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1 View of the Armenian Cathedral from the south-east. Lwéw. Before 1363-1908. Photo: before 1908, from L. Pininski. Pig kno miast i 2abytki
przeszhosci. Lwéw [1912]. Fig. 42.
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The Armenian cathedral of the Assumption of the Virgin in
Lwoéw! [Lviv in Ukrainian] is a unique example of original
Oriental architecture situated in the very heart of Europe
(Fig. 1). Dating from the 14 century (its construction was
begun before 1363), the oldest part of the cathedral repeats
faithfully the main features of the ancient churches of old
Armenia’ in Asia Minor, located several thousand miles
away from central European Lwow. The cathedral does not
represent Armenian influence but rather the importing of a
piece of original Armenian architecture, the erection of
which was financed by rich Armenian merchants from the
Crimea,’ and coincided, apparently, with the instigation of
the Armenian Archbishopric in Lwéw in 1367.

Such architectural uniqueness would have been incon-
ceivable without the ethnic phenomenon that over the cen-
turies had shaped the city’s history, namely - its
multinational population. It was here, at the crossing trade
routes linking the north and south, east and west that dif-
ferent nations learned to live together. Here were Poles,
Ruthenians, Jews, Germans, Wallachians, Italians, Greeks
and — significantly — Armenians;* the latter best known as
the most skilled of tradesmen and envoys, due to their tal-
ent for learning foreign languages. This phenomenon of the
peaceful and prosperous coexistence of many nations side-
by-side culminated in, among other things, their ability to
acclimate to local conditions, while at the same time pre-
serving their own identity and culture. Such was the exem-
plary case of the Armenian community in Lwéw, thought to
have existed there from the late 13* century, perfectly min-
gled and integrated with the Polish community. A momen-
tous confirmation of the cultural and ethnic pluralism of the
city was the fact that up until World War IT Lwéw was the
seat of three Catholic Archbishoprics: the Roman, the
Greek (Ruthenian) and the Armenian.

The architectural history of the Armenian cathedral,’ its
subsequent reconstructions and remodeling, reflect the
social changes within the Armenian community that took
place over the centuries of their life in Lwéw. The cathedral

in its present state consists of three parts built in different
epochs and styles. The oldest, main part of the cathedral
complex, was the eastern section, dating from the 14" cen-
tury. It was built of ashlar stone on a Greek cross plan. The
eastern and western arms are slightly extended, each ending
in an apse and forming a part of the nave. The intersection
of the nave and transept is crowned with a dome resting on
a dodecagonal drum supported by pendentives. The four
massive pillars of the crossing sustain the pointed arches of
the vaulting above the nave and the north and south aisles
which, like the nave, also end in small apses, which are adja-
cent to the central one. Cornices of the pillars are decorated
with stalactite work (ornamentation consisting of numer-
ous corbelled squinches clustered together) carved in stone,
evidently deriving its forms from Islamic art.® Similar orna-
mental motifs carved in low relief adorn the archivolts of
the chancel arch. These carvings, as well as stone slabs with
traditional Armenian, ornamental votive crosses (the so-
called ‘kchachkhars’) formed the earliest, original decora-
tion of the cathedral. Later the walls were entirely covered
with Byzantine style murals, in all likelihood executed in
tempera, of which only small fragments were discovered
during the restoration in 1925 in the splaying of a small
window in the southern wall. These were cautiously dated
to the turn of the 16" century.”

Additional elements, like open exterior galleries run-
ning along the fagade and both lateral walls, were added to
this basic structure in the 16™ century. Successively they
were incorporated into the main body of the expanding
church: the narthex-like part of the galleries in the west
became one bay of the future nave, the northern gallery was
changed into a sacristy and a treasury; only the southern
part was left untouched and has survived in its original form
to this day. Due to limited space inside the tiny church for
the ever-growing congregation, the nave was extended in
the 17" century towards the west through the addition of
two large rectangular bays, forming in conjunction with a
little smaller ‘narthex’-bay a relatively spacious interior.
This extension inevitably changed the layout of the cathe-
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dral, giving it very much the appearance of a Latin (i.e.
Roman Catholic) church, as its plan was now closer to that
of a Latin cross (the old part being the choir of the new
cathedral). It was in the same year, 1630, that the Armenian
Archbishop of Lwéw accepted union with Rome, thus sub-
ordinating himself and the whole Archdiocese to the Pope,
and starting the Armenian Catholic, Uniate Church here.®

The union with Rome resulted in manifold changes to
the cathedral building, most of them being alterations to
the church’s interior decoration, which over the following
nearly three centuries led gradually to the almost total dis-
appearance of the majority of the interior’s Armenian fea-
tures. Only the rite remained old” though an ongoing
process of unification was started also in this area.'”

After several fires in the 17™ and early 18" centuries
the cathedral was renovated and refurbished. At the begin-
ning of the 18" century it acquired new interior decoration.
The walls were adorned with partly figurative, partly orna-
mental paintings in the Régence style (early Rococo). These
were Biblical scenes framed by Régence ornament of inter-
lacing bands and strips with tendril-like motifs. The old,
probably still medieval, murals and all the above described
stone carvings, constituting the original architectonic dec-
oration of the cathedral, were evenly and entirely covered
with plaster and stucco-work in the form of pilasters, cor-
nices and other decorative elements. All this was intended
to make the cathedral look like a Roman Catholic church.!!
By the mid-century, matching early Rococo furnishings (the
main and side altars, pulpit and pews) complemented the
refurbishment.

Meanwhile, in 1862, possibly due to changes in taste,
the Baroque murals were replaced with new ones, unfortu-
nately, of inferior quality. They were executed by a
mediocre theatre decorator, a certain Jan Diill, and survived
only until the conservation.!?

The year 1902 marks the beginning of a ‘new era’ not
only for the cathedral but also for the whole Armenian
Catholic Archdiocese. In that year that the Rev. Jozef
Teodorowicz (1864-1938) was ordained the new Arch-
bishop." From the outset of his tenure, he declared that a
thorough renovation of the cathedral building and its redec-
oration in the ‘Armenian spirit’ would be the foremost of
his objectives. The church was indeed in a very poor state
and immediate measures had to be taken quickly in order to
preserve the monument. The walls were cracked; the roof
leaky, underground water produced moisture that perme-
ated the whole interior and weakened the foundations of
the church.' The other, ideological reason for the Arch-
bishop’s resolution was, however, to maintain and even
more, to assert Armenian identity.
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It was precisely in the sphere of religion that the Arme-
nians preserved most of the elements distinguishing them
from the Poles."” Their language was actually only present
in the liturgy. In everyday life the Armenians no longer
spoke (or only spoke but neither wrote nor read) Armen-
ian. The so-called ‘old-Armenian’ language, grabar, was
used only in liturgy — just as Latin was the ritual language
in the Roman Catholic Church. By the beginning of the
20" century Armenian was no longer understood, except
for the main prayers and formulas recited by the priest. The
liturgy had to be translated into Polish so that the new gen-
eration of Armenians could understand it,'¢ or the Armeni-
ans would learn by heart most of the prayers and other
elements of the mass. A functional knowledge of Armenian
was no longer necessary.'”

It was due to this Latinization that already in the 1860s
voices were heard suggesting that the tiny Armenian Arch-
diocese be suppressed and incorporated into the Roman
Catholic one. This would also mean the suppression of the
Armenian liturgy which — as has already been stated — had
constituted for centuries the core of Armenian identity, and
which for the Armenians was the carrier of their national
tradition. Fortunately, the threat was never realized. The
right to their religious identity was defended by Teodor-
owicz’s predecessor to the episcopal throne of Lwéw, the
Rev. Izaak Isakowicz: “Their own, distinct rite is a glorious
testimony to the richness and spiritual fertility of this com-
munity because it flows directly from its heart. Many cen-
turies of the inner life of Armenians have contributed not to
a mere bundle of loose prayers; on the contrary — they have
produced one coherent liturgy, a new and individual chord
in the history of the Church.”'®

It may be therefore assumed that — though the renova-
tion of the cathedral was necessary because the building was
dilapidated — its restoration and decoration was aimed prin-
cipally at re-Armenization. And since — apart from the
church architecture and manuscript illumination — Armen-
ian art had not developed any distinct features which would
be clearly identifiable as ‘Armenian’,'? it appears that the
basic notion adopted by the Archbishop while devising the
decoration of the cathedral was that of Armenia as the first
country to have embraced Christianity as its state religion.””
Hence both the extension to the church building, as well as
its decorative elements followed this conviction, and were
carried out in a style which may roughly be characterized as
Early Christian.

The restoration was very well prepared and it seems
that no decision was made without thorough consideration.
Although examination of the cathedral building as well as
some theoretical aspects of the undertaking started imme-



diately, the actual work on the reconstruction and extension

of the church only began around 1908.

The early years of the 20 century mark the birth of
the so-called modernist school of conservation of historical
monuments in Poland?! (even though the land was then
under foreign rule). The Romantic attitude in conservation
— of which one of the most famous exponents was Viollet-
le-Duc in France — was universally dismissed and a new, ‘sci-
entific’ method was put into practice. It was generally
agreed that all stylistic phases of construction should be pre-
served in a monument, that there should be no ‘purifica-
tion” and as much as possible of the original substance
should be left untouched. The most important controversy

2 Holy Trinity. 1912. J6zef Mehoffer, mosaic in
the dome. Armenian Cathedral. Lwéw (Photo:
author).

arose, however, around the question, as to what extent the
new (i.e. contemporary) art could be introduced into his-
torical monuments (if at all), and how many of the extant
elements could be removed. This was of course a question
of quality, not quantity, and there was no simple answer and
no general rule to apply. There was no, and there could not
be any, straightforward definition of what is and what is not
valuable from the artistic or historical point of view. What
is more, and what has to be emphasized, the first codifica-
tion of such principles within the Polish lands took place
only several years after the main work in the Armenian
cathedral had been started.

Nevertheless, it has to be remembered that Lwow was
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a part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (where the theory
and practice of conservation had a much longer tradition)
and any undertaking connected with restoration had to be
approved by the Imperial Commission (K. # K. Zentral-
Kommission fiir Erforschung und Erbaltung der Kunst- und
Historischen Denkmale (The Imperial and Royal Central
Commission for the Research and Preservation of Artistic
and Historical Monuments) in Vienna.”? The representa-
tive of the Commission who personally supervised the
works in Lwéw was Max Dvorak, the General Conservator
and a Professor at the University of Vienna. The Commis-
sion provided funds for the works , but only if they were
carried out ‘properly’. It seems that due to the conservative
attitude of both the Commission and of some representa-
tives of the local advisory committee in Lwow, the first stage
of the conservation (1908-1914) encompassed mainly the
works immediately indispensable for the preservation of the
building (securing of the walls and roofs), and necessary for
the congregation and worship (extension of the nave). The
only ‘non-utilitarian’ exception was made for the mosaic in
the dome. It was decided that — for the time being — noth-
ing else would be changed in the Baroque interior decora-
tion of the cathedral.?®

The Archbishop, as has already been mentioned, was
personally involved in every issue pertinent to the renova-
tion of his cathedral, and especially to its decoration, which
had to be of a becoming quality and style. Around 1906 he
commissioned J6zef Mehoffer (1869-1946),”* a renowned
Polish artist and Professor at the Academy of Fine Arts in
Cracow, to prepare designs for murals for the cathedral.®
Mehoffer took the commission very seriously. He under-
took detailed studies of Armenian illuminated manuscripts
and even traveled to the island of San Lazzaro near Venice
to consult the rich manuscript library of the Mechitarist
monastery there; he repeatedly studied the mosaics of
Ravenna and Venice. As a result he produced designs for
the mosaic in the dome, representing the Holy Trinity*® (Fig.
2) and a design for mural paintings that would entirely cover
the walls of the old part of the cathedral,?” in a clearly Early
Christian or Byzantine, Ravennian style (Fig. 3)*.

The Archive of the Metropolitan Curia in Cracow has
preserved two letters of Archbishop Teodorowicz to his
friend the Rev. Adam Stefan Sapieha (1869-1951) in Rome,
who was then working in the Vatican, in the Papal Curia.
One of them was written c¢. 1909 in Venice, during one of
the Archbishop’s numerous journeys, undertaken to find the
‘right’, i.e. the best in quality but not too expensive, Venet-
ian mosaicist workshop to be commissioned with the exe-
cution of the mosaics for the cathedral. In the letter he
informs Sapieha he was lucky to have found such a work-
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shop in Venice?” and thus he would not have to go to Inns-
bruck to look for others.

“Contrary” — he complains — “to our artists! Mr Mehoffer
asked for 4000 crowns [for his designs], and then he main-
tained that the cartoons belonged to him and not to me!
And here [in Italy] a well recommended Italian artist [...]
asks for 500 francs, and another one — 300 for a work of

the same scope and leaves the designs in my possession”.*”

Another letter of Teodorowicz addressed to the same
recipient (TS I11/167, c. 1909 but most probably prior to
TS II1/163), was written in Ravenna — a city famous for its
Byzantine mosaics and the cultivation of the craft of mosaic-
making at the highest level. There, in all probability, the
Archbishop was looking for a mosaicist to carry out Mehof-
fer’s designs. Teodorowicz was travelling with Aleksander
Krzeczunowicz, who was financing the mosaics in the
dome, and who was perhaps expected to help provide funds
equally for the remaining part of the decoration. The letter
again shows the Archbishop’s financial concerns, while he
tirelessly looks for the best artist to be entrusted with the
decoration of the cathedral.

There is in Rome a famous architect or perhaps a painter
— I do not know exactly, whose name is Fontana. The
Abbot of Monte Cassino showed us®! his designs for the
frescoes he had made for Monte Cassino. The designs
were rejected but incidentally, Krzeczunowicz and I liked
them much more than the celebrated mosaics by Lenz.*
So it occurred to me, that who knows, maybe we could get
to know this Mr Fontana, and maybe even — if the plans by
Mehotffer should turn out to be too expensive — we could
commission just him to prepare a plan for the cathedral
mosaic.I carry the plans by Mehoffer and precise dimen-
sions of the cathedral with me. And even if it came to ask
him [i.e. Fontana] for advice only - for remuneration, of
course — that alone would be worth a lot to me. Since you,
Reverend Prelate, while we were last visiting the church of
St Theresa, kindly offered your services to talk to, as far as
I can remember, this very Mr Fontana, therefore I take
the liberty to request you to pay him a visit now and talk
to him in general about the cathedral. Thus you will be
able, Reverend Prelate, to infer from this conversation, if
it is worthwhile or not to pay him a visit and you will
kindly telegraph me here, in Venice (Hotel Danieli), about
the said.*

The letters leave no doubt as to the fact that the com-
mission Mehoffer received was by no means assured. Recur-
ring complaints about the costs of Mehoffer’s work explain



3 Design for murals in the Armenian cathedral
in Lwow. Jozef Mehoffer, 1907, watercolor on

paper, 66 ( 72 cm. Private collection on loan in
the National Museum, Cracow. (Photo:

Museum).

why the Archbishop — evidently in search of a cheaper artist —
in 1910 organized an internal competition for the dome dec-
oration.** But finally it was Mehoffer who in 1911 produced
the cartoons not only for the dome but also for the drum (flo-
ral and geometrical ornaments) and pendentives (where the
personification of Faith was repeated four times).® The Holy
Tirinity’d was based in essence on the painter’s earlier studies of
the subject,’” which he only re-worked. That alone would suf-
fice to question the totally ungrounded remarks appearing in
the literature,*® maintaining that the “Irinity’ allegedly rep-
resented an ‘Armenian type’, whereas it is of a type known in
Western art since about the 13 century, called the “Throne
of Mercy’ (Thronum gratiae or Der Gnadenstubl).*” In Mehof-
fer’s mosaic the mighty bust of God the Father, together with
His severe countenance fill almost entirely the central part of
the dome, leaving space only for the Dove of the Holy Ghost
overhead in the clouds, and the representations of the Sun and
the Moon, flanking God to His right and left, respectively.
Against His chest there reposes the tormented body of Christ,
supported on either side by a kneeling angel. The prevalent
bright tones of blue, pink, ochre but above all — gold — make
an overall pleasant impression, and the ornaments comple-
menting the scheme are very well fitted in the space allotted
to them on smaller architectonic fragments of the building.
Mehoffer’s designs for the murals, covering only the

oldest (i.e. the ‘Armenian’ in style) part of the cathedral
(Fig. 3) were obviously inspired by the mosaics of Ravenna
(notably the famous church of San Vitale). The project was,
however, never realized, due to the outbreak of World War
I, and later — probably due to the already-mentioned prob-
lem of the high cost of Mehoffer’s works.

But before the war, in 1908-1909, the church was
enlarged by expanding the nave to the west. Originally the
intention was the addition of two domed bays, square in
plan, connected with each other by a narrow corridor.*
Thus the cathedral, situated on a plot surrounded on all
sides by houses, as if hidden in a picturesque corner of the
city, would have gained direct access to the street. The
Archbishop very much wanted his church to have - like
most churches do — a fagade overlooking the street, attract-
ing passers-by and encouraging them to visit the cathedral
(Fig. 4)."" Franciszek Maczynski, like Mehoffer — coming
from Cracow, was the architect who drew up the designs
for the extension.*” Again, the war prevented the project
from being executed in full: only the first bay, the one adja-
cent to the nave, and its corridor were completed. The
other one, which would have served as a porch and was
intended to form the facade proper, was never realized.
Maczynski, too, in his designs adopted (probably advocated
by the Archbishop) the principle of Early Christian/Byzan-
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4 Plan and cross-section of the Armenian
Cathedral in Lwéw. Franciszek Maczynski, c.
1908.

il

tine art as a model.* In the subtle, yet discernible architec-
tonic decoration of this new construction he abundantly
drew on the stone carvings and ivory relief decoration of
the first centuries AD. His designs (both for the cathedral
and for the neighboring tenement house) can be generally
described as performed in a modernist style.

"This second, realized, dome is supported by squinches
and has its top cut horizontally to form an oculus, filled with
a stained-glass window.* The mosaic adorning the remain-
ing surface of the dome was allegedly designed by Jozef
Mehoffer.* It is a compilation of the 6 century mosaics in
the apses of the Ravenna basilicas of San Vitale (Christ as
‘Cosmocrator’, sitting on a globe flanked by angels) with
the one of Sant’Apollinare in Classe (lambs on a bright
green meadow) — and all that beneath the star-studded sky
of the Mausoleum of Galla Placidia, also in Ravenna. It is
these similarities to Early Christian models that make one
all the more suspicious of Mehoffer’s authorship. When
compared with his previous design for the cathedral mosaic,
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this design is plain and coarse, and its evident lack of orig-
inality can be explained only by the fact that it was one of
numerous standard designs offered to their clients by
Venetian mosaic workshops.

The last item to have been altered in the cathedral inte-
rior before the outbreak of war was the vaulting of the nave.
The 17 century barrel vaulting, allegedly threatening to
collapse, was supplanted with a wooden coffered ceiling
resting on gilt consoles, with gilt decorative rosettes in
hexagonal cofferings, designed by Maczyniski.* It is very
‘heavy’ in appearance, perhaps also too intrusive — so no
wonder it was criticized by contemporaries.*” Nevertheless,
the ceiling, which resembles the Spanish Renaissance cof-
fered ceilings called ‘artesonado’, formed under the influ-
ence of Islamic art, endows the nave with the exotic air of
the Orient.™ It bestows on the plain, mundane even, sev-
enteenth-century architecture the hallmark of something
extraordinary. Thus the two parts of the cathedral, dating
from different epochs and representing various stylistic fea-



tures were in a way unified by the intangible, yet clearly pre-
sent Oriental ‘spirit’.

World War I prevented the plans for the restoration
and modernization of the cathedral from reaching comple-
tion. Due to the war and the subsequent financial shortages,
it was only in 1923* that work could be resumed. It must be
remembered that conservation came to a halt halfway. The
walls in the old part were already bare but no decision had
been taken as to their decoration. It was advocated that
Mebhoffer’s design of 1907 should be executed in mosaics.”®
As to the nave, once its Baroque furnishings and murals had
been removed, it was obvious that its new decoration would
have to be contemporary in style. The only question was
what kind of contemporary art would be appropriate for
such an interior?’! Meanwhile, however, work focused on
the new furnishings for the church and the construction of
the chapel of the Holy Sacrament (adjacent to the sacristy
and the northern wall of the nave). A renowned architect of
the Lwow Polytechnic School, Witold Minkiewicz (1880-
1961), designed this chapel in the years 1927-1929, as well
as the new disposition of the church, the main altar, pulpit,
semicircular balustrade and the Archbishopric throne.
White marble used for the furnishings came from the
Greek Orthodox church, which had been pulled down in
Warsaw around 1925.5% At a later date — already in the 1930s
— two side altars made of alabaster, designed, and with reliefs
sculpted in the Art Déco style, by Jadwiga Horodyska
(1905-1973)** complemented the ensemble. Nevertheless,
the cathedral was still lacking the murals — or any other wall
decoration.

It is a paradox that by far the most important element of
such a minutely prepared and carefully planned undertak-
ing, which the restoration of the cathedral surely consti-
tuted, should be decided by pure coincidence, as if by
accident. For it was nothing else than the ‘working of for-
tune’ that caused Archbishop Teodorowicz to see an exhi-
bition of the works of a novice painter, Jan Henryk Rosen
(1891-1982)°* in the Warsaw ‘Zacheta’ gallery in the
autumn of 1925. It was Rosen’s first individual exhibition, in
which he showed thirteen small paintings done in tempera,
representing the legends of saints, based on the text of the
Golden Legend.”® Teodorowicz, like most of the viewers and
art critics, was enchanted. Instantly, on the spur of the
moment, he proposed to the artist that he work for him in
Lwoéw and adorn the cathedral with murals.

Since the artist is not known to wider audiences and
the murals he painted in the cathedral, owing to their form
and iconography are very unusual, to say the least, it will be
well justified and hopefully pardonable to devote here some

space to the personality of the painter, his artistic back-
ground and education.

Jan Henryk Rosen was born in Warsaw into an artistic
family. His father was a painter of mostly historical and bat-
tle pieces and was quite popular in his day. In 1895 the fam-
ily moved to Paris, where Jan Henryk spent his childhood;
later they lived in Lausanne (Switzerland). There Rosen
began his studies at the humanities faculty of the local uni-
versity (1910-1911) but after three semesters he changed to
the Sorbonne in Paris (1911-1912). Around then he also
spent some time in Munich, where he attended Hugo von
Tschudi’s lectures on modern art, though probably not as a
regular student; his most likely main occupation there was
visiting the city libraries and art galleries.

Itis the period of his Parisian studies that deserves spe-
cial emphasis, for it seems to have shaped Rosen’s future
artistic work. At the Sorbonne he studied art history with
Emile Male (1862-1954)°¢ — a celebrated scholar, the
‘father’ of medieval religious iconography. There is no point
in explaining in detail here who he was and how important
his research into Christian iconography is for our under-
standing of medieval art. Suffice it to mention that his mon-
umental, seminal studies, though some of them are already
over one hundred years old, have still retained much of their
original relevance and continue to serve many art historians
as a primer in iconography.’” Emile Male’s broad knowl-
edge of medieval iconography, acquired during years of in-
depth, first-hand studies of works of art, as well as his
dedication to the subject he was teaching, must have made
a tremendous impact on young Rosen. This at least can be
inferred from the artist’s paintings: they reveal Rosen’s thor-
ough knowledge of, keen interest in, and liking for,
medieval art. For many of them the models or sources of
inspiration can be found in Mile’s publications. Rosen not
only listened to his maitre but also tried his own hand at
research (as is testified to by his publication®®) — possibly
not without his mentor’s encouragement. Just as he did in
his paintings — where he not only imitated medieval artists,
but wanted to understand the way in which medieval
iconography was created. Once in possession of a vast
iconographic repertoire, he wanted to innovate within the
medieval idiom. Rosen understood the spirit, the mecha-
nisms and the ‘laws’ governing iconography to such an
extent that he was capable of producing completely new
creations, which looked so ‘natural’ and ‘authentic’ that one
was sure they were original medieval compositions. The
uniqueness of his talent consisted just in this rare ability —
as will be shown below.

Other important factors that should not be neglected
while exploring Rosen’s art were his fervent (but not fanat-
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ical) Catholicism and patriotism. Although he had Jewish
ancestry and Protestant parents, Rosen converted to
Catholicism when still a child, and had a broad knowledge
of philosophy and theology, partly learned at universities,
partly self-taught. He was in fact a pious painter, of the
‘Beato Angelico’ kind, who prayed by painting and treated
his work literally as a vocation (which often amounted to
resigning from payment for his work).

Strangely enough, he never completed any vocational
or artistic school, not to mention study at an academy. He
was taught drawing by his father and had had lessons in
mosaic making in Paris, in the studio of Luc-Olivier Mer-
son. The outbreak of war in 1914 interrupted his education.
He served in the French and then Polish armies and, ulti-
mately, in the Polish diplomatic service, both at home and
abroad. After the war he returned to studying art, this time
in a municipal vocational art school in Warsaw, where he
attended evening classes in painting, at the same time work-
ing at the Foreign Office. In 1923, however, he quit his job
in order to be able to devote himself fully to painting. The
exhibition of 1925, where he met the Archbishop, showed
precisely his recent works, pieces created after he had left
the Ministry.*”

The rare enunciations of the artist himself give insight

into the, after all, strange circumstances of the ‘commission’.”

[...] T had a very big show in Warsaw, my first big show in
Warsaw. It was a tremendous success. One big painting to
another, everything was sold. And I became famous and
the Archbishop, an Armenian Catholic, Teodorowicz, was
in Warsaw at the time and he called me and said he wants
me to come to Lwéw because he wants me to do some
work in the Cathedral. [...] And when I got there he said
[...] it’s all yours. You do whatever you like. And here I was,
the largest painting I had done until then was I think, four
feet. And I said facing these huge walls — white, nicked —
and I have to fill all that? And the trouble was that not only
had I never done anything like this but I didn’t have any-

one to advise me.’!

Passing on to the technique and some practical issues,
Rosen recalled:

[...] I didn’t want to do things at the time like I am doing
now — I have to paint on canvas and glue it onto the wall
—I'wanted to paint on the wall but the technique was lost.
No painter was around me who could tell me how to do
it. [...] Fortunately, just before that, I had had to go on
business for my family to Switzerland because we lived
there and had to bring some things with me, and there I
met a painter who was painting some murals at the Uni-
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versity of Lausanne. And he was painting directly on the
wall and he brought me the paints he was using. [...] And
that was the special paint based on a recipe which I got
from Switzerland [...]. And then I started somehow, 1
started in October [1925] and it went on for four years.®

So, itis clear that there were no preliminary talks spec-
ifying the iconographic program for the murals. Rosen’s
own words that the Archbishop told him to ‘do whatever
he liked’, and the notion that he himself invented the
themes of his paintings, seem to be confirmed by the fact
that some of the compositions in the cathedral are clearly
derived from, or even repeat, his earlier works (e.g. those
exhibited in Warsaw in 1925). What is more, the Arch-
bishop must have been very anxious to see the murals ready
if he managed to make the painter start work literally imme-
diately, approximately within a month of their meeting in
Warsaw.

The murals® were done in two stages. The first, in the
years 1925-1927 included paintings in the nave and designs
for six stained-glass windows (four in the nave and two in
the chancel). In the next stage — probably after a debate
about whether Rosen’s wall paintings could be introduced to
and would be suitable for the oldest and most precious part
of the cathedral, the architecture of which had its own and
distinct Oriental character — the painter made three large
paintings in the chancel (1928-1929). All but one of these
paintings are done in distemper on wall.** The figures in
them are roughly life-size, bearing portrait features of peo-
ple connected with the cathedral who Rosen used as his
models.”” Most of the compositions, however, are treated
symbolically — out of time and place. The scenes are framed
by ornaments — either Armenian, copied from illuminated
manuscripts, or freely devised by the painter, only alluding
to Oriental patterns. The murals are executed in a broad
palette of saturated, vivid colours, only now slightly faded,
or rather washed out by rainwater in the areas near win-
dows. The murals cover almost all the walls of the church.®
The semi-dome of the apse is covered with a mosaic-like
pattern on gilt background.” Ornamental paintings in the
style of Armenian manuscript illumination (historiated
arcades, like those adorning the Tables of Canons) fill the
transept walls up to the vaulting.

The disposition of the paintings in the nave — where
possible — follows a fixed arrangement. Namely, each of the
six fields of the three-bay nave (two fields in each bay, on
opposite walls), separated from one another by pairs of gilt
(also by Rosen) pilasters supporting the coffered ceiling, is
pierced in the middle by a relatively narrow, lancet win-
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West Chancel Arch

South Transept South Wall
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5 DISPOSITION OF THE MURALS IN THE ARMENIAN CHURCH IN LWOW. Chancel. A.(apse): Institution of the Eucharist;
B.(transept(south wall): Crucifixion; C.(transept, north wall): Adoration of the Shepherds. Transept windows: V. St. Paul; V1.St. Augustine. South Wall:
BAY 1. a)Glorification of St. Jobn the Baptist: b)Woodcutter with an Axe/Children Dancing: c)Angels in Adoration (Last Judgement); d)Angels Fighting the
Generation of Vipers. Nave window: I1.Scenes from the Life of St. Jobn the Baptist. BAY 2. a)Annunciation; b)The Vision of Elias; d)Sibyls (Lubian and
Erythraean), Nave window: I1. Tiee of Jesse. BAY 1I1. a)Sacrifice of Abrabam; Nave window: I11. Pre-Christian Mysteria. West Chancel Arch: A.Allegories
of the Five Senses; B.Allegories of the Seven Gifts of the Holy Spirit. North Wall: BAY 1. a)Sts. Blasius, Denis, Pantbaleon, Achatius, and Cyriac; b)Sts. Margaret
and Barbara; ¢)St. Christopher Carrying the Infant Jesus. Nave window: IV.Scenes from the History of the Armenians of Lwiw. BAY 3. a)Angels Conveying the

Body of St. Catherine of Alexandria to Mount Sinai. East Chancel Arch: Cherubim.

dow.%® Rosen quite ingeniously used this evident disadvan-
tage, dividing the wall within one bay into four smaller rec-
tangular fields, isolated from one another by ornamental
stripes. There are two horizontal fields immediately below
and above the window, and two vertical ones flanking it. If
one realizes that the window in the middle was not empty,
not a ‘hole’ but containing figural scenes done in stained
glass (thus forming a fifth field), and that all these smaller
scenes are linked by, or allude to, one principal idea, one
recalls the page disposition in medieval manuscripts, espe-
cially woodblock print illustrations of Biblia pauperum.®
Though we do not have here any ‘canonical’ confrontation
of Biblical ‘types’ and ‘antitypes’, this (rather casual) associ-
ation — as will be shown below — seems to be fully justified.

Rosen’s Decorative Program (Fig. 5)

Chancel:

Presents the three most important moments in the history of Salvation.
The Institution of the Eucharist™ (Figs. 6, 7), ingeniously inserted by the
artist into the semicircle of the apse, seems to be — just because of its
prominent placement — the most important scene of the ensemble. In its

iconography it follows the Orthodox tradition, bearing resemblance to
the specifically Eastern type of the Communion of the Apostles, rather
than the traditionally Western Last Supper. In fact it is not the Com-
munion but a symbolic — as if frozen — representation of the moment
directly preceding it: this is Christ’s prayer over the bread and wine, the
institution of the most important sacrament in the Catholic Church.
Such reading is corroborated by framed inscriptions high overhead on
either side of the presbytery walls. The one on the left reads: THIS IS
MY BODY WHICH IS GIVEN FOR YOU (Luke 22:19); the other
one says: THIS CUP IS THE NEW TESTAMENT IN MY BLOOD,
WHICH IS SHED FOR YOU (Luke 22:20).”" Neither is it the Last
Supper — at least not one in its ‘classical’ reading. The scene — as noted
already by a contemporary critic — “in its originality departs from any
other representations of the subject: it is not the premonition of Judas’
betrayal but the act of the first consecration in history, it is the transfor-
mation of wine into the Lord’ blood that was presented here.”” The
absence of any genre-like details that could define the time and place of
the event, the plain white robes of the Apostles, bearing hardly any
attributes” — make the scene a symbolic representation and not a his-
torical one. The austere purple background enlivened only with slim gilt
arcades, and the surrounding walls and vault lavishly covered in (one is
tempted to say — Byzantine, mosaic-like) gold — only underscore the
solemnity of the scene. The symbolic aspect is further emphasized by
three Passion scenes painted in red outline on the tablecloth of the (altar)
table: the Crucifixion in the middle, immediately below the blessing
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Christ of the Institution, the Women at the Tomb (left) and a scene resem-
bling the Noli me tangere.”* They are projections of future events fol-
lowing the one presented in the main scene. All in all, through its
‘Byzantine’ features, both in form and in content, the Institution of the
Eucharist perfectly matches and additionally emphasizes the Oriental
traits of the chancel. And last but not least, from the liturgical viewpoint
it makes a superb setting for the actual altar — placed directly in front of
the painting, on a level a little lower than its painted equivalent—and the
daily offerings made on it. Thus Christ celebrating the mass in Rosen’s
painting was always visible for the congregation and it seemed as if an
eternal liturgy was taking place in the church (Fig. 6).

Crucifixion™ (Fig. 8). The symbolic features discussed in the pre-
vious composition are even more conspicuous here. This is a huge
scene covering the whole wall to the right of the Institution, this ime
completely deprived of any historical connotations. The scene is time-
less; neither its setting can be defined in any way. On an elevated,
stage-like construction of regular white flagstones, precisely in the
middle of the composition, there rises a crucifix. Christ is shown alive,
standing on the suppedaneum rather than hanging on the cross,”® with
His eyes wide open, gazing into the distance, His face — serious and
dignified in expression; His arms wide open — as if ‘embracing the
whole world’. He is represented here as the triumphant Christ — the
King of the Universe who had overcome death. The purple of the
background only adds majesty to His royal appearance.

Underneath, there flock together the most eminent personalities
that had shaped the twenty-century-long history of the Christian faith
— from its very beginnings in the first years AD till the contemporary
martyrs who most recently gave their lives for the faith. Owing to its
location, however, the choice is slightly biased in favor of the history of
the Polish Church. To Christ’s right stand the figures of His Mother and
His Beloved Disciple, St John, traditionally assisting the Crucifixion
scenes.”” Sts. Peter and Luke stand further to the right, withdrawn to
the edge of the composition. They can be identified by rather uncom-
mon, yet clearly comprehensible attributes. St. Peter, represented as a
robust oldster with the bearded countenance of a philosopher, is hold-
ing in his muscular hands — apparently as his attribute — a huge piece of
pink granite with a model of his Vatican Basilica on it. The piece of gran-
ite, instead of the customary keys, alludes to the Latin version of his
name — petrus, meaning ‘a rock’ — the rock, in the sense of the founda-
tions on which the future Catholic Church was to be built. St. Luke tra-
ditionally holds a painting of Madonna and Child; but here this is the
venerated Polish so-called Black Madonna of Czgstochowa.

The group on the opposite side is headed by the figure, impos-
ing in its dignity, of St. Benedict leaning on a crosier. Behind him
stand Sts. Gregory the Illuminator depicted as a bishop with mitre
and crosier, Casimir, the Polish prince holding his princely mitre and
John Baptist Vianney, the ‘curé of Ars’ and in front of them - St.
Theresa of Lisieux. Before the ‘stage’, on a slightly lower level there
kneels, as if in ecstasy, St. Francis of Assisi and behind him stands St.
Thomas Aquinas, engrossed in prayer. On the other side of this raised
platform, partly hidden by it because they are standing on a lower
level, are the ‘witnesses” — in the double meaning of the word since
they not only bear witness to the events taking place before them on
the ‘stage’. They are also martyrs who bore witness to their faith, in
other words — gave their life for it. Standing from the left, visible
behind the Roman centurion, are St. John Capistrano with a flag, St.
John of Nepomuk, St. Maurice with his spear, the Blessed Andrew
Bobola. On either side of the cross we can see the Stoning of St.
Stephen, adapted here from one of Rosen’s earlier paintings™ (the
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crowd hurling stones at the saint is visible to the right of the cross).
Behind St. Stephen there stand two martyrs of the twentieth century:
the Jesuit Fr. Miguel Pro, and Fr. Charles de Foucauld.”

The inscriptions flanking the cross form an unspoken dialogue
between the Crucified and his confessors. On the left Christ’s words
prophesizing His triumph read: AND I, IF I BE LIFTED UP FROM
THE EARTH, WILL DRAW ALL MEN UNTO ME (John 12:32).
The saints seem to be responding to Him, with words taken from the
letters of St. Paul (in the inscription on the right) as if explaining their
devotion and perseverance in adhering to the faith: BUT WE
PREACH CHRIST CRUCIFIED, UNTO THE JEWS A STUM-
BLING-BLOCK, AND UNTO THE GREEKS FOOLISHNESS;
BUT UNTO THEM WHICH ARE CALLED, BOTH JEWS AND
GREEKS, CHRIST THE POWER OF GOD, AND THE WIS-
DOM OF GOD (1 Cor. 1:23-24).

By placing the Roman centurion (he is most probably St. Long-
inus) on the edge of the platform, leaning with his foot on the painted
frame of the picture, Rosen made of him a link connecting the distant
painting with the palpable reality of a beholder. He resorted to an old
artistic device of the ‘liminal space’, privileged especially by the Man-
nerists, thus obliterating the border between the two worlds. The
beholder may in this way join the conversation of the saints with God,
or reflect upon the Redemption with St. Longinus.

The painting thus is an individually conceived summa of the his-
tory of (Western) Christianity, an expression of the painter’s own ‘theos-
ophy’, full of contemporaneous references. For instance the three
Catholic archbishops of Lwéw are portrayed in the scene. St. Luke has
features of the Roman Catholic Archbishop, the Rev. Bolestaw Tiar-
dowski; St. Benedict is portrayed as the Rev. Andrzej Szeptycki, the
Greek Catholic Archbishop; and Archbishop “Teodorowicz has two por-
traits: in profile as St. Thomas Aquinas (being a kind of flattery for him
as a theologian), and en face — as St. Gregory the Illuminator.

St. Peter is given the features of Professor Tadeusz Zielinski (1859-
1944),% a classical philologist of an internationally acknowledged repu-
tation, who devoted most of his scholarly work to the study of ancient
religions, especially those of Greece and Rome.*! He believed that Chris-
tianity derived directly from them; that the various mysteria of the ancient
world were nothing else but a cult of then still unknown, but in princi-
ple the same God: Jesus Christ, of whom the Ancients only had a vague
presentiment. He maintained that the very foundations of Christianity
should be looked for not in the Old Testament but in Greco-Roman
religions, which psychologically prepared the world for the advent of
Christianity.* This is worth mentioning in relation to some associations
contemporary beholders made about this and some other scenes in the
cathedral decoration. A renowned Polish writer, Jan Parandowski, also
a classical philologist, wrote about Crucifixion in 1928: “A cross is
spanned across the Parthenon. What a new and beautiful idea this is!
The cross of Golgotha, rising high as though the tallest of trees in this
forest of columns, extols the triumph of Christianity as the most mature
of the ideas yielded by the ancient world.”

Shall we therefore assume that Rosen, by portraying Zielinski as
St. Peter, regarded him and his ideas to be of comparable importance for
the modern Church as the personality of St Peter was for its beginnings?

Adoration of the Shepherds (popularly called also “T'he Nativity’ or
‘Bethlehem’)* opposite the Crucifixion. Similar to the two other paint-
ings in the chancel, this is also a symbolic one, matching them with its
purple background. But the figures are treated here more stiffly than
there and the composition is based on strict, even rigid, symmetry. The



Virgin Mary forms the centerpiece, sitting, dressed in a pink gown and
a voluminous turquoise-blue cloak, with Her arms spread out in ado-
ration. On Her lap lies the Christ Child — depicted here as an ‘ordi-
nary’ baby. She is flanked by two pairs of angels in immaculate white
robes, in adoration, placed slightly to the rear. Shepherds, some of them
with dogs and lambs, bent in adoration, approach the Virgin on either
side. Two youngsters kneel symmetrically before the Virgin and Child.
A flock of sheep hardly visible in the background and the green at the
feet of the shepherds suggest that the event takes place on an unreal

meadow, where only a carpet had been spread in reverence for the deity.

Windows of the Transept:

Rosen also designed two stained-glass windows™ for the chancel, one
above the Crucifixion, the other over the Adoration. They depicted Sts.
Paul the Apostle and Augustine — both somehow missing from the ‘pan-
theon’ of great personalities depicted in the Crucifixion. It is not known,
however, and hardly possible to find out, where they were originally
placed. There are good reasons for both St. Paul and St. Augustine to be
located over the scene with the crucified Christ. The former saint could
have been represented there because of his authorship of the inscription
(1 Cor. 1:23-24) and as a traditional counterpart to St. Peter. The latter

could have been understood as a match for St. Thomas Aquinas.

Nave

South Wall:
Bay 1. The murals depict St. John the Baptist and his teachings. A
most unusual scene covers the lower part of the wall, under the win-

dow. Due to its singularity it was variously titled: traditionally but not

quite accurately — as “The Beheading of St. John the Baptist’, or more

precisely but rather awkwardly — as “The Night after the Beheading 6 View of the chancel with the Institution of the Eucharist. Mural. J. H.
of St. John the Baptist’. It seems however, that the Glorification of St Rosen. Armenian Cathedral. Lwéw. (Photo: L. Wielezyniski).

Jobn the Baptist*® would be the most appropriate title for this scene

(Fig. 9). Against the background of three gilt arcades there hover six 7 Institution of the Eucharist. Mural. J. H. Rosen. Armenian Cathedral.
figures dressed in sumptuous, richly embroidered robes, apparently — Lwéw. (Photo: L. Wielezynski).

liturgical vestments. With halos around their heads, they seem to be

angels but not ordinary ones. “[...] These are potent spirits of light,
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reminiscent of Gnostic Aeons, all flaming with shine, their eyes lost

in the distance, the eyes which remember the emergence of worlds,”’
as Jan Parandowski described them. The angel in the middle*™ holds
the decapitated, as if swooning body of St. John but with his arms
raised above where once his head was and where now instead of it
glows supernatural light encircled in luminous rings. Other angels
surround this central group placed on the axis of the composition.
The angel on the left displays a bloodstained axe, with which the Saint
was beheaded; the next one has in his hands an ornate lamp labelled
‘IOANNES’ because it was told about St. John in the Bible: ‘He was
a burning and a shining light’ (John 5:35). The angel on the far right
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8 Crucifixion. Mural. J. H. Rosen. Armenian
Cathedral. Lwow. (Photo: L. Wielezyniski).

9 Glorification of St. Jobn the Baptist. Mural. J.
H. Rosen. Armenian Cathedral. Lwéw. (Photo:
L. Wielezynski).

presents the Saint’s head on a dish, as it was given to Salome. The two
remaining angels stand in the rear in adoration.

Some other characters, Herodes on the far left, under an arcade
in the dark, and the grieving figure of St. Elisabeth, St. John’s mother,
on the other side complement the composition. Three scenes are out-
lined against gilt background above the arcades: The Annunciation to
Zacharias, The Last Supper and The Visitation.

While painting the Glorification Rosen was evidently inspired by
Gustave Moreau’s paintings — Salome Dancing Before Herodes (1875),
and The Apparition (1876) — not only in handling St. John’s head but

in the way he painted the contoured scenes.™



The remaining three scenes over the Glorification illustrate
almost verbatim either St. John’s sermons or what was told about him
in the Bible. Over the window one can see an athletic woodcutter
placing the axe at the roots of a mighty tree, probably related to St.
John’s preaching: “And now also the axe is laid unto the root of the
trees: therefore every tree which bringeth not forth good fruits is
hewn down, and cast into fire” (Matt. 3:10). To the right a child plays
the fiddle, another is dancing under an apple-tree and two more chil-
dren accompany them, one sitting, the other one standing nearby.
The inscription carved on a stone bank in the background
(MATEUSZ XI 16-17) directs the onlooker to the Biblical source of
the scene: “But whereunto shall T liken this generation? It is like unto
children sitting in the markets, and calling unto their fellows, And
saying, We have piped unto you, and ye have not danced; we have
mourned unto you, and ye have not lamented” (Matt. 11:16-17).

Flanking the window there we see — on the left — a scene titled
by contemporary sources as ‘angels separating the wheat from the
chaff’, being the illustration of Matt. 3:11-12: “(I indeed baptize you
with water unto repentance. But he that cometh after me is mightier
than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: he shall baptize you with
the Holy Ghost, and with fire:) Whose fan is in his hand, and he will
thoroughly purge his floor, and gather his wheat into the garner; but
he will burn up the chaff with unquenchable fire.” The scene indeed
alludes to the Last Judgement, but does not literally illustrate the
Gospel. Three angels, in their outward appearance reminiscent of
those in the Glorification underneath, are standing before a
Romanesque portal with the scene of Maiestas Domini in its tympa-
num, supported by a column ornately carved with intertwining
beasts.” One of the angels is raising a pair of scales above the heads
of the other two in the foreground, who hold in their outstretched hands
a portable altar and a book in golden binding set with precious stones. The
binding bears the inscription: ‘Math ITI VII" which refers to the scene on
the other side of the window. It shows angels fighting the ‘generation of
vipers’: “(But when he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees come to
his baptism, he said unto them) O, generation of vipers, who hath warned
you to flee from the wrath to come?” (Matt. 3:7). The angels are depicted
in slightly bizarre poses, as if they were casting spells on the colorful snakes

winding at their feet.

Window I. The stained-glass window with Scenes from the Life of St. Jobn
the Baptist, in subtle yellowish-golden tones against a white background,

rounds out this elaborate program.”!

Bay 2. Annunciation (Fig. 10). At first sight there is nothing peculiar in this
scene, representing the Archangel Gabriel, God’s messenger in rich Byzan-
tine garments greeting the girlish Virgin Mary with the words inscribed
in the middle ground of the picture: HAIL, THOU THAT ART
HIGHLY FAVOURED, [...| THOU SHALT CONCEIVE IN THY
WOMB, AND BRING FORTH A SON, AND SHALT CALL HIS
NAME JESUS. HE [..] SHALL BE CALLED THE SON OF THE
HIGHEST: [...] AND OF HIS KINGDOM THERE SHALL BE NO
END (Luke 1, 28-33). The signs of the zodiac in the arcades’ spandrels
(Aquarius, Pisces, Aries) designate the time of the event. In the liturgical
calendar the feast of the Annunciation falls on 25 March. The two figures
though, seem to serve only as the coulisses, directing the beholder’s gaze
towards the scene of Carrying of the Cross,” set against the townscape of
Jerusalem. In congruence with medieval theology, the suffering of the adult
Christ is implicit already in the Annunciation. If one adds to the picture
the Nativity,” depicted on a fabric — most probably a tapestry — hanging

behind Mary, one realizes that this is another composition summarizing
the past and future events from the life of Christ.

"The Vision of Elias — the Virgin Mary in a cloud, with the Infant Jesus
on Her lap —and the Prophet’s Ascension in a ‘chariot of fire’, are shown
in this bay over the window. Flanking it there we see the two Prophets (on
the left): Jeremiah and Ezechiel, identified by inscriptions on a scroll one
of them is holding, and the two corresponding Sibyls (to the right): the Ery-
thraean, with a rose in her hand and the Libyan one, holding a candle, their
names inscribed on a plinth-like stone below a tripod standing in front of
them. The Prophets stand against some architectural fragments suppos-
edly of the Temple of Jerusalem. A prominent menorah was placed in front
of them. The Greek roots of the Sibyls are attested by a Doric temple in
the background and a Pythian tripod in front of them, alluding also to their
prophetic ‘profession’. The choice of the Prophets follows exactly their
medieval associations with the Annunciation as codified by the Biblia pau-
perum. Hence we know what their prophecies regarding the event were.”
‘Though the Sibyls were not introduced into the Biblia pauperum, the fact
of their inclusion here and their particular choice, even their appearance, are
in every respect consistent with the medieval practice.”

Window II. The stained-glass window in the middle represents The Tiee

of Fesse.”

Bay 3. Stained Glass Windows. Sacrifice of Abrabam. In the last field on this
side of the nave the stained-glass window and the mural above it are mutu-
ally complementary, more than anywhere else in the ensemble (Fig. 11).
The three medallions in stained glass representing (from bottom to the
top: The Mithraic Mysteries, The Procession of Isis in Egypt and Orpheus Play-
ing the Lyre were meant to be understood as pre-Christian sacrifices.”
Hence the Sacrifice of Abrabam above becomes their natural continuation.

Chancel Arch

West

A. The Allegories of the Five Senses on the adjacent wall follow in principle
the traditional iconography of the subject.” They are presented as female
figures, each with an attribute alluding to the particular sense, arranged ris-
ing upwards on the wall. Sight is holding a mirror in her right and has a
falcon sitting on her left; Taste has a plate with fruit in front of her; Hear-
ing plays the trumpet; Smell is holding a flower; Touch — in her out-
stretched left hand has a porcupine with boldly spread out spines. A male
figure atop, holding a plomb in his left, symbolizes the Equilibrium
between the Senses.

B. The counterparts of the Five Senses on the opposite side are the A/lle-
gories of the Seven Gifts of the Holy Spirit:” Wisdom, Understanding, Coun-
sel, Might, Knowledge, Piety, and Fear of God. Their iconography is most
unusual. Three female figures (intended probably to be angels), ascending
the wall diagonally, hold accordingly: an oak branch with acorns, a branch
of citron with its fruit and a branch with plums on it. Above them there
rises a male figure with an apple in his right. Still higher there stand again
three male figures, in line, all on the same level. A rainbow spans the spread
out hands of the first one from the left; the second seems to have no attrib-
utes; the third one is holding a pair of compasses.

Nave
North Wall:

Bay 3. Angels Conveying the Body of St. Catherine of Alexandria to Mount
Sinai. Symmetrical to the Sacrifice of Abraham on the opposite wall, a
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10 Annunciation. Mural. J. H. Rosen. Armenian

R .

Cathedral. Lwéw. (Photo: L. Wielezynski).

modest three-figure composition, in which the blood-red of the mar-
tyr’s tunic is contrasted with the white gowns of the angels.

Bay 2. This bay is organized according to the Biblia pauperum scheme
formally, although it contains four different legends of saints: Giles,
George, Christopher, and Odilo.

The Funeral of St. Odilo'” is a unique composition, and by far
Rosen’s most accomplished and individual creation, both icono-
graphically and artistically. For contemporaries it was — beside per-
haps the Crucifivion — the most celebrated scene in the cathedral. It
shows the Benedictine Abbot, St. Odilo being carried in his last jour-
ney by the monks accompanied by mourning ghosts, represented here
as translucent silhouettes in hooded cloaks, drawn in white outline
only. Obviously they also derive from the Late Gothic Burgundian
sculpture.'’! St. Odilo is credited with the institution of All Souls” Day
— hence the souls of the dead with gratitude accompany him to his
grave. The verse on the bier reads: O, SAINT ODILO, THE
PATRON SAINT OF THE DEPARTED SOULS, IN THRONGS
WE ACCOMPANY YOU, WE THE DECEASED, BY YOUR
COFFIN. (Scenes on the four hardly visible tapestries hanging in the
intercolumniations of the cloister arcades in the background were
copied from the Apocalypse of Bamberg, a tenth-century German
illuminated manuscript).'*

In the same bay, above the window we see St. Giles Defending a
Hind against Hunters (Fig. 12), with the hunters rendered in a strik-
ingly modern way, particularly in comparison with the hermit’s plain
black clothing. The austerity of the landscape in which the scene is
settled seems to underscore St Giles’ seclusion.

On either side of the window the artist represented one saint —

St. George Slaying the Dragon on the left and St. Christopher Carrying

the Infant Jesus (Fig. 13) - on the right. Here exceptionally the stained-

11 Sacrifice of Abrabam. Mural; Pre-Christian Mysteria. Stained-glass glass window bears no references to the murals. It was made to com-
window. J. H. Rosen. Armenian Cathedral. Lwéw. (Photo: L. memorate the twenty-fifth anniversary of the episcopate of
Wielezynski). Archbishop Teodorowicz, in 1927. Above the Archbishop’s coat of
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arms and a dedication, there follow three scenes: The Work in the Bank
Mons Pius, The Privilege of King Jobn Casimir for the Armenians of Lwow,
Sts. Nereses, Isak and Mesrob, thus depicting the most important events

in the history of the Armenians of Lwéw.

Bay 1. This last bay includes various saints, clustered together around
a walled-up window. In the window niche there stands a wooden, silver-
plated statue of Christ the Good Shepherd by Rosen’s sister, Zofia (1897-
1975). The eastern wall of the nave is, in its lower part, covered by two
altarpieces, above which were introduced ornamental paintings repeat-
ing the ones in the chancel. Over them in spandrels of the chancel arch,
there hang Cherubim, complementing the highest Triad of Angels in
the Celestial Hierarchy — as counterparts to the Seraphim and Thrones
at the other end of the nave. Over the window-niche in this bay we see
the martyr saints, each of them identified by his or her traditional
attribute (Fig. 14). From the left are: Sts. Blasius (holding two candles),
Denis (with his head held on a book), Panthaleon (tied to an olive tree),
Achatius (depicted as a knight, in a crown of thorns), and Cyriac (in
deacon’s vestments, with a devil at his feet); flanking the window from
the left stand — Sts. Margaret and Barbara (with a tower); and from the
right: Sts. Eustace (as a hunter with a deer), Vitus (as a youngster in
voluminous garments), and Erasmus (in bishop’s robes). If we add to
these saints, Sts. Catherine of Alexandria and Sts. Giles, George and
Christopher from the previous bays on this side of the nave — there are
fourteen saints altogether, in Germanic tradition known as ‘Vierzehn-
heiligen’ (Fourteen Saints) or ‘Vierzehn Nothelfer’ (Fourteen ‘Auxil-
iary’ or ‘Intercessory Saints’). In popular devotion they were the most
venerated saints because they could be invoked especially against dis-
eases, in various calamities, or at the hour of death. Or rather we have
here not fourteen but even fifteen of them because of St. Odilo who
adds to their number, and who also may be seen as a helper for the

deceased.

12 St. Giles Defending a
Hind against Hunters.
Mural. J. H. Rosen.
Armenian Cathedral.
Lwow. (Photo: L.

Wielezynski).

13 North wall of the
middle bay with murals:
Sts. George and
Christopher, Funeral of St
Odilo; stained-glass
window. J. H. Rosen.
Armenian Cathedral.
Lwoéw. (Photo: L.
Wielezynski).
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14 Various Saints. Mural. J. H. Rosen. Christ the Good Shepherd.
Sculpture. Zofia Rosen. Armenian Cathedral. Lwéw. (Photo: L.
Wielezynski).

Conclusion

The murals by Rosen, so celebrated in the 1920s and 1930s,
fell into oblivion after Lwow and with it the cathedral
became a part of the Ukrainian Socialist Republic of the
USSR (since 1991 — the Republic of the Ukraine). Yet they
remain the best, and matchless, example of sacred mural
painting of this time in Poland. Obviously, they have no
match whatsoever as far as their iconography is concerned.
Their stylistic sources however, must be looked for abroad
rather than in Polish art of the interwar period. Namely,
they are reminiscent of Maurice Denis’ late murals, for
instance of those at the church of the Holy Ghost in Paris
(1934),' or of his earlier religious works, especially at the
church of St. Louis in Vincennes near Paris.'*

It is their decorative qualities that make Rosen’s murals
comparable and related to Denis’ works, especially when we
realize that “[...] Denis’s works after 1897 became more con-
servative stylistically. For his church decorations (beginning
1898), as well as his secular commissions, he adopted more clas-
sical compositional strategies, and themes [....], and technique.
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Denis’s early goal to dedicating himself to creating art that rec-
onciled religious content with avant-garde painting gave way
toa style that was clearly legible, crisply delineated, and increas-
ingly centred on the human figure.”'” These (among other
crucial characteristics of decorative works, like emphasis on sur-

face, flat forms, non-narrative content and large-scale for-

mats'%) are the very qualities that equally well could refer to
the murals of the Armenian cathedral. Paraphrasing Nicholas
Watkins’ judgement of French decorative painting, it may be
said that a simplistic reading of art-historical developments in
art up to World War I in general has resulted until recently in
decorative painting being regarded as outside contemporary
developments [...].17 As the same author remarked — decorative
painting carried the stigma of seeming easy and unchallenging,
and “[...] it was a sine qua non of good modernist painting that it
be difficult and challenging and take a generation or more to
absorb.”""® If to all that we add the indispensable condition of
the sacred, church art — namely its traditionalism — the reasons
why art such as Rosen’s lost out in competition with the avant-
garde will become self-explanatory. And it is due to such an atti-
tude that the sacred mural painting of the 1920s-1940s still
awaits a critical analysis.

The cathedral and its decoration survived World War Il in
relatively good condition. Only the stained-glass panels,
having been dismantled from the windows in order to be
protected in the cathedral vaults during the war, were bro-
ken into pieces (one of them was completely lost). With the
suppression of the Armenian Archdiocese by the Soviet
government in 1945, the cathedral was closed and around
1950 was converted into a museum warehouse.!”” A rich
collection of icons and sculpture from the Lviv National
Museum was kept there until December 2002."'° Since that
date the cathedral has been owned and cared for by the
Armenian Apostolic Church.

Nearly a century has passed since the renovation of the
cathedral was begun. Despite the war and the numerous
subsequent political changes, due to which the cathedral
found itself in a different country and serving a different
(that is, not Catholic) Armenian community, the church
remains a splendid work of art. It proves that the then dar-
ing, and often-controversial decisions as to the redecora-
tion of the cathedral, taken at the beginning of the 20t
century, were fully justified.
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67. These and some other ornaments, designed by Rosen, were executed
by Kazimierz Smuczak (1906-1996), Rosen’s assistant from 1927.

68 These are either windows or walled-up, blind windows forming niches.
69. In fact only three walls follow this pattern, since the three remaining
ones are pierced by a doorway. The two walls of the last bay, smaller than
the others, are too narrow to hold more than one scene — placed above
windows. For Biblia pauperum see e.g.: A. Henry. Biblia pauperum. Ithaca,
New York. 1987, and Mile 1908. 233-246 / XC, 3. 219-225.

70 The mural is double signed: bottom right, on the tablecloth: JAN
HENRYK ROSEN 1928, and between the third and fourth apostle from
the left: JAN HENRYK ROSEN 21 VII 1928. The scene was discussed in
detail by: J. Zachariewicz. “’Ostatnia Wieczerza’ J. H. Rosena. Nowy fresk
w katedrze orm. we Lwowie” (The Last Supper by J. H. Rosen. A New
Fresco in the Armenian Cathedral in Lwow). Gazeta Warszawska. 1928.
no. 286. 4 (reprinted in: Postaniec sw. Grzegorza. vol. 2:1928. no. 18/19.
148-150); idem. “Wtérna kompozycja Ostatniej Wieczerzy Jana Henryka
Rosena. Fresk w ormianskiej katedrze we Lwowie” (The Repeated Com-
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position of The Last Supper by Jan Henryk Rosen. A Fresco in the Armen-
ian Cathedral in Lwow). Gazeta Koscielna. 1929. no. 12. 139-140. (reprinted
in: Postaniec sw. Grzegorza. vol. 3:1929. no. 22/23. 44-49).

71. All biblical quotations are based on the King James Version of the
Bible.

72. Zachariewicz. The Repeated Composition (cited in note 70). 140.

73. The Apostles seem to be characterized only by their outward appear-
ance or age. Only St Jacob the Great leans against a pilgrim stick with a
scallop shell atop of it, his traditional attributes. In case of doubts as to
their identity one may read the names of each Apostle inscribed in the
Armenian alphabet in their halos. Standing on Christ’s right (from the left)
they are Sts. Simon, Thaddeus, Philip, Thomas, Andrew and Peter. To His
right stand Sts. John, Jacob the Great, Jacob the Minor, Bartholomew,
Matthew and Judas.

74. These tiny scenes seem to have been copied from an early medieval
manuscript — their style reminiscent, for instance, of miniatures in the
Utrecht Psalter. Most probably, however, they are the inventions of the
artist who only cleverly imitated the style of the ninth-century miniatures.
75. The signature (bottom right) reads: JAN HENRYK ROSEN 3 IV
1928. The painter evidently wanted to have the mural ready for the Easter
of 1928. Easter Sunday in 1928 fell on April 8th, only five days after the
date put on the signature. The painting is dealt with in: J. Zachariewicz.
“Ukrzyzowanie’ Jana Henryka Rosena. (Fresk w katedrze ormianskiej we
Lwowie)” (The Crucifixion by Jan Henryk Rosen. [A Fresco in the Armen-
ian Cathedral in Lwow]), Gazeta Koscielna. 1929. no. 9. 100-102 (reprinted
as: “Najnowszy fresk J. H. Rosena ‘Ukrzyzowanie’ w katedrze orm. we
Lwowie” [The Most Recent Fresco by J. H. Rosen, The Crucifixion, in the
Armenian cathedral in Lwéw], Postaniec sw. Grzegorza. vol. 2:1928. no.
16/17. 117-122).

76. The whole crucifix was inspired by and the loincloth minutely copied
from an eleventh-century illumination in the Psalter-Hymnal from St.
Germain-des-Pres, Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, ms. lat. 11550, fol. 6r.
See Mile 1922. 8, Fig. 4 (as ‘Manuscrit de Limoges’) / XC,1. 11, Fig. 4].
77. Except for these two figures, all other saints are identified by inscriptions
in their halos (in Polish).

78. Painted in 1925, watercolor and gouache on paper, 65,5 (99 cm, Lwéw
Gallery of Art. See: Art Déco in Lviv. A. Bantsekova (ed.) exh. cat. Lviv.
2001. cat. no. IT1/50.

79. Both of them were quite ‘recent’ martyrs, not saints yet, hence the dates
of their death were inscribed above their heads: Miguel Pro — 23rd Novem-
ber 1927, Charles de Foucauld — st December 1916.

80. Whereas all other ‘portraits’ in the cathedral depict models native to
Lwéw, Prof. Zielinski at that time had been living in Warsaw. Therefore
his portrait here becomes very conspicuous and raises the question as to
why precisely Rosen should have wanted to put him in the most significant
composition in the church.

81. His greatest work being a series entitled Religions of the Ancient World
(in several volumes: Religion of the Ancient Greece. Warsaw. 1921; Religion of
Hellenism. ibidem. 1925; Hellenism and Judaism. ibidem. 1927; the others are
not relevant for my argument as they were published after the decoration
of the cathedral was completed). Parandowski (see below) again used his
favorite Parthenon (representing Antiquity in general) parallel when he
wrote that reading these books “[...] allows us to hear the murmur of the
sources of Christianity under the columns of the Parthenon.” (J.
Parandowski. “Tadeusz Zielinski’, Pamig tnik Warszawski. 1929. no. 1. 208).
82. L. Piotrowicz. “Tadeusz Stefan Zielinski,” Kwartalnik Historyczny.
1946. no. 53. 639-653. Zielinski himself was a very religious man, a
Catholic, but his ideas (especially in their lapidary form, without appro-
priate commentary) clearly opposed Church dogmas and were generally
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rejected by the Catholic Church and (particularly the ones presented in
his Hellenism and Judaism) were regarded as blasphemous and heretic. Even
Archbishop Teodorowicz himself fought them in his writings.

83. J. Parandowski. “W lwowskiej katedrze ormianskiej” (In the Armenian
Cathedral in Lwéw), Tecza. 1928. no. 6 (unpaginated).

84. Signed (bottom right): JAN HENRYK ROSEN 1929.

_85. They have been recently discovered in the vaults of the cathedral,

together with fragments of the other three windows of the nave (originally
there were four of them), unfortunately preserved only fragmentarily as a
pile of small glass panes. St. Paul could be restored, whereas too few frag-
ments exist of St. Augustine for the window to be reconstructed.

86. This title (in French: ‘La glorification de St. Jean-Baptiste’) can be
found in: R. Plus. Saint Jean-Baptiste dans I'art. Starsbourg. 1937. 120
where Rosen’s painting is reproduced.

87. Parandowski, article cited in note 83.

88. He is wearing a garment known as the ‘Dalmatic of Charlemagne’ (in
fact a patriarchal ‘sakkos’ of the mid-fourteenth century) from St Peter’s
Treasury, Rome. See J. Beckwith. Early Christian and Byzantine Art. Lon-
don. 1970. 155, Fig. 296. Patterns on other vestments can be also easily
traced especially among Byzantine fabrics.

89. There exists an earlier version of the subject painted by Rosen and enti-
tled The Vision of Catherine Emmerich (1924, watercolor, gouache on paper,
62,5 (103,8 cm, Lwow Gallery of Art, see Bantsekova, catalogue cited in
note 78, cat. no. I11/51). As the title suggests, it was painted after the visions
of Anna Katharina Emmerich (1774-1824), German mystic and stigmatic,
as it indeed was (see A. K. Emmerich / C. Brentano. Das zweite Lehrjabr
Jesu: aus den ‘Tagebiichern des Clemens Brentano. Stein-am-Rhein. 1998. 356).
The mural however, differs considerably from the watercolor and Sta-
nis_aw Machniewicz’s remark (article cited in note 63. 5) that the painting
depicted “The night after the beheading of St John, from the dreadful
vision of Katharina Emmerich’ goes rather too far. There is no such
Emmerich’s vision as the one painted by Rosen in the cathedral.

90. This is the tympanum of the church in Charlieu, copied after Male
1922. 33, Fig. 32 / XC, 1. 35, Fig. 32; the column is the famous trumeau
of Souillac, see Male 1922. 19, Fig. 15 / XC, 1. 21, Fig. 15.

91. All stained-glass windows were executed between the years 1926-1927
by the firm of Franciszek Biatkowski from Warsaw. None of them have
been preserved in place.

92. The mourners following in procession St. John and the Virgin Mary
are copied after the pleurants from the Burgundian tombs of Philip Pot and
Philip the Bold. See Mile 1908. 415-421, Figs. 226, 227,229/ XC, 3. 380,
Figs. 235-236, 238].

93. The mutual penetrating and overlapping of the picture planes make
the composition particularly intriguing. For instance, the figure of Mary is
placed so that it covers the piece of the fabric, where She and the Jesus
Child should have been depicted; on the other hand, the Dove of the Holy
Ghost from the tapestry seems to be hovering directly above the ‘real’ Vir-
gin’s head. The adoring angel with an armful of seven swords — apparently
symbolizing the Seven Dolours of Mary — constitutes an additional pecu-
liarity of the Nativity scene.

94. See Henry, book cited in note 69. 48 (Fig. a), 50, and Maile, 1908. 233-
246/ XC, 3. 219-255. “The Lord hath created a new thing in the earth, A
woman shall compass a man” (Jer. 31:22). “This gate shall be shut, it shall
not be opened” (Ezek. 44:2).

95. Again the two Sibyls were copied after the illustrations in the Hours for
use of Rouen (1508, Paris), reproduced in Mile 1908. 268-271, Figs. 138,
139/ XC, 3. Figs. 142-143.

96. Again it was based on illustrations in Male. 1922. 169-173, Figs. 133-
135/ XC, 1. 172, Figs. 148-150.



97. The inscription at the bottom of the window is a citation from Clemens
of Alexandria (in Greek). It may come from his Protreptikos pros Hellenas
(Encouragement for the Greeks), where he presents Greek philosophy as
the precursor of Christianity.

98. See e.g. C. Nordenfalk. “The Five Senses in Late Medieval and Renais-
sance Art.” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes. 1985. no. 48. 1-
22.

99. A list of them can be found in Isa. 11:1-3: “And there shall come forth
a rod out of the stem of Jesse, and a branch shall grow out of his roots:
And the spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and
understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge and
of the fear of the Lord; And shall make him of quick understanding in the
fear of the Lord.”

100. Signed bottom right: JAN HENRYK ROSEN 1927. An earlier ver-
sion of the Funeral was exhibited in 1925 in Warsaw; its photo is preserved
in the National Library in Warsaw (AFF III-57, LF. 23.144). See my “Kilka
uwag na temat ikonografii malowidet Jana Henryka Rosena w katedrze

"

ormianskiej we Lwowie: ‘Pogrzeb sw. Odilona™ (Some Remarks on the
Iconography of Murals by Jan Henryk Rosen in the Armenian Cathedral
in Lwow: The Funeral of Saint Odilo), Przeglad Wchodni. 1999/2000. 379-
402.

101. See note 92.

102. See J. Wolaniska. “Die ‘Bamberger Apokalypse” in der Armenischen

Kathedrale zu Lemberg in Hansestadt, Residenz, Industriestandort. Beitriige
der 7. Tagung des Arbeitskreises deutscher und polnischer Kunsthistoriker in Old-
enburg, 27.-30. September2000. B. Stortkuhl (ed.) Munich. 2002. 373-378.
103. Maurice Denis 1870-1943. exh. cat. Lyons, Cologne, Liverpool, Ams-
terdam. 1994-1995. Figs. 74, 93.

104. D. Gamboni. “Die moderne Kunst taufen?” in Maurice Denis (cata-
logue cited in the previous note). 75-92, and “Denis’ Murals in the Apse of
the Church of Saint-Paul de Grange-Canal, Geneva (Switzerland), c. 1916,”
see op. cit. 314-315.

105. G. Groom. “Coming of Age: Patrons and Projects, 1890-99” in Beyond
the Easel. Decorative Painting by Bonnard, Vuillard, Denis and Roussel, 1890-
1930. G. Groom (ed.) exh. cat. The Art Institute of Chicago. New Haven
and London. 2001. 53.

106. G. Groom. “Into the Mainstream: 1900-1930,” in Beyond the Easel...,
catalogue cited in the previous note. 164.

107. N. Watkins. “The Genesis of a Decorative Aesthetic in Beyond the
Easel...,” catalogue cited in note 105. 22.

108. Ibidem.

109. See Pekezynski, book cited in note 10. 78, and note 188.

110. See J. Smirnow. ‘Odzyskana s$wiatynia. Przekazanie katedry
ormianskiej’ (The Regained Temple. Presentation of the Armenian Cathe-
dral), Gazeta Lwowska. 2003, no. 1-2 (31 Jan.). 6. The oldest part of the
cathedral was opened for worship on 5 Dec 2001.
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