefeld
(1865), his “Herzensleben” (1877), his years inJena (1877), the Schiller-Album in his
house in Weimar (1879). The focus on genre suggests a connection to Schiller through
the reality of the everyday, and in this way readers of D ie Gartenlaube were encouraged
to trust in his oeuvre’s authority. What emerges in these texts by Max Ring and Friedrich
Helbig is a writer who himselfworked much in the gazebo or in the “Gartenzinne,”
the garden fortress, as Goethe had put it in his “Epilog zu Schillers ‘Glocke’ ” of 1805,
be it in Stuttgart or in Dresden-Loschwitz or in Jena. Undoubtedly Ring and Helbig
would have appreciated the fact that Dannecker’s bust was actually modeled in a
garden-house as well.*

Die Gartenlaube had a penchant for the tableau, especially when paying homage
to an individual, as in the memorial printin 1882 for the 50th anniversary of Goethe’s
death (Fig. 17). Its preferred type of tableau in both text and image was the idyllic
genre scene, perhaps most poignantly and comically illustrated in 1873 by the image
of Kaiser Wilhelm | feeding his chickens and other fowl at Babelsberg Castle (Fig.
18), hissummer residence built for him by Friedrich Schinkel in 1835 in a “neudeutsch”
(Goethe andJ. H. Meyer, 1817) neo-Gothic style.* 1fthe Kaiser could become framed
genre, anyone and anything could. An exception was made in 1888, when the magazine
chose a more elevated style in the illustrations of its issue on the Kaiser’s death,
dramatically silhouetting Rauch’s equestrian monument of Frederick the Great (1851)
against the Royal Palace in Berlin, and ending with the Kaiser’s apotheosis. Monuments
were important to Die Gartenlaube. It regularly reported on the commission of
monuments, and described at length the dedication ceremonies oftwo major German
national monuments, the Hermann-Denkmal'm 1875 and the NiederwaUdenkmarm
1883.

7. Tableau Vivant and Broad Appeal
What, then, is the odd relationship between monument or memorial and tableau

vivant, the elevated style and the Dutch style, as it were, in Die Gartenlaube in the
Schiller cult examined here?** In the German literary context the best known tableau
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vivant, of course, is and was the performance of Gerard Terborchs so called “Paternal
Admonition” (1654-55. Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Preufischer Kulturbesitz,
Gemaldegalerie) on the basis of Georg Willes engraving of 1765 after the painting in
the fifth chapter of Goethe’ Elective Affinities of 1809 (Fig. 19). Goethe’ novel actually
anticipated by several years the social fashion of the tableau vivant in which both the
German aristocracy and members of the educated middle class participated, often
together. In most cases, the reproductive print, not the original painting—often beyond
{personal knowledge, served as the model for these performances, which, in turn, made
the absent painting present through color, texture, and visual depth.A*

Of the tableau vivant of Johann Georg Willes “Paternal Admonition” after
Terborch Norbert Miller writes that it highlights Goethes use ofthe tableau throughout
the novel, as a means to stylize and elevate lived reality and to enable an “Anschauung,”
a quasi visual awareness ofthis reality in its inhabitants and in the reader. The novel’s
narrator says of the staged Terborch that it is a success and that it has to be shown
twice. Interestingly this is also what Endrulat writes of the Schiller tableaux of the
Hamburg Centennial: they were shown twice, the last, newly invented one of Schillers
apotheosis even three times. But the Terborch is not a staged dramatic scene from a
text; it is a representation in paint without a corresponding text. Miller su”ests that
in the nineteenth century the tableau vivant, as the “retransformation of the work of
art into nature,” was a means to probe the plausibility of the work of art and of its
original process of transforming nature into art. In short, to stage a tableau vivantof
a painting was to probe “in lifes concreteness” the truth in art. ~ This would be done
by lending ones body to the represented figure, pose, expression. He furthermore
suggests that the increasingly widespread use of writing novels in successive tableaux
indicated a way to affirm the validity and meaningfiilness ofwhat was narrated. The
tableau could also have an anticipatory function, thus becoming the bearer of an
individual fate or of a teleological thread in the entirety of narrated reality.

Finally, it could function as a memorial to an event, as is suggested by Endrulat’s
announcement, following his praise oftheir “kiinsderischen Werthe” when performed
during Hamburg’s Schiller Centennial, ofa planned “Pracht-Album that will contain
all nine tableaux vivants photographically.” We shall turn to this and other functions
of the photograph when discussing the Pracht-Gedenkalbum published in Cleveland
in 1907. Here, it is important to understand that whereas in Goethe’ times as in his
novel most tableaux vivants were based on works ofart in the most elevated style, i.e.,
on history paintings with biblical or classical heroic subject matter, on paintings, for
example, by van Dyck and Poussin, the nineteenth century increasingly turned to the
intermediate, Dutch genre style for its purposes, hence the paradigmatic role of Goethe’
choice of the Terborch in Elective Affinities. Eventually, this shift in style appeared to
correspond to a shift in class, from the landed gentry and educated middle class ofthe
small court capital in ElectiveAffinities and in Goethe’sWeimar,” to the urban middle
class in cities like Hamburg and Philadelphia.

On Millers account the evidently felt need in almost all programs of the Schiller
Centennial not just to recite or actually play scenes from his dramas or epic poetry,
but to condense these into tableaux vivantswith musical accompaniments, corresponded
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to the desire to ascertain the truth of these texts, and thus to make Schiller come alive,
just as Dannecker had intended with his colossal bust. Busts and statues tended to be
seen as occupying an elevated level ofstyle, they were crowned, wreathed or surrounded
by maidens dressed in white at the climactic moment of the memorial celebrations. It
would seem, then, that the tableaux, like GoethesTerborch, occupied an intermediate
style with which a broader audience could more readily identify, despite the fact that
most of Schillers dramas treat of aristocracy in foreign lands and distant pasts. This
phenomenon, then, should be seen in the larger contexts, not to be pursued here, of
the translation of Schillers idealism into nineteenth-century literary realism and of
the search for realism in Schillers idealism.™" Miller somewhat cringes at a nineteenth-
century literary culture which he finds increasingly “ins Breite geraten.”’ ®Broad appeal,
however, was the aim of the Schiller cult.

Broad appeal meant inclusiveness not solely in terms of social class, although
undoubtedly this was its primary understanding.” It also regarded participation by
women as well as Jews. The tableau could be a vehicle for their participation. As
mentioned above, in Hamburg only the performances of tableaux vivants were
considered appropriate for womens participation, for here their public appearance
was justified and dignified by their playing noble roles from Schillers works. They
were excluded from the street processions— though welcomed as audience (Fig. 12),
regardless of how much or how little, in their usual, socially stratified everyday life,
they appeared or worked in public. O fcourse, those participating in the tableaux were
of the upper middle and educated classes, just as they had been in Goethe’s Weimar,
albeit with a translation of titles indicating status into those of the merchant city.
Endrulat takes care to describe how Schiller-Comite members’ wives, who formed a
Damen-Comite, were dispatched to recruit these lay actresses so as to avoid any
perceptions of impropriety. By comparison, the New York Centennial celebrations
included women in the tableaux as much as in the festivities, such as the balls mentioned
earlier. This comparison reflects differences in women’s lives between Germany and
the United States but perhaps also highlights the special status of the tableau vivant,
which, as a social diversion of the semipublic late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-
century German salon culture and its celebratory events had included upper class
women early on, when otherwise they were largely excluded from public life.

Recently Sander Gilman called for the inclusion of German Jews in discussions
of German-American issues, such as the relationship between Jewish and non-Jewish
immigrants of German descent.” Jewish participation in the Schiller cult is difficult
to gauge. In Hamburg it is evident from the high school programs and from a detailed
letter by Martin Meyer, a teacher at the “Israelitische Freischule,” to the Schiller-Comiti,
a lener both quoted and paraphrased at length by Endrulat. Meyer specifically mentions
the school principal Dr. A. Ree’s speech calling for Germany’s unification under the
Deutscher Bunds black-red-golden flag of 1848.” Speculation on participants’ names
risks being misguided or misleading; however, some names do suggest Jewish
participation, among them A. Israel and R.J. Friedlander, the names of representatives
of the publishing and printing industry. They participated solely in the procession,
not in the Schiller-ComMot any of itssubcommittees.” Another, entirely unmistakable
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type ofsource is anti-semitic opposition to such participation. A particularly explicit
example is an anonymous article in the Neue Preufische Zeitung of 10 November
1859, accusing German Jews ofharnessing the new secular Schiller cult to their purposes
of assimilation, social climbing and commercial gain.*” These were common anti-
Semitic stereotypes which we can find, for example, in Gustav Freytags merchant
novel Soliund Haben of 1855 as well as in anti-revolutionary polemics following the
Revolution of 1848.AThe subjea seems to have been relevant also in German-American
communities. The 1905 Schiller Centennial in Chicago offers the one example known
to me of German-Jewish participation and critique of German-Gentile intolerance of
German Jews within a German-American community focused on Schiller, an
intolerance presented as religious intolerance. In his speech tided “Schiller und die
Juden,” Isaac Singer argues that while Schiller’s dramas contain no Jewish characters,
his concept of freedom, like that ofLessing, implies the equality ofall religions. Without
reference to what particular events have prompted his choice of topic. Singer appeals
to his audience to follow Schiller’s example.

8. The Waning of the Schiller Cult: Chicago 1905, Cleveland 1907

The Schiller cult generally lessened toward the end ofthe nineteenth century and
this development, too, isworthy ofcomparative attention. Here the differences between
the German and German-American jjerspectives manifest themselves in a temporal
delay. While in 1905 and 1907 German-Americans in Chicago and Cleveland engaged
in yet another elaborate homage to Schiller, it appears that in Germany the popular
simplified image of Schiller as “Nationaldichter” was already eroding in the late 1870s
and 1880s. There were few important sculpture commissions, for example. This is in
contrast to the United States. And yet there issomething about the very sumptuousness
ofthe 1905 and 1907 celebrations that suggests a grand finale and thus also a German-
American farewell to the Schiller cult, at least in this form and with this popular,
inclusive scope.

The bilingual, commemorative album of both the Schiller centennial of 1905
and the dedication ceremonies of the Goethe-Schiller monument in Wade Park,
Cleveland, Ohio, in 1907 is perhaps the best-documented German-American Schiller
centennial. Itisillustrated with photographs, a technological novelty in Schiller albums
as in the illustrated press. These photographs tell of the enormous efforts undertaken
here: the cavernous Central Armory was decorated to serve as festive hall for the
Centennial in 1905, whose program included Romberg’s “Glocke” and a series of
tableaux vivants proper. It culminated in the tableau ofan “Apotheosis” requiring one
hundred costumed persons centered on a copy of Dannecker’s bust seen also in an
image of the empty stage (Fig. 20). In 1907, speakers included Kuno Francke and
Hugo Muensterberg from Harvard University. The monument, a German foundry’
copy of Rietschel’s monument in Weimar, differed from its model solely through the
application to its pedestal of two familiar quotations, in fact “gefliigelte Worte,” one,
from Goethe’s Faust, on the daily stru”le for freedom, the other, from Schillers Wilhelm
Tell, on national unity and brotherhood. The monument had been erected in
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Cleveland s Wade Park in January 1907 and since then awaited the dedication ceremony
(Fig. 21). For this event Schiller and Goethe were veiled by an enormous American
flag (Fig. 22), at the time a choice | have otherwise only encountered in the dedication
ceremony of a presidential monument, namely, that of William McKinley in
Philadelphia 1908.* In Cleveland the unveiling was entrusted to Elsa Gerlach (Fig.
23), daughter ofthe ceremony’ chieforganizer, J. H. Gerlach , something unthinkable
in the German dedication ceremonies some decades earlier.

There is aself-obliviousness, which Walter Benjamin would later term the “optical
unconscious,” in these photographic images as they document the utter seriousness of
this event for its participants who are posing for the event rather than for a camera.”
The tableau of men in dark suits and women in white backed by a “Fahnenwald,” a
forest of flags, according to the caption, all centered on the sculpture, which itselfis a
replica ofanother one far away (Fig. 24), reminds us now of the ambiguity inherent in
the tableau vivant, an ambiguity which much later Roland Barthes would see as essential
in photography, of bringing something to life and bringing it to an end, to a freeze.
This ambiguity is already captured in Goethe’s couplet of 1817:

Statt laute Freude frisch bewegt zu schildern
Erstarrt das Lebende zu holden Bildern.*

Ultimately, the audience for Cleveland’ tableaux is the teadership looking at the
photographs in the commemorative album, the Pracht-Gedenkbuch, as it was titled.
One cannot help thinking that in this way Cleveland’ Schiller cult was placing itself
in the past.

At the dedication ceremony, then, everyone participated in a double tableau,
with one scene inside the other, or one scene framing the other. One is the captioned
Rietschel copy performing the original sculpture in Weimar, the other is the framing
audience and the Gerlachs together performing their homage to the copy in an effort
to connect themselves to Weimar. The first scene is ofone sculpture performing another
S0 as to emphasize, via captions, national unity (the Schiller quote) in the goal of
freedom (the Goethe quote), the second scene uses an American flag to veil and unveil
this goal. In fact, the dedication in Weimar 1857 was subsequently called a “National
Holiday,” but precisely therefore whatever one used to veil and unveil Rietschels
monument then and there, it cannot have been the American flag.* The combination
ofremoteness and displacement in both Clevelandssculpture and audience is palpable
in these photographs.®

The difference and distance between Weimar and Cleveland is conveyed, too, by
the playful homage to Rietschel himselfupon his return from the dedication ceremony
in Weimar in 1857 to Dresden, where he was Professor of Sculpture at the Royal
Academy of Art. A clever tableau invented by his students united the dead and the
living in an anachronistic, Pygmalian way by blending a bust of Rietschel into a painted
transparency ofhis Schiller-Goethe monument so that the poets seemed to place their
laurel wreath on the bust’s head.*’
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The last tableau wTawtof Rietschel’s Schiller-Goethe monument sculpture known
to me is documented in a photograph of 1929 showing Wassily Kandinsky and Paul
Klee posing as Goethe and Schiller—"without the wreath. Interestingly Klee puts on a
large “timeless” cloak to play Schiller, a final reference to the nineteenth-century
“Kostiimstreit.”»

The unexpected climax of the dedication ceremony in Cleveland was its actual
intermption by the arrival ofa congratulatory cable from Kaiser Wilhelm 1l addressed
to “den Biirgern deutschen Stammes” (the citizens of German origin), (Fig. 25), which,
when read by Gerlach, was greeted with enthusiasm and followed by the spontaneous
intonation of the German national anthem, “Heil Dir im Siegerkranz.”** U.S. Vice-
President Fairbanks was quick to send a congratulatory note as well, also read by
Gerlach, in which, after expressing respect for the German classics, he praised the
importance of German immigrants to the United States and especially their
contribution to the countrys economic well-being:

America has a hospitality for Germany great past. We are familiar with the
fruits of their genius. We have read their immortal verse and draw from it
inspiration. Such masterful genius as they possessed is not the heritage of
one race, but ofall races. Nearly, if not quite, 10 million ofour countrymen
are German or of German descent. They are and have been of tremendous
faCTors in the upbuilding of our country.®

Fairbanks’s political message apparently was twofold, i.e., one, in 1907 German-
Americans were no longer the Kaiser’s subjects, and, two, their realization of civil
liberties enunciated in a “great past” by Schillers genius now was a matter of their
American citizenship.

All ofthis may seem ideologically incongruent now, but there is no trace of doubt
or criticism in the album’ 200 pages. On the contrary and even surprising in its
almost anti-American tone, Kuno Francke in his speech “Goethe’s Vermachtnis an
Amerika” claims that Americans, unlike Germans or German-Americans, know little
about “Lebensgenuss,” and above all asserts the sup>erior value of German emotion
and its lack in America.®*Two months afrer this ceremony 3,000 Pennsylvania Germans
filling five special trains undertook a pilgrimage to Clevelands Wade Park also
commemorated in the Pracht-Gedenkalbum.® And vyet, if the publication makes
anything clear, it is that by 1907 German-Americans, at least those supporting and
addressed by the Cleveland centennial, were oftwo minds regarding their place, identity,
and allegiance, and that Schiller and Goethe could not, or no longer, offer much

guidance in their experience, Kuno Francke’s remarks notwithstanding, ofan emotional
lack.

9. Parody and Irony
In “Die Deutschen” ofc. 1885, his assault on German “Kleinstadterei,” or small

town philistinism, Friedrich Nietzsche writes: “If anything honors the Germans of
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today, it is that they can no longer tolerate the grand hrilliant scintillating Schillerian
phrases.”® (“Goethe,” he finds, “is an exception.”) This judgment strangely compares
to that, also ofc. 1885, by the poet, critic and radical leftist editor in Detroit, Robert
Reitzel, who in his weekly Der Arme Teufel (1884-1900) mocked the champions of
German-American identity via the Schiller and Goethe cult not for venerating these
poets, but for not actually reading them. Ifthey did so, “such worthies would probably
advocate book-burning.”™

In Germany, the decline of the Schiller cult predates that among German-
Americans by several decades. This decline was due to the cult’s perhaps well-intended,
yet utterly reductive seriousness, and its increasing emptiness. What resurfaces is the
fact that irony and ridicule had accompanied Schiller’s ballads and “Das Lied von der
Glocke,” favorites for recital in Schiller festivals, from the day of their publication.
Caroline Schlegel wrote in 1799 that “Das Lied von der Glocke” almost made her fall
offher chair shaking with laughter, and Friedrich Schlegel found it ‘sittlich und plan,”
“ethical and commonplace.”™ Even today surveys of Schiller’s poetry somewhat
apologetically say that the poem is better than its reputation~* Among the ballads,
“Der Handschuh,” the one ballad conspicuously absent, as if by tacit agreement, from
all centennial programs in 1859 and from the speeches in 1959, is perhaps the only
one that can compete with “Das Lied von der Glocke” with regard to its extensive
history of parody in text and image.” By 1890, not only Nietzsche’s biting polarization
of Schiller and Goethe, but also popular jokes, such as “Schillers Handschuh geht
nicht liber Goethe’s Faust” (“ Schiller’s Glove does not fit Goethe’s Fist”), indicated a
perceived competition between Schiller and Goethe won by the latter.”v

Yet, on June 18, 1797, Schiller sent the poem to Goethe who promptly and
favorably responded, commenting on its felicitous inversion of the “reine That,” the
“pure deed.”™ We may take Goethe to refer to Schiller’s ironic inversion of chivalry by
having the knight first follow and then violate its rules, by having him first retrieve the
glove from the lions’ den and then throw it into his lady’s face. The “Handschuh’s”
absence from it points toward an aspect of the Schiller cult which is particularly
insufferable to careful readers of Schiller and to scholars like Adolf Muschg, cited in
the beginning. It is the complete absence of an acknowledgment that in Schiller’s
work “das Wahre, Gute, Schone” are hardly one, that there are frictions between the
other Schiller values as well, that in his works “pure” in the sense of clear-cut, decisive
and individual action could be criminal or self-destructive or ironic, and that these
were issues on which Schiller had theorized at length.

In contrast to its moderate role and success in the eyes of twentieth-century
scholarship,™ in the nineteenth century Schiller’s “Der Handschuh” was included in
popular illustrated anthologies of poetry, a type of book emerging along with the new
technologies for publishing illustrating books (lithograph, wood engraving). Johann
Baptist Sonderland (1805-78) illustrated the ballad in 1846-47 foran aloum of German
poems he published in Diisseldorf in installments since 1838 (Fig. 26), and Hans
Makart (1840-84) did so for Cotta’s de Luxe edition of Schiller’s poems initiated in
1859 and published 1862. Among the parodic paraphrases ofthe poem. Max Klinger’s
masterly print series Paraphrase iiber den Fund eines Handschuhs of 1878-81, stands
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out as an example of what Norbert Miller saw as the only salvation from the trend
toward the trivial tableau originated in the Schiller cult, namely, its transformation
into ironic paraphrase and citation.® Plate 2, “Handlung”/ “Action” (Fig. 27),
transposes Schillers plot to the urban setting of a modern skating ring, and thereby
turns the lady into a mysterious Rikkenfigur, the ferocious animals into a lapdog, and
the knight into a smitten young man who loses his hat while picking up the glove.
From this “action” a psychological drama in eight plates ensues, in which the woman
exerts a strong, if imaginary influence in the man’s dreams and nightmares.

Returning briefly to Hamburg’s Schiller Centennial, 1 should like to point to two
inadvertent tableaux which seemed to probe in social reality the truth of the “reine
That” in Schillers “Handschuh,” though with a certain twist. Put diflferently, the
subversive potential of the ballads immediacy, of its dialectical dynamic of high and
low,™ p>oints up the enduring p>ower of Hambuig’s social conventions. The city’s efforts
to overcome these conventions, ifonly for the duration ofthe festival, both intentionally
and unintentionally misses what is at stake for the beneficiaries of such a suspension.

One tableau results from the Schiller-Comik3invitation—obviously a last-minute
compromise between excluding and including them—of the Damen-Comik to the
banquet hall’s viewing balcony, to watch the uninhibited Schiller-Comite3 feast below
while themselves being served light refreshments. Down below apparently all the
gentlemen turned themselves into the ballad’ ferocious beasts, so there was nothing
to drop and no knight left to retrieve it. With the exception, perhaps, of unspoken
words: the seventh toast — and last before the last — was offered by General-Konsul
Ernst Merck. His “Den deutschen Frauen” ended in an acknowledgment of drunken
homage to Hamburg’s women, a toast, as it were, thrown in their faces.® The other
tableau is described by Endrulat with some bemusement, yet again with complete
lack of irony, as an example of Hamburg’ p>eaceful social self-regulation in no need of
p>olicecontrol. During the festival ptocession an upp>er class man is accidentally knocked
over by a worker. The worker helps his victim to his feet and offers: “Well, Sir, |
couldn't help it. But ifyou wish, slap me in the face. On a day like this 1am not going
to be angry with you!”*®

Bryn Mawr College
Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania
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