
Folia Historiae Artium
Seria Nowa, t. 22: 2024 / PL ISSN 0071-6723

COMPETING COMPETENCES 
As one of the intermediary bodies in the Habsburg Mon-
archy, the k. k. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege (Im-
perial and Royal Central Commission for the Preserva-
tion of Monuments; below, the ‘Central Commission’), 
subordinated to the Ministry of Culture and Education, 
was established in 1850 in Vienna.1 The founding was part 
of the institutionalisation of monument protection in 
Europe. But whereas in France with the patrimoine, and 
the vaterländische Kultur [patriotic culture] in the Ger-
man lands, a  nationally defined concept of monuments 
was constituted, the Central Commission for Monument 
Preservation was to measure up to the multinational cul-
tural heritage in the multi-ethnic Empire and act as a ‘cul-
tural cement’.2 This was a difficult balancing act, because, 
until 1911, the Central Commission was only active in an 
advisory capacity, supported by a network of – honorary –  
local conservators and correspondents in the individual 
crown lands of the monarchy, who for their part mostly 
thought and acted in national categories.

This was also the case in Galicia, where the social struc-
tures of the Polish-Lithuanian noble republic persisted 

1  	Fundamental publications on the history are Th. Brückler, Zur 
Geschichte der österreichischen Denkmalpflege. Die Ära Helfert, 
Teil I, 1863–1891, Wien 2020; M. Fingernagel-Grüll, Zur Ge­
schichte der österreichischen Denkmalpflege. Die Ära Helfert, Teil 
II, 1892–1910, Wien 2019.

2  	B. Euler-Rolle, ‘Zum genetischen Code der österreichischen 
Denkmalpflege’, Österreichische Zeitschrift für Kunst und Denk­
malpflege, 73, 2019, no. 1/2: 100 Jahre Republik. Denkmalpflege 
zwischen Monarchie und Republik, ed. P.  Mahringer, pp. 25‒34, 
here p. 26.
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even after its partition in the late 18th c. and the annexa-
tion of its southern part by the Habsburg monarchy: key 
positions in the intellectual and cultural spheres as well as 
in state administration and regional politics were filled by 
Poles. Their influence grew with the establishment of the 
Diet (Sejm Krajowy/Landtag) of Galicia and Lodomeria in 
1861 and the granting of full autonomy in 1873.3 In the east-
ern parts, especially in Lemberg (pl. Lwów, ukr. Lviv), the 
capital of the crown land, the representatives of the Ukrai-
nian interests – until the later 19th c. still called Rusyns  
(pl. Rusini, ukr. Rusyny) – tried to assert their political 
and cultural demands against Polish dominance.4 The his-
toric Polish royal city of Cracow with the venerable Jagi-
ellonian University and the Academy of Arts and Scien
ces (Akademia Umiejętności), founded in 1872, developed 
into the focal point of Polish intellectual life, including 
across the partition borders.5

3  	See D. Gawrecki, ‘Der Landtag von Galizien und Lodomerien’,  
in: Die Habsburgermonarchie 1848–1918, Vol. 7: Verfassung und 
Parlamentarismus, part II: Die regionalen Repräsentativkör­
perschaften, eds. H. Rumpler, P. Urbanitsch, Wien 2000, 
pp. 2131‒2170.

4  	 On that issue, see the chapter Lemberg und Galizien im Habsburg­
er Reich in Ch. Mick, Kriegserfahrungen in einer multiethnischen 
Stadt: Lemberg 1914–1947, Wiesbaden 2010, here pp. 28‒68.

5  	See F. Ziejka, ‘“Tu wszystko jest Polska...” (o roli Krakowa w życiu 
duchowym Polaków w wieku XIX)’, Rocznik Krakowski, 62, 1996, 
pp. 31‒51; W. Bałus, Krakau zwischen Traditionen und Wegen in 
die Moderne, Stuttgart 2003. On the self-positioning of Poles and 
Ukrainians in the Habsburg Monarchy and the changes appear-
ing during WWI, P. Szlanta, ‘Der lange Abschied der Polen von 
Österreich’, in: Die Habsburger Monarchie und der Erste Welt­
krieg, Teilband 1: Der Kampf um die Neuordnung Mitteleuropas, 
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In 1856, the Central Commission appointed the first 
honorary conservators for Western and Eastern Galicia 
in Cracow and Lviv, respectively. Since the staff propos-
als came out of the respective crown lands, the positions 
in Galicia were always filled by Poles until the end of the 
monarchy.6 This did not mean that the preservation of 
synagogues, or of the characteristic wooden churches of 
the Greek Catholic Church, whose believers mostly be-
longed to the Ukrainian population group, would be ne-
glected – this was precisely what the system of the Central 
Commission was supposed to take care of. 

Undoubtedly, however, the ‘Polish’-coded cultu
ral heritage was in the foreground. In 1889, at the latest, 
when both Western and Eastern Galicia were merged 
into a  Board of Conservators (Grono Konserwatorów),7 
the Polish conservators began to pursue an autonomous 
course vis-à-vis the Viennese Central Commission. Polish 
publications on the subject, for example by Marzena Woź- 
ny and Leszek Sobol on the West Galician Board,8 and the 
recent study on the Lviv Conservator Mieczysław Potocki 
by Agnieszka Gronek,9 keep stressing the achievements of 
the Boards for the preservation of the national cultural 
heritage. Their attempts at emancipation are presented as 
necessary steps for the safeguarding of their own interests 
vis-à-vis ‘Vienna’.

Based on archival records in the Austrian State 
Archives,10 I would like to contrast this with the perspec-
tive of the Viennese leadership of the Central Commis-
sion, where the Polish activities were critically observed 
from the very beginning: ‘Galician conservators have 
a plan to break away from the Central Commission, and 
form their own Galician Board of Conservators under the 

part II: Vom Vielvölkerstaat Österreich-Ungarn zum neuen Euro­
pa der Nationalstaaten, ed. H. Rumpler, Wien 2016, pp. 813‒851; 
H.  Binder, ‘Die Ukrainer – von enttäuschter Staatstreue zum 
Kampf um Selbständigkeit’, in: ibidem, pp. 853‒885.

6  See Th. Brückler, Zur Geschichte der österreichischen Denkmal­
pflege, pp. 465‒479 (as in note 1).

7  The founding idea emerged in May 1888; elections to the respec-
tive boards took place in November and December 1889; see 
M. Woźny, ‘Początki Grona Konserwatorów Galicji Zachodniej 
w świetle krakowskich materiałów’, Rocznik Krakowski, 77, 2011, 
pp. 77‒88, here p. 82.

8  Ibidem; L. Sobol, ‘Zarys głównych kierunków działań Grona 
Konserwatorów Galicji Zachodniej z lat 1888–1905’, Wiadomości 
Konserwatorskie, 24, 2008, pp. 95‒102.

9  	A. Gronek, Mieczysław Potocki. W służbie przeszłości. Z dziejów 
konserwacji zabytków w Galicji Wschodniej, Warszawa 2023. 

10  	In the records of the Viennese Österreichisches Staatsar-
chiv, Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv [OeStA/AVA], Unter-
richt, Bundesdenkmalamt, Karton 20: Galizien, Gemälde Rest., 
Kunst, Kärnten, bundle 37 ‘Konservatoren Galizien’, and bundle 
40 ‘Kunsttopographie Galizien’, there are extensive files from the 
years 1889 to 1‑914, documenting the conflict between the Central 
Commission for the Preservation of Monuments and the Polish 
‘Grono Konserwatorów’. 

authority of the Diet,’ commented Heinrich von Zeißberg 
(1839-1899), a  member of the Central Commission and 
a specialist on Polish history, who had spent several years 
in Lviv, on the news of the Galician Board founding.11 My 
reflections will extend to the aftermath of the First World 
War; the Kunstschutz activities during the War will play 
a special role here.

‘CONSERVATION INSTEAD  
OF RESTORATION’
In the context of the restoration of the Royal Castle on 
the Wawel Hill in Cracow, tensions grew in particular 
between the West Galician Board of Conservators and 
the Central Commission under Conservator General 
Max Dvořák (1874–1921).12 The Wawel area, which had 
been misused as barracks by the Austrian military, was 
acquired as a symbol of the unity of the nation through 
a fundraising campaign in all three partition territories of 
Poland. In 1908, the plans for the restoration of the Royal 
Castle, which had been developed under the leadership 
of the architect Zygmunt Hendel (1862–1929), a member 
of the Board of Conservators, were presented.13 The aim 
was to restore the castle to the condition of the first half 
of the 16th c., the heyday of the Polish Jagiellonian dynas-
ty. For this purpose, the changes of the 19th c. were to be 
reversed: The characteristic, disproportionately long col-
umns of the upper floor in the chateau courtyard, which 
were walled in for structural reasons, were to be uncov-
ered and the original roof shape reconstructed according 
to historical views. About two thirds of the columns were 
to be replaced by reconstructions because the originals 
had become brittle; this also concerned some of the win-
dow and portal frames of the early Renaissance – this his-
tory is well known from the research on the restoration 
history of the Royal Castle.14

Nevertheless, in our context it is important to recall 
Max Dvořák’s public objection to the Polish plans in the 
1908 yearbook of the Central Commission.15 Dvořák fol-
lowed the line of his predecessor in office, Alois Riegl, 

11  	Ibidem, bundle 40: Kunsttopographie Galizien, P Nr. 349 CC, let-
ter draft by Zeißberg, commenting on the plans of the Polish con-
servators, 02.12.1889. On the stance of the Central Commission 
see also M. Woźny, ‘Początki Grona Konserwatorów’, p. 84 (as in 
note 7). 

12  	P. Dettloff, M. Fabiański, A. Fischinger, Zamek Królewski na 
Wawelu. Sto lat odnowy (1905‒2005), Kraków 2005, passim.

13  	The journal Architekt dedicated two issues to the presentation of 
the projects: [several authors] ‘Z Wawelu’, Architekt, 9, 1908, nr 11, 
pp. 119-134, pl. 31‒34; [several authors]: ‘Wzgórze Wawelskie’, Ar­
chitekt, 9, 1908, nr 12, pp. 137‒152, pl. 35f.

14  	P. Dettloff, M. Fabiański, A. Fischinger, Zamek Królewski na 
Wawelu (as in note 12). 

15  	M. Dvořák, ‘Restaurierungsfragen. II. Das Königsschloß am 
Wawel’, Kunstgeschichtliches Jahrbuch der k. k. Zentralkommission 
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whose Denkmalwerte (monument values) contributed de-
cisively to the turn away from the historicizing restoration 
practice of the 19th c. – according to the motto coined at 
the same time by Georg Dehio: ‘Conservation instead of 
restoration’. Although Dvořák expressed understanding 
for the national motivation of the Polish conservators, he 
saw in the planned project ‘the greatest danger that ever 
threatened the castle’, called his Polish colleagues ‘roman-
tics’ whose ideas belonged ‘long ago to the past’, and criti-
cized en passant the reconstructive treatment of the Col-
legium Maius that had taken place shortly before.16 

In May 1909, Dvořák convened a  meeting of experts 
from Vienna and Galicia on the subject of the Wawel, at 
which the ‘president’ of the West Galician Board of Con-
servators, Stanisław Tomkowicz (1850-1933), ultimately 
stood alone in the open. In the end, the decision was tak-
en to work out a new project ‘which, avoiding all attempts 
at historicizing reconstruction, will be limited only to the 
safeguarding and dignified restoration of the building.’17

As we can still see today, Dvořák and the Central Com-
mission did not prevail, and Hendel’s plans remained the 
basis for restoration of the Wawel. Nevertheless, the res-
toration measures were supported by Emperor Franz Jo-
seph with an annual endowment of 100,000 crowns (ca. 
€ 717,430) until the outbreak of WW I; the Galician Diet 
contributed the same amount. Only the political network 
in the Diet made possible the operational existence of the 
two Galician boards of conservators, whose offices were 
financed from the funds of the crown land, as was the 
bulk of the realised monument preservation projects.18 

This strengthened the self-confidence of the Polish 
conservators and their desire to free themselves from 
the directives and interference of the Vienna headquar-
ters. In 1913, there eventually was an éclat over a draft stat-
ute that was supposed to upgrade the Galician bodies to 
a  ‘National Council for Monuments’, combined with se-
rious accusations against the Central Commission.19 Its 
secretary general, Fortunat von Schubert-Soldern, spoke 
of open hostility on the part of the authors of this draft 
around Stanisław Tomkowicz, and he accused his Polish 
colleagues of hubris in an internal letter:

für Erforschung und Erhaltung der Kunst- und historischen Denk­
male, 2, 1908, pp. 105‒112.

16  Ibidem, p. 108.
17  ‘Die Restaurierung des königlichen Schlosses auf dem Wawel’,  

Mitteilungen der k. k. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege (MZK), 
8, 1909, pp. 269‒277.

18  Lists of the budgets granted by the Galician Diet from 1911 to 1913 
in the records OeStA/AVA Unterricht Bundesdenkmalamt, Kar-
ton 20: Galizien […], bundle 38, ‘1914–1918 Landeskonserva-
toren-Ämter Galizien’, Z 4528.

19  ÖStA/AVA Unterricht, Bundesdenkmalamt, Karton 20: Gali-
zien […], bundle 37 ‘Konservatoren Galizien’, Z. 5090. See also 
Th.  Brückler, Thronfolger Franz Ferdinand als Denkmal- 
pfleger. Die ‘Kunstakten’ der Militärkanzlei im Österreichischen 
Staatarchiv (Kriegsarchiv), Wien 2009, pp. 471‒473.

 […] the enormously high sum of 350,000 to 500,000 
Crowns, which the poor country spends annually ‘for 
the purposes of historical monuments’, is astonishing 
and alarming. Just compare that the credits of the C.C., 
which are intended for the preservation of monuments 
in all [...] crown lands of the monarchy [...], amount to 
a  total of only about 280,000 Crowns. And as for the 
quality and quantity of monuments, Galicia (with the 
exception of Cracow and a  few other art sites) cannot 
even be compared with the western crown lands.20 

Count Karl/Karol Lanckoroński (1848-1933), a  Pole 
with family roots in Galicia, who had made a political ca-
reer in Vienna and served as Vice President of the Central 
Commission between 1910 and 1917,21 also opposed the 
claims of his compatriot colleagues – which they would 
not forgive him for.22

ESTABLISHMENT OF A STATE 
CONSERVATOR IN WESTERN GALICIA
With the establishment of the State Monuments Office 
(Staatsdenkmalamt) in 1911 and the gradual installation in 
the crown lands of civil servant Provincial Conservators 
(Landeskonservatoren) accountable to the Vienna head-
quarters, Dvořák had initiated a  fundamental reform of 
the Central Commission.23 In order to maintain control 

20  ÖStA/AVA, Unterricht, Bundesdenkmalamt, Karton 20: Galizien 
[…], bundle 37 ‘Konservatoren Galizien’, Z. 4528: Kreierung und 
Statut eines Landes-Konserv.-Rates in Galizien, 20.09.1913.

21  On Lanckoroński see Th. Brückler, Zur Geschichte der öster­
reichischen Denkmalpflege (as in note 1), p. 475–476. About the 
influence of politicians and intellectuals from Galicia in Viennese 
politics H. Binder, Galizien in Wien. Parteien, Wahlen, Frak­
tionen und Abgeordnete im Übergang zur Massenpolitik, Wien 
2005. Lanckoroński was also on Dvořák’s side at the meeting on 
the restoration of the Wawel Castle; see Die Restaurierung des 
königlichen Schlosses (as in note 17), pp. 274‒275.

22  Archiwum Narodowe w  Krakowie (ANK), 29/560/0/2/24, Grono 
Konserwatorów Galicji Wschodniej (1913‒16), fol. 1, letter from 
the Board of Conservators of Western Galicia to Lanckoroński, 
21.01.1914, informing him that the Board had lodged a complaint 
with the Imperial and Royal Ministry of Education and Culture 
against the warning issued towards them by Lanckoroński. Ten-
sions between the Board and Lanckoroński are reflected in the cor-
respondence between Lanckoroński and Szydłowski (1915‒1922) in 
the Archive of Science of Polish Academy of Science (PAN) and 
Polish Academy of Arts and Science (PAU) in Cracow, AN PAN 
i PAU, K III – 150, VI/56 (Legacy of Karolina Lanckorońska).

23  On the reform of the Central Commission, with reference to the 
tasks of monument protection during WWI M. Dvořák, ‘Ein-
richtungen des Kunstschutzes in Österreich’, in: Kunstschutz im 
Kriege. Berichte über den Zustand der Kunstdenkmäler auf den 
verschiedenen Kriegsschauplätzen und über die deutschen und ös­
terreichischen Maßnahmen zu ihrer Erhaltung, Rettung, Erfor­
schung, ed. P. Clemen, vol. 2: Die Kriegsschauplätze in Italien, im 
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over Galicia, a  salaried Conservator with civil servant 
status, which would keep him loyal to the state and its 
institutions,24 was installed here, too. In April 1914, thir-
ty-one-year-old Tadeusz Szydłowski (1883‒1942) was ap-
pointed Provincial Conservator for western Galicia, based 
in Cracow.25 Szydłowski had studied in Cracow with Mar-
ian Sokołowski (1839‒1911) and Georg/Jerzy Mycielski 
(1856‒1928),26 and had also completed a  guest semester 
with Heinrich Wölfflin (1864‒1945) in Berlin. 

With this personnel decision, the Central Commission 
seemed to have made broad concessions to the Board of 
Polish Conservators, whose influence it actually want-
ed to curtail: Szydłowski came from precisely this envi-
ronment; it had been Mycielski, since 1902 chairman of 
the Society for the Protection of Polish Art and Cultural 
Monuments at the Cracow Academy of Arts and Scien
ces, who had recommended him to the Central Com-
mission.27 In the Vienna headquarters, Szydłowski found 
a mentor in Vice President Lanckoroński. In him, the pro-
tection of Poland’s artistic heritage had an influential ad-
vocate; without Lanckoroński’s interventions on the rel-
evant Imperial and Royal institutions, Szydłowski would 
not have been able to act so effectively, especially during 
the coming wartime. 

However, for the Board of Conservators under Tom-
kowicz’s leadership, the Provincial Conservator was just 
the representative of the detested Vienna headquarters, 
and it took time until they finally acknowledged his work: 
Szydłowski was not invited to the meetings of the Board 
until the second year of his term of office, and he was not 
accepted as a Board member until the beginning of 1917.28 

Osten und Südosten, Leipzig 1919, pp. 1‒10, here p. 1; see F. Leit-
ner, ‘“Causa Infinita” – die Verländerungsdebatte in der öster-
reichischen Denkmalpflege’, Österreichische Zeitschrift für Kunst 
und Denkmalpflege, 73, 2019, nr 1/2, (as in note 2), pp. 35‒41, here 
pp. 35‒38.

24  ÖStA/AVA Unterricht, Bundesdenkmalamt Karton 20: Galizien 
[…], Z. 186, letter from the Vice-President of the Central Com-
mission, Karl Lanckoroński, to the Chancellery of Archduke 
Franz Ferdinand as the Protector of Monument Conservation, 
10.01.1914.

25  Bundesdenkmalamt Wien, Archiv (BDAA), personal files 
Szydłowski, Z  127 14/1914: Appointment letter to Szydłowski by 
the Minister for Culture and Education Max Hussarek von Hein-
lein, 20.04.1914. 

26  In the correspondence with the Central Commission, the German 
variants of the first names and surnames is used, i.e. Karl Lanc
koronski, sometimes also Thaddäus von Szydlowski. On Myciel-
ski see Th. Brückler, U. Niemeth, Personenlexikon zur öster­
reichischen Denkmalpflege (1850–1990), Horn 2001, p. 186.

27  Letter from Karl Lanckoroński to Archduke Franz Ferdinand, 
10.01.1914 (as on note 24). 

28  ANK, 29/560/0/2/24, Grono Konserwatorów Galicji Wschodniej 
(1913‒16), fol. 315: For the first time, Szydłowski’s name appears on 
the invitation to the Board’s meeting on 17 August 1915. One issue 
on the agenda was the ‘Relationship between the Conservators’ 

It is noteworthy that, until the end of the monarchy, 
no salaried Provincial Conservator was appointed for 
Eastern Galicia, although there was a pressing aspirant in 
the person of the Lviv art historian Josef/Józef Piotrowski 
(1873‒1939), who had been working in the Vienna office of 
the Central Commission.29 In the end, however, Dvořák 
and Schubert-Soldern did not consider him suitable for 
this position.30

‘ART PROTECTION IN WAR TIME’
Only three months after taking office, Szydłowski was 
confronted with the consequences of war on cultural 
property. Archival records show him to be the driving 
force in the establishment of art protection structures 
throughout the crown land and later also in the Military 
General Governorate Lublin (MGG) under Austro-Hun-
garian military administration. At the beginning of Octo-
ber 1914, when military tensions seemed to be easing after 
the heavy losses of the first weeks of the war, Szydłowski 
immediately requested an official appointment with the 
Central Commission in order to define his field of activi-
ty in the safeguarding of cultural heritage.31 The work was 
difficult: without the permission of the military authori-
ties, heritage protection activities in the liberated combat 
zones were not possible, not even in Galicia, although it 
was part of the Habsburg Monarchy. 

At the end of August 1915, when the German and 
Austro-Hungarian armies had finally pushed the Rus-
sian army out of ‘Russian Poland’, Szydłowski was im-
mediately also ‘entrusted with the agendas of monument 

Office and the Board of Conservators’; as well as at the meet-
ings on 30 August 1915 (fol. 421) and 3 November 1915 (fol. 427). 
Szydłowski’s nomination for the Board in January 1917 is do
cumented in ANK, 29/560/0/2/25, Grono Konserwatorów Galicji 
Wschodniej (1917‒20), fol. 7, pp. 11‒14. 

29  Vgl. Th. Brückler, Thronfolger Franz Ferdinand, pp. 334, 356 (as 
in note 19).

30  BDAA, personal files Josef Piotrowski, Z. 128, letter from 
Schubert-Soldern to the Ministry of Culture and Education, with 
a commentary by Max Dvořák, 25.10.1915. Piotrowski complained 
to Lanckoroński about his demotion; ibidem, Z. 256, letter from 
Piotrowski to Lanckoroński, 24.12.1915. In independent Poland, 
Piotrowski held the post of the Voivodeship Conservator in Lviv 
from 1920 to 1929; see P. Lasek, Inwentaryzacja zabytków archi­
tektury w  lwowskim okręgu konserwatorskim 1920–1939. Szkice 
z dziejów, Warszawa 2020, pp. 7‒62.

31  BDAA, personal files Szydłowski, Z  82, letter from Szydłowski 
to Schubert-Soldern, 09.10.1914. For a broader view on the cir-
cumstances of heritage protection in wartime see B. Störtkuhl, 
Galizien im Ersten Weltkrieg – Kunstschutz an der Heimatfront; 
kunsttexte.de, nr 4, 2023, Sektion Ostblick, special issue Kunst­
schutz-Initiativen im Ersten Weltkrieg in Ostmitteleuropa, eds. 
R. Born, B. Störtkuhl (14 pages), www.kunsttexte.de. https://
doi.org/10.48633/ksttx.2023.4. 
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preservation’ in the newly formed MGG.32 However, the 
measures there were not financed from the funds of the 
Central Commission, but through the military adminis-
tration.33 The structures of the Central Commission were 
geared to state affiliation – the MGG was consequently 
treated differently from Galicia. Szydłowski and his Pol-
ish fellow campaigners, on the other hand, were driven 
by concern for the national heritage across all border de-
marcations.34 At Szydłowski’s insistence and with Karl 
Lanckoroński’s political contacts, a  separate monument 
conservator was appointed for the MGG in May 1916: Ste-
fan Komornicki (1887‒1942), a  former staff member of 
Szydłowski.35

For Galicia, Szydłowski tried hard to get support for 
his activities. In particular, he was looking for a specialist 
in Ukrainian cultural heritage, partly in order to accom-
modate the demands of the Ukrainian community in the 
Eastern parts of the crown land. He eventually succeeded 
in late 1917 by recruiting Josef/Yosip Pelenskyi (1879‒1957), 
an archaeologist affiliated with the Ukrainian Shevchenko 
Scientific Society in Lviv. At the same time, Pelenski was 
not unknown in the Cracow milieu: Before the outbreak 
of the war, he had published his research on the medi-
eval art of the Halicz region, which was meant to be his 
habilitation at the Jagiellonian University.36 Furthermore, 
the art historian Jerzy Remer and the painter Wiesław Za
rzycki from the Cracow School of Applied Arts were em-
ployed as ‘scientific auxiliary workers’.37

32  BDAA, Allgemein Karton 6 (1915/16), Z. 157: ‘Schutz in Russisch 
Polen, Entsendung von Lk. Konserv. Szydlowski nach Russisch-
Polen’, letter from Friedrich Franz Freiherr von Mor-Merkl zu 
Sunegg und Morberg to the Central Commission, 04.08.1915.

33  Ibidem, letter from Schubert-Soldern to Szydłowski, 07.08.1915.
34  See E. Manikowska, ‘Wielka Wojna i zabytki’, in: Polskie dziedzi­

ctwo kulturowe u progu niepodległości wokół Towarzystwa Opie­
ki nad Zabytkami Przeszłości, eds. E. Manikowska, P. Jamski, 
Warszawa 2010, pp. 21‒91. 

35  BDAA, Allgemein Karton 6 (1915/1916), Z. 85, letter from 
Szydłowski to Lanckoroński, 23.03.1916; ibidem, Z. 115, letter from 
Szydłowski to the Executive Committee of the Central Commis-
sion, 26.05.1916. 

36  Pelenskyi published in Polish, under the Polish variant of his 
name: Józef Pełeński, Halicz w dziejach sztuki średniowiecznej. 
Na podstawie badań archeologicznych i  źródeł archiwalnych, 
Kraków 1914; see N. Bulyk, R. Berest, ‘The Lviv Archaeologi-
cal Milieu During World War I’, Archaeologia Polona, 61, 2023, 
pp. 75‒104, here 83‒84.

37  ÖStA/AVA Unterricht, allg. Akten 3336 (Denkmalamt [Sign. 15 
B2a], 1916–1926), Z. 37261, Z. 37263. 

	 Remer had also been among the names discussed for the position 
of the Conservator of the MGG, but Szydłowski did not consid-
er him suitable for this task (as in note 35). Later on, Remer be-
came one of the leading monument conservators of the 20th cen-
tury c. in Poland; see Wokół dziedzictwa. Historycy sztuki, muze­
alnicy i konserwatorzy w 40. rocznicę śmierci prof. Jerzego Remera, 
ed. M. Pszczółkowski et. al., Toruń 2020.

An overview of the measures taken and how they were 
financed is provided by Szydłowski’s regular reports pub-
lished in the Mitteilungen der k. k. Zentralkommission 
[Fig.  1].38 They reflect the wide range of tasks and prob-
lems of cultural property protection during the war, from 
emergency protection through temporary roofing or shut-
tering of sculptures and evacuation of movable objects, 
up to complex reconstruction as in the case of the Gothic 
church in Felsztyn39 – the latter, however, remained rather 
the exception. These reports were not propaganda-moti-
vated exaggerations: The measures taken can be counter-
checked in the archival records.40

A  particular challenge was the recording of losses of 
movable cultural property that was deliberately taken 
to Russia, looted by soldiers, sometimes also by the lo-
cal population, or disappeared in the illegal art trade. The 

38  E.g. T. Szydłowski, ‘Galizien. Jahresbericht 1916. I. Die Siche-
rungsarbeiten an den infolge der Kriegsereignisse beschädigten 
Kunstdenkmälern in West- und Mittelgalizien’, MZK, 15, 1916/17, 
nr 7/8, pp. 168‒171; idem, ‘Tätigkeitsbericht für das zweite Halb-
jahr 1917. Galizien. Die Sicherungsarbeiten an den infolge der 
Kriegsereignisse beschädigten Kunstdenkmälern’, MZK 16, 1918, 
nr 1, pp. 31‒35. 

39  Ibidem, p. 31. 
40  For Szydłowski’s full bibliography in the MZK and the archival 

sources see B. Störtkuhl, Galizien im Ersten Weltkrieg (as in 
note 31).

1. Report by Tadeusz Szydłowski on war damages in Western Gali-
cia, Mitteilungen der k. k. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege 14, 
1915, nr 8, p. 169
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information converged at the Landesdenkmalamt in Cra-
cow, which by 1918 had compiled a comprehensive ‘Regis-
ter of Art Monuments Carried Off by Russian Army De-
tachments During the Invasion of Galicia’.41 

To summarise: The practical work of cultural heri-
tage protection – the Kunstschutz im Kriege – in the Pol-
ish territories under Austro-Hungarian rule was in Pol-
ish hands, and Szydłowski’s office in Cracow served as the 
headquarters for the whole of Galicia and the Military 
General Governorate of Lublin.

EPILOGUE
The de facto measures taken to save and preserve cultural 
property during the war were overshadowed by the me-
tal requisitions for armament purposes. Although these  
actions were carried out in all crown lands, including In-
ner Austria,42 they particularly shaped the Polish perspec-
tive on dealing with cultural heritage in the Habsburg 

41  BDAA, Allgemein Karton 8 (1918), Z. 258, letter from Szydłowski 
to the Central Commission (resp. the State Monuments Of-
fice), 01.10.1918, accompanying the ‘Verzeichnis der durch rus-
sische Heeresabteilungen während der Invasion in Galizien ver-
schleppten Kunstdenkmäler’.

42  F. Von Schubert-Soldern, ‘Metallbeschlagnahmung in Öster- 
reich’, in: Kunstschutz im Kriege 1919, vol. 2, pp. 215‒221 (as in note 23). 

Monarchy – in line with the general anti-Austrian sen-
timent that had developed as a result of the war events.43 

Szydłowski continued to work on an interim basis af-
ter the collapse of the Habsburg Empire, before being ap-
pointed by the Minister of Culture of the Republic of Po-
land as the Conservator for the Cracow district in March 
1920. At the beginning of 1919, he had declined the ap-
pointment as General Conservator of the re-established 
Polish state.44 

In the meantime, he worked on an indictment against 
the partitioning powers that had fought ‘their’ war on 
Polish soil45 – a  reckoning not only with the tactics of 
‘scorched earth’ and the art theft of the Russian troops, 
but also with the actions of the Austro-Hungarian and 
German military: In 1919, the volume Ruiny Polski [Ru-
ins of Poland] was published with photos that Szydłowski 
had taken as a public servant of the Habsburg Empire. For 
his book, he even took over the layout of the representa-
tive volumes Kunstschutz im Kriege, which were to propa
gate the German and Austro-Hungarian commitment to 

43  See P. Szlanta, ‘Der lange Abschied’ (as in note 5); A. Chwal-
ba, Der Krieg der anderen: Die Polen und der Erste Weltkrieg 
1914‒1918, Berlin u.a. 2021.

44  Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warszawa, Ministerstwo Wyznań Religij-
nych i Oświecenia Publicznego w Warszawie, Sign. 2/14/0/6/6115: 
Personal files Tadeusz Szydłowski, fol. 15‒29.

45  A. Chwalba, Der Krieg der anderen (as in note 43). 

2. Pages from: Tadeusz Szydłowski, Ruiny Polski, Kraków 1919, with photos taken during the author’s mission as k. k. Landeskonservator in 
wartime, 1915 – see the footnote on p. 145
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cultural heritage in all theaters of war [Fig. 2].46 As the cen-
tral figure of the k. k. Kunstschutz in Galicia, Szydłowski 
had certainly been involved in the conception of that pub-
lication. Now, he wrote an explicitly national history of 
art. The accusations of lack of concern for Polish cultural 
heritage on the part of the institutions of the Habsburg 
Monarchy, which run through the text, are somewhat at 
odds with the final chapter of the volume, in which Szy-
dłowski outlined his own successful efforts as a represent-
ative of the Vienna Central Commission during the war. 
Thus, Szydłowski’s book represents the pressing need to 
cut the cord with the former hegemonic powers, to which 
art historiography in the newly formed states of East Cen-
tral Europe also paid tribute.47

In the German-Austrian publication Kunstschutz im 
Kriege, the report on the efforts taken by the Habsburg 
Monarchy in the Polish theaters of war was taken over by 
Fortunat von Schubert-Soldern. He, who had remained 
in his position in the Austrian State Monuments Office, 
showed high esteem for his former colleague Szydłowski.48

46  Kunstschutz im Kriege (as in note 23). E Manikowska, ‘Polska 
historia sztuki a Wielka Wojna’, Rocznik Historii Sztuki, 40, 2015, 
s. 9.

47  See J. Bakoš, ‘From Universalism to Nationalism. Transforma
tion of Vienna School Ideas in Central Europe’, in: Die Kunsthis­
toriographien in Ostmitteleuropa und der nationale Diskurs, eds. 
R. Born, A. Janatková, A. S. Labuda, Berlin 2004, pp. 79‒101.

48  F. von Schubert-Soldern, ‘Kunstdenkmäler und Denkmalpfle-
ge im Generalgouvernement Lublin und in Galizien’, in: Kunst­
schutz im Kriege , vol. 2, pp. 127‒136 (as in note 23).

SUMMARY

Beate Störtkuhl
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN THE IMPERIAL  
AND ROYAL CENTRAL COMMISSION  
FOR THE PRESERVATION OF MONUMENTS 
AND THE CONSERVATOR MILIEUS IN GALICIA

The paper examines the complex relationship between the 
Vienna headquarters of the Imperial and Royal Central 
Commission for the Preservation of Monuments and the 
milieus of Polish conservators in the Crown Land of Gali-
cia. One focus is on the role of the first state conservator 
Tadeusz Szydłowski, who shortly after his appointment in 
May 1914 had to manage the protection of cultural her-
itage in wartime in the Polish territories under Austro-
Hungarian rule.


