DE GRUYTER
OLDENBOURG

Ulrik Langen, Frederik Stjernfelt

THE WORLD’S
FIRST FULL
PRESS FREEDOM

THE RADICAL EXPERIMENT OF DENMARK-NORWAY
1770-1773




Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt
The World's First Full Press Freedom






Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt

The World's First
Full Press Freedom

The Radical Experiment of Denmark-Norway 1770-1773

DE GRUYTER
OLDENBOURG



This publication has been made possible with kind support from the Carlsberg Foundation.

(D) |

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
For details go to https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

ISBN 978-3-11-077123-7

e-ISBN (PDF) 978-3-11-077180-0

e-ISBN (EPUB) 978-3-11-077186-2

DOI https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800

Library of Congress Control Number: 2022930309

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek
The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche Nationalbibliografie;
detailed bibliographic data are available on the Internet at http://dnb.dnb.de.

© 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt. Published by Walter de Gruyter GmbH, Berlin/Boston.
The book is published open access at www.degruyter.

First published as Henrik Horstbgll, Ulrik Langen, Frederik Stjernfelt: GROV KONEAKT - Tre vilde dr
med trykkefrihed 1770-73. © 2020 Gyldendal, Copenhagen.

Cover illustration: Shame-Memorial about January 17, woodcut, Copenhagen 1772: Hallager,
© Bruun Rasmussen, Copenhagen.

Typesetting: bsix information exchange GmbH, Braunschweig

Printing and binding: CPI books GmbH, Leck

www.degruyter.com



Preface

This book is an English version of a comprehensive study which the two of us wrote
with book historian Henrik Horstbgll for the 250th anniversary of Press Freedom in
Denmark-Norway, 14 September 2020. That book is titled “Grov Konfaekt” — Coarse
Confectionary — and was presented in the presence of Danish PM Mette Frederiksen
as a celebration of the anniversary in the Bourse of Copenhagen where Press Free-
dom pamphlets were once sold. “Grov Konfaekt” is a thorough and detailed presen-
tation of the Press Freedom Period in Denmark-Norway in the years 1770 to 1773 over
1,100 two-column pages.

The Danish-Norwegian Press Freedom was the first full statutory abolition of
pre-print censorship in the world. It immediately gave rise to some of the most dra-
matic years in modern Danish-Norwegian history, and the surprising, promising,
and later bloody, shocking events in Copenhagen had large international reverbera-
tions at the time. For that reason, from the start it was clear to us that we would wish
to conclude our investigation with an international, anglophone presentation of the
results.

To this end, we had to plan the present book rather differently from the Danish
volume. It presents the events more concisely, with an emphasis on exhibiting the
Danish-Norwegian context not evident to an international reader, and, most particu-
larly, with a larger emphasis upon the international relevance of events and on the
surprising international reaction which informed the world news peaking in the
spring of 1772 and the years thereafter.

The Danish version was written with the participation of Henrik Horstbgll who
is now retired and did not wish to participate on an equal basis in the English ver-
sion. Still, he agreed to collaborate on the important chapter on economic debates
during Press Freedom. We thank him for this generosity and would also like to take
this occasion to remark that his investigations and insights also inform many of the
other results presented here.

We would also like to thank a series of other persons for many different kinds of
help and assistance, without whom this project would not have been possible: Char-
lotte Appel, Nils Bartholdy, Karen-Maria Bille, Toine Bogers, David Budtz Pedersen,
Peer Bundgaard, Hanne Frgsig Dalgaard, Bodil Due, Jens-Martin Eriksen, Jens
Glebe-Mgller, Ruth Hemstad, Morten Hesseldahl, Bent Holm, Jonathan Israel, Niels
Iversen, Jesper Jakobsen, Ellen Krefting, Birger Larsen, Poul Steen Larsen, John T.
Lauridsen, Anne Mette Lauritzen, Ditte Laursen, Jesper Laursen, John Christian
Laursen, Martin Schwarz Lausten, Thomas Lyngby, Tove Engelhardt Mathiassen, Ja-
cob Mchangama, Florian Meier, Thomas Munch, Jes Fabricius Mgller, Michael
Agerbo Mgrch, Jonas Nordin, Johannes Riis, Bo Krantz Simonsen, Agnete Stjernfelt,
Karoline Stjernfelt, Annemette Sgrensen, Sgren Ulrik Thomsen, Anders Toftgaard,
Mikael Vetner, Karen Margrethe Wendelboe, Joachim Wiewiura.

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is
licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-201



VI —— Preface

The book project emerged from a 2017 grant from the Carlsberg Foundation,
whom we thank for their support, both for improving working conditions for the two
of us, for digitizing the Luxdorph Collection now accessible on the homepage of the
Danish Royal Library, and for making this book available in Open Access. Thanks
also to our respective institutions, the University of Copenhagen and the University
of Aalborg at Copenhagen, for providing good working conditions.

Copenhagen, January 2022
Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt



Contents

Preface—V
Graphs, Maps, and Illustrations —XIII

1 Introduction —1
In the Cabinet—1
European Press Freedom —6
Public Space versus Public Spaces —8
Press Freedom in Practice —12

2 Eighteenth-Century Denmark-Norway and the Introduction of Press
Freedom —17
Absolutist Denmark-Norway — 18
Regulations of the Written Word Prior to 1770 —23
Danish Geopolitics of the 1760s and Two Kinds of Absolutism —26
Struensee and his Rise to Power—29
The Press Freedom Period — A Brief Chronology—33
After the 17 January Coup —42

3 Absolutism and Press Freedom Debated — 48
Legitimations of Absolutism in Denmark-Norway before 1770 — 48
Variants of Absolutism in the Press Freedom Writings — Bie and

Brun—>54

Bynch — A Statesman in Prison— 60

P.F. Suhm - a Free Intellectual — 65

Suhm's Involvement in Radical Politics — a Democratic Constitution
Draft—68

A Terrible Power, Absolute Power! — Suhm's “To the King” —74
Press Freedom after Press Freedom — Suhm's Politicizing
1774-1775——178

4 Press Freedom Debates During Press Freedom —88
The Suhm-Ancher-Sporon Debate on Press Freedom —88
Press Freedom Self-Organizing—91
“The Golden Age of the Press” —93
The Fall of 1771—98



VIII. — Contents

5 Economy and Good Government —101
New Economic Thought during Press Freedom —101
Economy and Politics. The Legacy of the 1755 Declaration —101
Jacob Christian Bie — Poet, Provocateur and Pamphleteer—104
Philopatreias — the First Big Press Freedom Debate —105
Philopatreias Continued and Abandoned —110
Philodanus versus Philopatreias —111
Philocosmus versus Philodanus —112
Martfelt's Failure and Fall— 115
Junior Philopatreias — from the West Indies to Antisemitism —117
Freedom and Slavery of the Peasants —119
Lottery and Gambling—125
The National Debt — Economy and Constitution —129
Perspectives of Political Economics —133

6 Church and Religion in a Free Public Sphere —136
New Anti-Clerical Strategies—136
Philopatreias' Attack on the Clergy and its Incomes —137
Count von Schmettau's Deism and the Case against Him —141
Does Hell Exist — and If So, How Long Does It Last? —146
Parody of Pietism and Orthodox Lutheranism —151
Martin Brun — Spinoza, an Autobiography of Satan and the Deathbed
Feud —156
Mystics, Enthusiasts, Visionaries, Prophets — a New Liberty for
Nonstandard Believers — 164
Attacking Clerical Communication Lines — Bynch's “Homiletic
Journal” —165
A Loss of Clerical Control—169

7 The City of Press Freedom — People and Places —170
Shoe Brushes and Lackeyism —170
The Rumored Suicide of a Pixie —174
After the Anti-Shoe Brush Cabinet Order—177
Shoe Brushes versus Students —178
Food, Hunger, and Hard Times —182
Opulence and Frugality —185
Women between Depravation and Ideals —187
Drinking Contested —193
Public Houses as Public Spaces —199



Contents —— IX

8 A Copenhagen of Books and Pamphlets — 207
Booksellers, Printers, Ballad Hags — 207
Book Stalls at Barsen —213
The Address Office — Papers, Magazines, and Practical
Enlightenment—216
The King's Garden as a New Public Venue —224
Refreshments, Conversation, Promenading Women —226
Fireworks and Fornication—230
Farewell of the Nightingale —233

9 How the Pamphlet Market Turned against its Originator and Fed into his

Fall - from the Summer of 1771 to the January 1772 Coup—236
The Debate over Whoring through the Summer of '71—236
Sit, Christian, Sit Firm, Sit Alone on Your Throne! —243
Pamphlets Turning Wicked — 246
Radicalization Culminating: The Scribe Feud and Thura's
Jeremiad — 252
The 7 October Restriction of Press Freedom — 254
“Fermentation” in the City —256
The Cabal against the Cabal—257
Sailors on March and a Reconciliation Ox—263
The Theatre Feud, November 1771 —265
From Tsunamis of Hearsay to the Christmas Eve Feud —269
A Palace Revolution — the Toppling of Struensee — 273

10 The New Order of 1772 — A Clerical Campaign and a Clean-Up
Party—276
A Coup Regime in the Making—276
Information Hunger— 280
The Sermon Campaign —287
Hee and Miinter—288
Schgnheyder and @strup —294
Harboe and Janson —298
The Theological Coup—300
The Great Clean-Up Party —304
Fear and Violence —306
Prostitutes under Attack—309
Gabel — A Scapegoat and his House —315

1 Struensee The Monster—328
The Spontaneous Campaign against the Fallen Cabinet
Minister—328



X —— Contents

A Family Affair—335

A Libertine Machiavellist—340

Brun's Seven Struensees — 344

A First Historian of Struensee — 350

A Pamphlet Hag and Authors Haggling—353
A Successful Scare Campaign —356

12 A European Cause Célébre — the Struensee Affair and its International
Reverberations —358

The Execution of two Counts and the Banishment of a Queen —358
A Cause Célébre—366
A Non-Theological Coup Interpretation — the “Comprehensive Intelli-
gence” Spreads in Europe —372
Danish Court Case Minutes as International Bestsellers —376
The Conversion of a Courtier — Dean Hee’s Tale of Count
Brandt—384
An Evil Man, by all Means Pushed into Heaven — Dr. Miinter's
Conversion Report on Struensee —389
An International Bestseller—399

13 An International Pamphlet War— 404
The Queen Dowager as an Evil Mastermind — 404
Guldberg Strikes Back—410
Exploiting Caroline Matilda's Viewpoint— 414
Defending Caroline Matilda: Anti-Danish Pamphlets and Plans for
Revenge—420

14 The Slow Smothering 1772-1773 — 431
Press Freedom Debate after the Coup —431
Clandestine Criticism of the Coup Government: Ewald’s Harlequin
Patriot— 433
Government Initiatives against Press Freedom — 438
Back to Censorship? The Cautious Deliberations of the Coup
Government—441
The Large Signal Cases of 1772 to 1773 — 445
The Disappearance of Press Freedom — the October-November
Decisions 1773 — 449
A Death in Discretion —456

15 Perspectives — 462
Press Freedom as an Experiment— 462
Press Freedom Then and Now — 466



Contents —— XI

Pamphlet Storms of the High Enlightenment — 471
The Legacy of Press Freedom —479

Cast of Main Characters of the Press Freedom Period — 482

Archive Material, Papers, and Periodicals — 496
Royal Library, Copenhagen/ Det Kongelige Bibliotek —496
Copenhagen City Archives/ Kgbenhavns Stadsarkiv— 496
North Zealand Museum/ Museum Nordsjelland — 496
National Archives/ Rigsarkivet— 496
Newspapers, Periodica and Yearbooks/ Aviser, periodika og
arbgger — 497

The Luxdorph Collection with addenda — 498
Press Freedom Writings — 498
Broadsheets —515

Literature —517

Index—539






Graphs, Maps, and Illustrations

Graph 1: Press Freedom Writings per year, based on title pages and advertising, 1770-1776 © Karo-
line Stjernfelt.

Graph 2: Press Freedom Writings per month, based on advertising, 1770-1776. © Karoline Stjern-
felt.

Graph 3: The Feuds of Press Freedom. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 1:  Map of Denmark-Norway. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 2: Institutions of Copenhagen. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 3: A Copenhagen of Books. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 4:  Clerical Copenhagen. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 5:  “Cleansed” Brothels in the @ster Kvarter Neighborhood. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 6: Copenhagen Environments. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Map 7:  The Estate Exchange, 1773. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

Fig. 1: The Cabinet Order of 4 September 1770. © The Danish National Archives.

Fig. 2:  Copenhagen seen from the Hill of Valby, painting by F. Zeidler, 1758. © Museum of
Copenhagen.

Fig. 3:  Bolle Luxdorph, painting by Georg Mathias Fuchs, 1782. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo Hans Petersen.

Fig. 4:  Christian VII, painting by Alexander Roslin, 1772. © Frederiksborg Museum of National
History, photo Kit Weiss.

Fig. 5:  Countvon St. Germain, the General of a Corps of Danish Troops (Graf von St. Germain
General eines Corps von Ddnischer Troupen), copper by J. M. Probst, Copenhagen 1765.
© Royal Danish Library.

Fig. 6:  Johann Friedrich Struensee, painting by Erik Pauelsen, 1771. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo Hans Petersen.

Fig. 7:  Caroline Matilda, painting after Jens Juel, 1771, maybe by Herman Koefoed. © Rosenborg
Castle.

Fig. 8:  Representation. Of the lighted Pitch Wreaths that could be seen when His Majesty
King C. VIl made a Sleigh Ride with his Entourage in Copenhagen 1771, copper by
Georg Haas, 1772. © Royal Danish Library.

Fig. 9:  [Martin Brun] The Conversation between the Coffee Pot, the Tea Pot, and the Chamber Pot,
1771. © Royal Danish Library.

Fig. 10: Anne Katrine Benthagen, painting by unknown, ca. 1765. © Museum of Copenhagen.

Fig. 11:  Peter Frederik Suhm. Miniature by Jacob Fosie, n.d. © Frederikshorg Museum of National
History, photo: Kit Weiss.

Fig. 12:  Depiction of the wild and cruel Predator called a Hyena who has, in the area around
Gevaudan in the Province of Languedok in France, most atrociously torn apart many
Human Beings. Copenhagen: Thiele 1771 © National Gallery of Denmark.

Fig.13:  From [J. C. Bie] Philopatreias trende Anmaerkninger, Sorg 1770:
Lindgren/ ). G. Rothe. © Royal Danish Library.

Fig. 14: From [). C. Bie] Philopatria’s Remarks, St. Croix 1771: Daniel Thibou. © Royal Danish Li-
brary.

Fig. 15:  Ove Guldberg, bust by Luigi di Guiseppa Grossi, ca. 1772. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

Fig.16:  From [Chr. Martfelt] Philocosmi Betankninger. © Royal Danish Library.

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is

licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-203



XIV —— Graphs, Maps, and lllustrations

Fig.

Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

18:
19:

20:

21:

22:

23:

24:
25:

26:

27:

28:

29:

30:

31:

32:

33:
34:

35:

36:

37:

38:

39:

40:

41:

42:

Charlotte Dorothea Biehl, miniature by Cornelius Hgyer, ca. 1775. © Frederiksborg
Museum of National History, photo: Hans Petersen.

The miserable Lotto Player, anonymous copper, n.d. © Royal Danish Library.

From [Schumacher], Betaenkning hvorvidt en Efterkommere i Regieringen er forbunden at
betale sin Formands Gield. © Royal Danish Library.

W. H. von Schmettau, painting by Peder Als, 1766—-67. © Akademiraadet, The Royal
Academy of Arts, Copenhagen, photo: Frida Gregersen.

The Power of the Devil in the World (Diavelens Magt i Verden), anonymous woodcut, n. d.
© Royal Danish Library

From [C. P. Rothe] Inauguration of the Shoe Brush Temple in Old Greenland, 1771. © Royal
Danish Library.

Kitchen Interior with Reading Girl, painting by Jens Juel, 1764. © National Gallery of
Denmark.

Drawing, Jens Juel 1777-1778. © National Gallery of Denmark.

Drunken Sailors at a Drink Stand, painting ascribed to Johannes Senn, early nineteenth
century. © @regaard Museum, photo: Ole Haupt.

The Bookprinter and Bookbinder (Bogtrykkeren og Bogbinderen), colored broadsheet,
Copenhagen 1766, printed by Thiele, woodcut by Thomas Larsen Borup. © Royal Danish
Library.

A. M. Godiche, painting by Ulrich Ferdinandt Beenfeldt, 1776. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

The Bourse (Borsen), copper, Miiller’s Pinakotek, Copenhagen, n.d. © Royal Danish
Library.

Hans Holck, painting, maybe by Erik Pauelsen, n.d. © Kraks Fond, photo:

Torben Nielsen.

The King’s Garden, painting, unknown artist, ca. 1780. © Museum of Copenhagen.

Two sets of blue-green and red garters. © Rosenborg Castle.

A Lady selling Peppercakes, painting by Peter Cramer, 1778. © Akademiraadet, The Royal
Academy of Arts, Copenhagen, photo: Frida Gregersen.

Magnus Beringskiold, drawing by ). Wiedewelt, n. d. © Royal Danish Library.

Schack Carl Rantzau-Ascheberg, painting by unknown artist, ca. 1750. © Gut Rastorf,
Holstein/ fotostudio-loeper.de.

The brutal Clappers. Copper by Daniel Chodowiecki in Johannes Ewald: Samtlige Skrifter,
IV, 1791. © Royal Danish Library.

Representation of how Count Struensee was arrested (Forestilling hvorledes Greef
Struensee blev arresteret), copper, 1772. © Royal Danish Library.

Christian VIl and the Hereditary Prince in the Coach the Day after the Fall of Struensee,
C.F. Stanley, Copenhagen 1779. © Royal Danish Library.

Balthasar Miinter (possibly representing), pencil and ink, caricature by N. A. Abildgaard,
n.d. © National Gallery of Denmark.

The Protection of the Almighty over Denmark (Den Almaegtiges Varetegt over Dannemark),
woodcut, Copenhagen 1772: Thiele. © Royal Danish Library.

The smashed Punch Bowl (Den knusede Ponce-Bolle), broadsheet print, 1772. © Royal
Danish Library.

Alamodic Mourning Dress (Alamodisk Sorge-Sat), copper broadsheet, Copenhagen 1772.
© Royal Danish Library.

From [anonymous], Conversation in the Realm of the Dead, Copenhagen 1772. © Royal
Danish Library.



Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

43:

44;

45:

46:

47:

48:

49:

50:

51:

52:

53:

54:

55:

56:

57:

Graphs, Maps, and Illustrations —— XV

Representation of the Imprisoned in the Citadel, woodcut, Copenhagen 1772: Thiele.
© Royal Danish Library.

Shame-Memorial about 17 January, woodcut, Copenhagen 1772: Hallager. © Royal Danish
Library.

The Abduction of the Mademoiselles, colored copper from 1772, maybe a 1794 copy.

© Royal Danish Library.

A precise Representation of the Execution [...] 28 April 1772, copper, Copenhagen 1772.

© Royal Danish Library.

Depiction of the Execution of the Twain Counts Struensee and Brandt, 28 April 1772,
colored woodcut, Copenhagen 1772. © Royal Danish Library.

Enevold Brandt, miniature by Andreas Thornborg, n.d. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

Former Danish Conference Councilor and Maitre des Spectacles Count Enwold Brandt,
woodcut, Copenhagen 1772: Hallager. © Royal Danish Library.

Representation of Count Struense’s Conversion and his expected State of Grace, woodcut,
Copenhagen 1772: L. N. Svare. © Royal Danish Library.

Tobacco tin with Struensee’s portrait in miniature, by Cornelius Hgyer, 1770.

© Frederiksborg Museum of National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

Queen Dowager Juliana Maria with a Portrait of Hereditary Prince Frederik, painting by

J. G. Ziesenis, 1766, © Frederiksborg Museum of National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

The Queen of D-n-k, in Prison in the Castle at Kronenbourgh, illustration to article in

The Christian’s Magazine 1772. © Royal Danish Library.

Joannes Wilhelmus L. B.a Krohne S. R. M., painting by unknown artist, n. d. © Historia
Auktionshaus.

Johannes Ewald, painting by Erik Pauelsen, ca. 1775-1780. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo: Ole Haupt.

Harlequin Patriot, three coppers by Daniel Chodowiecki, from Johannes Ewald:

Samtlige Skrifter, vol. 4, 1791. © Royal Danish Library.

The Great and Powerful Queen Caroline Matilda on Horseback, colored woodcut, n.d.

© Royal Danish Library.






1 Introduction

In the Cabinet

No one knows exactly what happened in King Christian VII’s cabinet at Frederiks-
berg Castle outside of Copenhagen on 4 September, 1770. In the company of his Ger-
man physician Johann Friedrich Struensee, the 21-year-old king single-handedly
wrote a note on a loose sheet of paper. The memorandum was written in French and
contained six points that needed to be addressed, including quite varied matters
such as the allocation of extra means to the royal theater company, the submission
of a report from an agricultural commission, the granting of postage exemption to a
particular nobleman, and the preparation of an inquiry into a failed naval expedition
to Algiers. One of the points was about exercising future restraint when awarding
titles — now, they should be awarded on merit, not preeminence. The third item on
the list reads as follows: “3. Furthermore, an order to the chancellery that gives com-
plete freedom of the press so that books can be printed without any kind of censor-
ship”.!

The sheet was handed to the Cabinet Secretary who rephrased the King’s note
turning it into a so-called Cabinet Order articulated in a more formal language. The
six points were divided into separate orders and then returned for the King and Stru-
ensee’s approval. The orders had been given a much more detailed wording and mo-
tivation, and all was done in German. Eventually, the King signed the orders, and
they were paraphed, that is, countersigned by the Cabinet Secretary. This was how a
Cabinet Order was produced; the King’s personal command, which had not been
processed in the State Council or in the ministries, but was emerging directly from
his Cabinet, that is, the unequivocal expression of the absolute monarch’s will, pro-
vided with his signature that gave the words on the paper legal force. The orders
were now forwarded to the authorities who were to carry them out. In the case of the
Cabinet Order to abolish censorship, it was sent to the Danish Chancellery, which
was to forward the order to the relevant authorities in the form of an ordinance, i. e.,
a piece of legislation. On 14 September, 1770, the Ordinance was released. It was a
sensational break. As the first state in the world, Denmark-Norway had introduced
full statutory freedom of the press. This is how the final ordinance read:

We are fully convinced that it is as harmful to the impartial search for truth as it is to the dis-
covery of obsolete errors and prejudices, if upright patriots, zealous for the common good and
what is genuinely best for their fellow citizens, because they are frightened by reputation, or-
ders, and preconceived opinions, are hindered from being free to write according to their in-
sight, conscience, and conviction, attacking abuses and uncovering prejudices. And thus in

1 “3. Encor un ordre aux chancelleries qui donne la permission sans restriction pour la presse, que
les livres doivent étre imprimés sans aucune censure”, National Archives: Kabinetssekretariatet
1766-1771: Kgl. ordrer til kabinetssekretariatet, Cabinet Order of 4 September 1770.

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is
licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-001



2 —— 1 Introduction

this regard, after ripe consideration, we have decided to permit in our kingdoms and lands in
general an unlimited freedom of the press of such a form, that from now on no one shall be
required and obliged to submit books and writings that he wants to bring to the press to the
previously required censorship and approval, and thus to submit them to the control of those
who have undertaken the business until now of inspecting them; so have we graciously re-
vealed and made known this our will concerning our kingdoms to our Danish Chancellery.
Given at Friedrichsberg, the 4 September 1770. Christian.?

The elaborate passages in the Ordinance were quite far from the King’s own daunt-
less and straightforward formulation. The Ordinance aimed at motivating the deci-
sion and explaining the reason for the King’s desire to introduce press freedom.?
Looking at the choice of words in the specific sentences, the Ordinance represents
an outlining of an Enlightenment program characteristic of radical thought of the
period. The Ordinance was based on the notion of an orderly public, in which truth
could be located through impartial inquiry: “[T]he impartial search for truth”. This
inquiry was to be carried out by “upright patriots” who acted according to their “in-
sight, conscience, and conviction”. The purpose was to use Enlightenment guide-
lines in order to get rid of “obsolete errors and prejudices” by “attacking abuses and
uncovering prejudices”. Thus, there was an implicit assumption in the Ordinance
about who would constitute the actors of the public and what the function of the
public ought to be. The Ordinance was based on idealistic, patriotic ideas of a pub-
lic. On the other hand, it was unclear how the actors in practice ought to communi-
cate in this new public. It was not anticipated that views on what exactly would con-
stitute errors, abuses, and prejudices might prove divided.

Until the introduction of Press Freedom, it was the provisions of the Danish Law
of King Christian V from 1683 that set the framework for the printed public. In princi-
ple, all publications had to be approved in advance by the leading professors in the
Academic Council of the University of Copenhagen before printers and booksellers
took them to the market. Violations could result in very severe penalties. Censors
were particularly aware of the mentioning of religious and political matters, just as
they were looking for lampoons and other defamatory writings, not least against
court and King, or against foreign powers. Despite the strict wording of the legisla-
tion, in practice there were openings in censorship. Scholars could easily acquire
uncensored foreign writings, just like numbers of small prints leaked onto the mar-
ket without having passed the censors.

2 This translation is by J. C. Laursen and published in Laursen 1998. Translated from the original
German in Nyerup (ed.) 1791, 1-2; also in Hansen 1916, I, 46—47.

3 In this book, we write “press freedom” when speaking about the general principle; we write
“Press Freedom” with capitals when referring to the specific Press Freedom Period in Denmark-Nor-
way.
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Fig. 1: The Cabinet Order regarding Press Freedom of 4 September 1770 became the occasion for
the September 14 Ordinance which, from one day to the next, introduced Full Press Freedom in Den-
mark-Norway and the Duchies.

The Cabinet Order of 4 September 1770. © The Danish National Archives.

In the 1740s, institutions such as the Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters
and the Sorg Academy had been given the right to censor their own publications
themselves. In 1755, subjects were given access to critical participation in socio-eco-
nomic debates when the government invited patriots to contribute to Danmarks og
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Norges Oeconomiske Magazin (“The Economic Magazine of Denmark and Norway”
1757-64).* Anyway, this still remained a strictly monitored and controlled public un-
til the Ordinance of Press Freedom in 1770 completely changed the terms.> The sud-
den removal of pre-print censorship by ordinance had left out any mentioning to
what extent the many provisions of the Danish Law of King Christian V from 1683
still applied to what was actually published. At first, many people seemed to have
assumed that Press Freedom meant repealing the provisions of the Danish Law, but
this should prove more complicated. Completely unforeseen, Press Freedom opened
up completely new types of publics, which were far from devoted solely to the “the
impartial search for truth”. New voices, new themes, and new tones quickly gained
ground and completely changed the rules of the game.

The Press Freedom Period became a large-scale adventurous experiment. What
would happen when a mid-size European absolutist state suddenly abolished all
censorship? This experiment can be followed closely in a large collection of close to
1,000 writings collected by the civil servant Bolle Willum Luxdorph including nearly
every new writing that flowed into the market after the introduction of Press Free-
dom until it was revoked at the end of 1773. With a distinctive sense of the exception-
ality of this new media situation, he collected everything he considered to be Press
Freedom Writings, i. e., publications owing their existence to Press Freedom or being
related to subjects or debates born out of the newly gained freedom, leaving out any
publication that, in his opinion, would have passed censorship and been approved
for publishing before September 14 1770.

Almost all of the writings were published in octavo varying from ballads of eight
badly printed pages to treatises of hundreds of pages, and the majority of them were
ano- or pseudonymous. Luxdorph arranged his collected publications thematically
and had them bound in 47 volumes, which he gave the title “Writings of The Press
Freedom”. The Luxdorph Collection is unparalleled and reveals almost on a day-to-
day basis how Press Freedom developed. This book is about the outcome of the Press
Freedom experiment and is primarily based on the Luxdorph Collection. In this book
we use the term “Press Freedom Writings” when referring to publications in the col-
lection and to the little less than 200 related publications which escaped Luxdorph’s
attention but have been located in other collections.

These Press Freedom Writings have not previously been subject to an in-depth,
comprehensive investigation. Some among the approximately 1,000 publications
have occasionally been used as source material for various purposes, but for many
years the Press Freedom Writings were considered unworthy to be studied seriously.
Already at the time, many learned observers frowned at the excesses of Press Free-

4 On this initiative see especially Maliks 2011.

5 The government control of the Danish-Norwegian public is described in Rian 2014. A thorough
account of the history of censorship from the Reformation to present day is to be found in
Mchangama and Stjernfelt 2016.
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dom Writings, an attitude inherited by most later historians. In 1901, historian Carl
Bruun described how “the most miserable writers and cheats criticized everything
between heaven and earth, untalented satires, vulgar lampoons, anonymous and
pseudonymous slander came into existence in hundreds of ways; it was like a
Walpurgis Night of rudeness, stupidity, and meanness”. There were only a few
bright spots and writings of any value, and all in all, the Press Freedom Period was
“a disgrace to the nation”.® The grand old man of Danish-Norwegian eighteenth-cen-
tury history, Edvard Holm, was the first to treat the Press Freedom Period en bloc in
one of four treatises from 1885 on the publics of eighteenth-century Denmark-Nor-
way. He was far from enthusiastic about it and abstained from dealing with many of
the Press Freedom Writings due to — in his eyes — their lack of quality. Regarding a
certain volume in the Luxdorph Collection, he said, for example: “I feel very uneasy
to quote from the sometimes downright disgusting allusions to the relationship of
Struensee and the Queen that are found in the pamphlets published at this time.
Whoever wants to get acquainted with these will find them in the above-mentioned
volume of the Luxdorph Collection”.” A little less than 100 years later, on the occa-
sion of the 200-years anniversary of Press Freedom in 1970, the historian Harald Jgr-
gensen wrote that “an alarmingly large part” of the Press Freedom Writings was
worth nothing at all.® Evidently, not much had happened regarding the view of Press
Freedom during the 85 years between these works. Holm, Jgrgensen, and many other
historians thus generally rejected the value of Press Freedom Writings on the basis
of considerations of their transgressions of good taste, their lack of literary qualities
and political consistency. The writings were measured by the style and subject re-
quirements of the existing, narrow elite public.

Also among literati, the Press Freedom Writings have been treated with a dis-
tance. Literary historian Peter Hansen mentioned that “no other section of our liter-
ary history has witnessed such a myriad of authors sprout like mushrooms from the
acid soil of ignorance and immaturity as the swarm of popular reformers and politi-
cal reasoners which the Press Freedom Period called forth”.° In his view, Press Free-
dom indicated Struensee’s lack of understanding of the society he wanted to reform,
just as it reflected his naive belief in “liberal Enlightenment”, while literary historian
Vilhelm Andersen added, somewhat more optimistically, that “public opinion arose
from the mud bath of trash literature”.!° In recent times, the Press Freedom Writings
have received a much more positive treatment by Morten Mgller, who regards Press
Freedom as a breakthrough in the history of publicity, as well as a political and liter-
ary current with qualities in its own right.!! The most in-depth analysis are presently

6 Bruun 1901, 366. On historians’ views of the Press Freedom see Rian 2014, 179-180.

7 Holm 1885, 9 (note 2). He refers to vol. 14 in Luxdorph’s first series of Press Freedom Writings.
8 Jgrgensen 1970, 39.

9 Hansen 1902, 331-333.

10 Andersen 1936, 650.

11 Fjord Jensen et al. (ed.) 1983, 282-294.
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found in Henrik Horstbgll and John Christian Laursen’s studies of the Press Freedom
Period. They focus on these writings as important evidence when exploring the de-
velopment of the culture of communication and the history of freedom of expres-
sion — an approach which is expanded further in this book.

European Press Freedom

Even if nowhere politically realized to any full extent, Press Freedom as an idea was
nothing new in Europe.? It had been discussed ever since early Enlightenment in
the seventeenth century. Two social roots in particular must be mentioned, that of
religions heretics on the fringes of Christianity, particularly on the margins of the
post-Reformation Protestant State Churches, be they Lutheran, Calvinist, or Angli-
can. Protestant churches in general were no more tolerant faced with critics and dis-
sidents than were the Catholics, and heretics, often suffering suppression, devel-
oped a natural reason to favor freedom of faith and expression. Another root was
that of early networks of the republic of letters in Northwestern Europe, favoring
freedom for their own emerging trans-border public outside of the narrow national
spheres monitored by princes, courts, and churches, but also developing claims for
a more general press freedom. Already by 1700, many of the central arguments for
press freedom had been developed. Religious dissenter groups claimed that freedom
of expression was needed in order to approach true religion cleansed of superstition,
and that princes and churches were but secular powers with no political right to dic-
tate the faith of believers. A more general argument rooted freedom of thought and
conscience in the very nature of human beings, often adding social utility arguments
that press freedom would lead to the spread of enlightenment and the development
of new truths useful for science, state, and policies. During the eighteenth century
the important idea was added of press freedom as a bulwark against the arbitrary
powers of states over their subjects.

Practical press freedom grew particularly strong roots in the Netherlands and
England. In the seventeenth century, the world’s commercial center was Amster-
dam, people with very different cultural, religious, and political backgrounds
flocked here, and in the circle around Spinoza ideas were articulated about “Libertas
Philosophandi” - the freedom to think. The decentralized structure of the Dutch re-
public made it a constant struggle for the Calvinist church to gain political support
for censorship. If censored in one city, there was a short walk for an author or book-
printer to the next city with a different political authority, and he could begin afresh.
Thus, Holland grew to become a publishing-house for much of Europe, e. g., produc-
ing francophone writings, periodicals, and newspapers for the large French market

12 European history of press freedom and free speech, see Mchangama 2022; see also Horstbgll,
Langen, Stjernfelt 2020, Chapter 22.
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still subject to strict absolutist censorship. English press freedom enjoyed an early
surge in the 1640s, and flowered in particular after the 1688 Glorious Revolution, but
just like in the Netherlands, there was no statutory press freedom, and writers would
never know when authorities might suddenly see fit to intervene. In mid-to-late eigh-
teenth century, a handful of absolutist rulers, influenced by Enlightenment ideas,
began to experiment with relaxing censorship, particularly regarding religious dissi-
dence and criticism. The leading example was the Prussia of Frederick the Great
which was undoubtedly the European country with the widest freedom to publish
on religion in the period. Other examples include Catherine the Great in Russia and
Joseph II in Austria-Hungary; yet all such rulers stopped short when authors began
directing severe political criticism against absolutist rule itself.

Denmark-Norway’s neighbor and historical arch-enemy Sweden predated Den-
mark in the introduction of press freedom. The Swedish so-called Age of Liberty
from the 1720s to the 1770s saw a weakened King controlled by the strong parliament
of Riksdagen, and in 1766, one of the two leading factions there succeeded in passing
the so-called “Tryckfrihetsférordning” — the Press Freedom Ordinance. Unlike the
Danish version, however, the Swedish Ordinance had substantial exemptions for re-
ligious writings and left a role for the Church in censorship, just like it had exemp-
tion for critical attacks on individuals. On the other hand, the Swedish law, unlike
the Danish, introduced freedom of information in the sense that many types of state
documents, formerly government secrets, were declared free to print. It is a curious
fact that we find almost no reference to Swedish press freedom in the extensive dis-
cussions during Press Freedom in Denmark-Norway. The wars of the seventeenth
and early eighteenth century between the two countries were not forgotten.”® Fur-
thermore, it can be argued, that while Swedish press freedom, ideally speaking, was
an act of the people carried out by its elite representatives in the Riksdag, Danish-
Norwegian press freedom was a favor granted by the merciful absolutist monarch to
his humble subjects. This political difference of interpretation may have been one
reason why the two ordinances were never compared.

Struensee, the King’s physician achieving increasing powers through the fall of
1770, was, as we shall see, particularly well-informed about recent discussions in
the international republic of letters. A disciple of Albrecht von Haller, a fan of
Voltaire, an admirer of Frederick the Great, his favorite philosopher was Helvétius.
He would look south to the continent rather than to Sweden.

13 On the Swedish Press Freedom Ordinance, see Nordin 2016, Nordin and Laursen 2020, and
Nordin, Langen, and Stjernfelt in press.
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Public Space versus Public Spaces

Press Freedom in Denmark-Norway was a political, cultural and ideological phe-
nomenon in more than one sense. Once Press Freedom was implemented, state-
ments and clashes of political and socio-economic ideas and interests were suddenly
on the table. Press Freedom became a new component of the political system, chang-
ing existing power relations and giving new social groups and individuals the oppor-
tunity to express themselves, exercise influence, make money, settle accounts, and
much more. Freedom of the press allowed for a whole range of new social practices,
dialogue, criticism, controversy, entertainment, satire, libel, and it even acquired a
social character in which a number of self-regulatory mechanisms emerged: reviews
and criticism — in the sense of literary criticism and reviewing of other writings and
writers’ behavior — mapping, monitoring, sometimes threatening them. At the same
time, Press Freedom provided a novel opportunity for individual initiatives: new
writers with very diverse attitudes, developments and careers jump forward during
the period.

A basic insight in this book is that the particular experience of Press Freedom
and its writings cannot be separated from the extreme political changes of the pe-
riod. Press Freedom was continuously fed, so to speak, with an avalanche of new
political initiatives, scandals, coups and reactions, generating more pamphlets and
radicalizing ongoing debates. For this reason, it is important to examine the specific
contexts in which particular texts are included. Another important point is to con-
sider the Press Freedom public sphere as practice, that is, as a process in which ac-
tors and places, so to speak, create Press Freedom by continuously using it, investi-
gating it, changing it, and developing it.

How does one grasp a phenomenon like the brand-new public sphere which
emerged with the introduction of Press Freedom September 14, 1770? The multi-
faceted experiences of practicing press freedom in Denmark-Norway 1770 to 1773
evade the constraints of traditional terminology of eighteenth-century book history
or history of communication and elusive concepts like “the public sphere”. On the
other hand, anyone dealing with early modern publics must relate to Jiirgen Haber-
mas’ influential and controversial theory of the bourgeois public sphere from 1962,
and it is hardly an exaggeration when T. C. W. Blanning refers to Habermas’ book as
the most influential Habilitationsschrift ever published.!* Habermas launched an
ideal-typical model based on the observation that Western European societies were,
until the end of the seventeenth century, dominated by representative publics
spheres where those in power, i. e. princes, nobility, and church, displayed and exer-
cised power in a form of largely monological representation. Through ceremonial
and linguistic staging of power — in a “representative” public sphere — the rulers ex-
pressed and legitimized their power over a passively receiving population that did

14 Blanning 2006, 6.
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not, in itself, participate in the exertion of the public sphere. This order was chal-
lenged by the emergence of a bourgeois public as the result of an increased ex-
change of goods and information. This bourgeois public sphere grew to constitute a
new domain between the private sphere and the authorities, and places such as cof-
fee houses, salons, clubs, and academies, in countries such as England, France, and
Germany, are highlighted by Habermas as examples of fora where citizens would en-
gage in conversations and rational criticism.

Over time, this critical and reasoning participation in the bourgeois public
sphere became more and more oppositional to traditional rulers. At the same time, a
so-called cultural industrialization took place, where e. g., luxury goods, books, and
music were produced for a market of a consuming public, dissolving the traditional
control of those in power over the representative public. During the nineteenth cen-
tury, however, increasing commercialization had a limiting effect on the au-
tonomous bourgeois public sphere, so that the rational exchange of opinions degen-
erated into a commercial culture of consumption. The bourgeois public sphere as a
political utopia had been replaced by mass culture. Historiographic use of this
Habermasian model has primarily revolved around the part that deals with the emer-
gence of the bourgeois public — and has cared less about the overarching theory of
capitalism’s limiting impact on modern mass publicity from the nineteenth century
onwards and the problematic identification, in the theory, of discussing bourgeois
citizens with capitalist entrepreneurs and industrialists."®

What particularly affected the prevalence and success of this model was the
translation of Habermas’ book into English in 1988, giving rise to a veritable wave of
Habermas-inspired studies, especially in the United States. It has been highlighted
several times that the English translation of Offentlichkeit into “public sphere’ has
led to the perception being given of the public sphere as a metaphorical spatial di-
mension in many English-language studies, a dimension that has at times been
taken too literally and inflexibly.!® The word Offentlichkeit describes a communica-
tive process and its conditions rather than one concrete space, whether it is topically
or meta-topically understood, as the historian Massimo Rospocher has formulated it.
In the English translation, the term covers both a discursive, etheric dimension and
describes the public sphere as a physical place where exchange of opinions takes
place.”

15 Discussions and overviews of historians’ employment of the model: Calhoun 2010, 301-335; Jon
Mee 2007, 175-195 and la Vopa 1992, 79-116. William H. Sewell has recently published a study
elaborating the argument regarding the development of capitalism in Habermas’ model by introduc-
ing the notion of “commercial public sphere” replacing that of Habermas’ “bourgeois public
sphere”, Sewell 2021.

16 The first to point to this problem of translation was Keith Michael Baker (Baker 1992, 181-211).
The spatial metaphor is also discussed in Vanhaelen and Ward 2013, 3.

17 Rosprocher (ed.) 2012, 14-16.
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Quite a few readers of the English translation thus came to understand the pub-
lic sphere as if it took up residence in specific places such as coffee houses, salons,
academies, and clubs only, i. e. the types of places that Habermas had highlighted in
his work, and not in more generally perception as communication made possible by
markets, publications, postal services, etc., as interactions on different levels and
scales, from a few people in a coffee house to an unlimited amount of very different
readers of widely differing published writings.!® Furthermore, Habermas’ book has
been criticized for evoking an idealized version of eighteenth-century public dis-
courses and, not least, for establishing too sharp a separation between state and so-
ciety.” Likewise, Habermas-inspired historians focusing on the eighteenth century
have been aware of the weaknesses of the model when it was held up against evi-
dence of historical experiences. Not least the blind spots of the model in terms of
gender and social groups have been criticized, including its weak conceptual under-
standing of popular publics.?

In an important essay, Harold Mah has argued that the spatial understanding of
the public sphere or as a domain for free conversation and with free access for all
social groups has served analytical and political purposes but has not done justice
to the complexities of the public sphere considered as a phenomenon of social real-
ity. In an attempt to include wider sections of the population and endow them with
agency, the public sphere has been expanded to include other social groups than in
Habermas’ original model focusing on educated and intellectuals. If a researcher
could show that marginalized groups had access to this domain (even establishing
their own public spheres) such groups could be endowed with agency and strength
and gain legitimacy and authority. Another important point to Mah is the inexpedi-
ent propensity to present the public sphere as a totality transforming it into a subject
(“the public opinion”), almost like a kind of individual with reason, desires, emo-
tions, intentionality, and powers of action.?!

A further aspect of the discussion of the public sphere regards problematization
of the sharp private-public dichotomy that lies embedded in modern social and legal
either-or understandings and which does not necessarily make sense in an early
modern context.?? A large number of studies have taken Habermas as a starting point
in establishing an oppositional relationship between public and private. For in-
stance, in a number of gender studies, the distinction has been utilized to show how
women during the eighteenth century were largely pushed into the private sphere,

18 This point is also stated in Jones 2009, 144.

19 Blanning 2006, 14.

20 See Landes 1988 and Farge 1994. Both Landes and Farge acknowledge the inspiration from
Habermas while explicitly aiming at exploring the areas that the model does not include or give
an account for. Also see Pollock 2009.

21 Mah 2000, 151-182. David Andress has followed Mah’s critique in a Foucault-inspired study of
Parisian public sphere in the first year of the French Revolution, see Andress 2006, 145-166.

22 (Castiglione and Lesley (eds.) 1995.
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often concretely spatially defined as the home or the house, while men acted as po-
litical subjects in the public sphere.? That interpretation, on the other hand, has
been met with skepticism by researchers who opposed an overly tangible division
between the private and the public.?* The Danish concept of offentlighed is similar to
the German Offentlichkeit combining and conveying — as Rosprocher sums up —
“ideas of publicity/publicness or openness/openicity, or even public culture/public
domain, rather than the now conventional notion of the public sphere”.”> So, when
we refer to the public sphere in this book, it should be taken as equivalent to the Ger-
man Offentlichkeit or publicness.

One last point regarding the theoretical debate on Habermasian public sphere
has specific relevance to the study presented in this book. As mentioned earlier, the
Press Freedom Ordinance was clearly aiming at framing a rational, critical, and de-
bating public sphere — in an idealist Habermasian sense — composed of individuals
acting according to their “insight, conscience, and conviction” in “attacking abuses
and uncovering prejudices” when conducting “the impartial search for truth”. In
some ways, this did indeed happen, but in many more ways the new public sphere
of Press Freedom diverged from the idealist shape of an enlightened public. As An-
toine Lilti has argued, publics in second half of the eighteenth century were, to a
great extent, constituted by the sense of belonging to a public. They were character-
ized by individuals sharing — at the same time — the same curiosity and interests
(and being aware of this simultaneity), realizing that they made up a public al-
though being physically separated, rather than by rational arguments and enlight-
ened discourse. By turning focus to publicity, instead of public sphere tout court,
the process of this sharing calls for more analytical attention. Lilti argues that pub-
licity appears more egalitarian — and emotional, irrational, and transient — because
it, among other things, defies control of information and secrecy, thus, often con-
flicting with elitist conceptions of cultural distinction and political expertise. This
was indeed the case with the media revolution of the Press Freedom Period. Public-
ity was an important component in the rise of the many new authors in the first part
of the period, as well a strong agent in the campaigns against Struensee after his fall
in January 1772. So, rather than consenting to a Habermasian construct of a Golden
Age rational public, which declined, in the nineteenth century, into mass culture
and consumerism, it is worthwhile insisting on “the essential ambivalence of public-
ity as a practice” already in the eighteenth century.?

23 Elshtain 1981 and Pateman 1995.

24 For instance, Klein 1995, 97-109 and Schjerning 2019, 184-199.

25 Rospocher 2012, 15-16. Regarding the terms of openness/openicty Rospocher refers to Kleins-
teuber 2001, 96, which - regarding the terms of publicity/publicness — refers to Splichal 1999.

26 Lilti 2017, 14-15.
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Press Freedom in Practice

Turning to the Danish-Norwegian context, classical works such as Edvard Holm’s
above-mentioned dissertations on eighteenth-century publicity and Jens A. Seip’s in-
fluential article “The Theory of the Opinion-Guided Absolutism” propose the idea of
the public sphere as an entity conceptualized as “public opinion” or simply “opin-
ion”.” As Emil Johnsen has argued, Holm’s and to some extent Seip’s ideals of pub-
lic opinion support a monolithic conception of public opinion in the singular, as one
collective subject — an observation in line with Mah’s critique of Habermas’ public
sphere as a totality, a subject, a view disregarding that the public is always frag-
mented and polyphonic.”® In a variety of ways, Holm’s and Seip’s understanding of
publicity and opinion fits into Habermas’ much later model of the public sphere.
With regard to Danish-Norwegian conditions, however, the problem is that Haber-
mas’ theoretical model has but a weak connection to historical experiences of Dan-
ish-Norwegian public spheres. The most important objection is that the bourgeois
public in Denmark-Norway did not to any large degree consist of a commercial bour-
geoisie as opposed to state power, but rather consisted of officials employed within
the same state power as well as writers, students, journalists, intellectuals, etc. It
was not commercial citizens appearing in public with criticism of absolutism. Henrik
Horstbgll has pointed out how the theory of opinion-guided absolutism established
a distinction between analytical opinion formation on the one hand and state legis-
lation and the exercise of power on the other, between bourgeois society and the ab-
solutist state. Such a Holm-Seip-Habermas construction ignores the active role
played by parts of the absolutist state administration in the literary public sphere.?”
From another viewpoint, but with a related claim, Jakob Maliks has argued that the
government had already helped, with the so-called invitation letter of 3 March 1755
for the publication of economic writings, to relativize the traditional communicative
system of absolutism. A public and critical discussion of socio-economic conditions
was largely pushed forward by a civil servant and intellectual bourgeoisie, rather
than by a commercial bourgeoisie in Habermasian sense. In that sense, the govern-
ment had paved the way.*°

Based on eighteenth-century Danish-Norwegian production of periodicals, Ellen
Krefting too has emphasized how the Danish-Norwegian public was not primarily
rooted in commercial bourgeoisie, but was largely driven by university employees,
clergymen and civil servants, even craftsmen and farmers. The vertical form of com-

27 Seip 1958, 397-463.

28 Johnsen 2019, 55 (plus endnote 161), 51-52.

29 Horstbgll 1987, 40-42. Hakan Evju has also described the role of the civil servants of the abso-
lutist state in Danish-Norwegian public sphere (Evju 2019). Furthermore, Eva Krause Jgrgensen has
investigated divergent conceptions of freedom of the press and the public sphere in relation to a
specific public controversy over agricultural politics in 1790 (Jergensen 2019, 411-429).

30 Maliks 2011.
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munication, i. e., the traditional representative public sphere and its feedback mech-
anism in the form of institutions of petitioning in which all subjects had the right to
address the king with their grievances, now functioned concurrently with a horizon-
tal, critical, debating, and not least growing public discussing literature, politics, en-
tertainment, gossip, and practical information - rarely, however, questioning the le-
gitimacy of absolutism.>

Common to the above-mentioned discussions of the Danish-Norwegian public
sphere is that Press Freedom as phenomenon and period is not dealt with separately,
either because the main focus has been on the period after Press Freedom or because
Press Freedom is considered a parenthetical historical exception.*

In this book, we regard the public sphere as an amorphous and constantly
changing phenomenon with variable centers of gravity and possibilities under vary-
ing circumstances, and we thus emphasize the practice that created Press Freedom
as well as the practice that Press Freedom created. With the introduction of Press
Freedom, there was a quick shift from the normative framework of legislation to the
actual use of the new liberty, which constitutes Press Freedom as a practice under
constant self-monitoring and constantly up for discussion. In that sense, publishers,
writers, and readers were the creators of Press Freedom, and the public was made
up of all the relations created between its actors. The public sphere was not simply
an established space into which communication flowed. Press Freedom was a con-
stantly changing process of communication, including oral forms such as rumors,
conversations, and discussions, written forms such as pamphlets, dissertations, po-
ems, newspapers, periodicals, and handwritten scripts — and hybrids such as the-
ater, pulpit, and academia. Quite crucial for this interaction was what, in contrast to
the idea of the public sphere as one space, could be called the ‘topography’ of Press
Freedom, i.e., its many concrete places, rooms, and locales like pubs, squares,
streets, parks, theatres, printing houses, and sales outlets. Such places we conceive
of as socially produced spaces where local practices and cultural changes devel-
oped, and public action became possible. The topography of the public sphere was
part of the urban space, transforming in new, characteristic ways through the Press
Freedom period.>

By studying Press Freedom as practice, we detect a clear demarcation, multipli-
cation, and location in the concrete realizations of the abstract concept of the public.
Universalist topics of the pre-Press Freedom republic of letters were supplemented

31 Krefting et al. 2014, 289. Also, @ystein Rian has mentioned that it is “highly debatable” whether
the model of Habermas reflects the case of Denmark-Norway (Rian 2014, 25).

32 One exception is Jesper Jakobsen who proposed a theory of continuity arguing that the Press
Freedom in a number of ways represented a perpetuation already existing patterns of practice.
Jakobsen 2017.

33 The idea of the topography of the public is elaborated in Krefting et al. 2014. For the last two
decades many studies have used space and place as analytical points of reference when investigat-
ing historical publics, see Capp 1996, Sennefelt 2008, and Hallenberg and Linnarsson 2014.
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by more intimate and everyday issues evolving from considerations on urban reno-
vation, sociability, gender, performance, morals, and sexuality. The above-men-
tioned literary historian Vilhelm Andersen was — despite his general rejection of the
Press Freedom Writings — quite on target when he wrote that “Copenhagen can
rightly be called the author of the nameless and irresponsible Press Freedom litera-
ture”. It was, in a certain sense, the city that was writing. And, as something radi-
cally new, the audience had primateship: “The literary type of the time is not the
poet or the researcher, but the audience”, Andersen concluded.** Academic discus-
sion and literary experiment also benefitted from the new freedom, that is true, but
in the big picture they had to give way to winds of change and new readership de-
mands. Maybe the most innovate aspect of the Press Freedom was that there was no
longer one single privileged public. It seems that the cheap, brief pamphlets quickly
found a completely new readership of craftsmen, petit-bourgeois, maids, fishmon-
gers, workers, sailors, soldiers, drunkards, prostitutes, and much else.

Fig. 2: The view over Copenhagen from the Hill of Valby towards the East gives a good impression
of the small area of the tightly packed capital behind its ramparts — and simultaneously, it gives an
image of the central status of the absolutist court with the huge shining palace of the first Chris-
tiansborg Castle, dwarfing the general city profile.

Copenhagen seen from the Hill of Valby, Painting by F. Zeidler, 1758. © Museum of Copenhagen.

By relativizing the idea of rational, bourgeois communicative exchange as a prereq-
uisite to the formation of critical opinion, we identify a number of other types of au-
diences and expressions of opinion. In several social spaces, people did not seek to

34 Andersen 1934, 648 and 650.
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maintain a rational dialogue and constitute themselves as “audience” in the usual
sense but were communicating on the basis of far more idiosyncratic and less strin-
gent rationales of oral urban culture. Therefore, emotional communication played a
more prominent role in many pamphlets and some periodicals, thus reflecting urban
everyday life, than did rational dialogue. This can be described as a hypersensitive
public sphere, with reference to early modern face-to-face culture, a society of pres-
ence in which constant observations of interactions, strong local acts of communica-
tion and circulating media played a decisive role.® The city provided a space for
shared experiences and observations acutely reflected in the Press Freedom Writ-
ings. Therefore, we particularly focus on the emotional forms of expression that un-
folded in the debates of the first phase of the Press Freedom and not least in the
great publishing boom immediately after the fall of Struensee, just as city rumours
and handwritten utterances have been included in the study as significant factors in
the intensified communicative circuit of urban public space.

The subjects and approaches of Press Freedom were, to a large extent, very dif-
ferent from the more traditional, more narrowly learned and political circuit. There-
fore, one can - as suggested by Brian Cowan — distinguish between a normative and
a practical public sphere, i.e. between ideals of behavior and communication in
public life and the more complex realities that came to shape actual everyday life in
public space.*® This distinction is clearly illustrated by the great difference between
the ideal of publicity formulated in the Press Freedom Ordinance of 14 September
1770, and the content, the intensity and the broad social anchoring in large parts of
the writings that emerged during the Press Freedom Period.

As Norwegian literary scholar Kjell Lars Berge has pointed out, Press Freedom
brought about extensive and rapid changes in Danish-Norwegian textual culture by
not only providing opportunity for the dissemination of knowledge, central to the
Press Freedom Ordinance’s proclaimed intention (i.e., counteracting “prejudices”
and “errors”), but also becoming a catalyst for the expression of opinions and criti-
cism and the dissemination of entertainment. The Press Freedom period established
a new communicative order, a basis for the development of public opinion - in both
singular and plural — with new genres and new participants leading to new rules
and new textual norms.*”” These latter effects were not necessarily intended by the
Ordinance. The Press Freedom Period reveals an unprecedented mix of genres and
an incipient dissolution of the social hierarchies in text production. Literary scholar
Merethe Roos has pointed out that there were commencing new textual norms (and
so-called “modernizing tendencies”) already before Press Freedom, but they became
much more fully expressed in the new open public sphere of the Press Freedom Pe-

35 On “sensitized publics”, see Bellingradt 2012. On Anwesenheitsgesellschaft (society of presence)
see Schlogl 2008.

36 Cowan 2001, 127-157.

37 Berge 1999, 72-80; Berge 2015.
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riod.*® Certain poets and clergymen had paved the way. This is an interesting argu-
ment, but at the same time it must be highlighted that several of the radical writers
of the Press Freedom Period went a very long way beyond the textual norms that pre-
vailed among learned priests and poets before Press Freedom.

The new textual norms and the tentative dissolution of social hierarchies in text
production are most clearly expressed in the most significant innovation of Press
Freedom: the making of public debate, even public quarrel or textual feuds. The de-
bate culture of the Press Freedom was shaped by the sudden opportunity of the
Press Freedom Ordinance and by the endless stream of political initiatives pouring
out of the new cabinet government. As we shall see, such events continued to bring
new topics up for discussion in the writings; new legislation, urban problems, the
conditions at court, no less than two radical coups within the confines of two years,
and much more. Press Freedom was constantly being fed. It is exactly this feature
that gives Press Freedom an escalating dimension. The tone sharpened, the lan-
guage grew more and more free in step with the events and finally exploded in a
powerful mixture of foaming glee, rumbling hellfire sermons, and whining thanks-
giving rhetoric in the wake of the fall of Struensee.

Texts often indicate directions about how they are to be consumed (titles, chap-
ters, length, formal instructions, etc). They are not only materiality; they are also
tools. This is precisely what becomes clear in the development of the plethora of
Press Freedom debates, where many texts present themselves as debate inputs with
clear reference to specific debate contexts in the title of the publication. Another fac-
tor that had an impact on the debate culture of Press Freedom is the intimate rela-
tionship between oral and written statements. Oral debate and exchange of opinions
were situational and took place through reciprocal actions and reactions over a short
period of time. In written debates, the terms were different. Even if the absence of
censorship speeded up written debate with the possibility of answering another
pamphlet within weeks, sometimes days, it was not possible to react to or contradict
printed claims on the spot as in an oral context. Written debate input in the shape of
a pamphlet required much more planning, activity, and actual practice — writing,
printing, marketing, disseminating, selling, etc. — which serves to underline our
point about public as practice. Offentlichkeit or publicness is something that is cre-
ated when, for example, responding to a statement by participating in a series of ac-
tivities and employing new, concrete practical possibilities. This new debate practice
was a decisive factor in the creation of a Press Freedom public sphere with all that it
entailed of actors, materiality and spaces. This had never been seen before. In that
sense, Press Freedom was a radical experiment.

38 Roos 2013, 147.



2 Eighteenth-Century Denmark-Norway and the
Introduction of Press Freedom

The 14 September Press Freedom Ordinance simultaneously formed the first mani-
festation of a seminal change of power in absolutist Denmark. The personal physi-
cian of king Christian VII, the German doctor J. F. Struensee, effectively assumed to-
tal political control in a brief and intense 16-months period, introducing a whirlwind
of new legislations, many of them inspired by radical enlightenment principles and
ideas. A state coup on 17 January 1772, however, led to Struensee’s fall and subse-
quent public execution on 28 April the same spring. Press Freedom, having exploded
in a surge of new pamphlets and debates during 1771, persisted after the coup, but
the new post-Struensee government, anxious about the destabilizing risks of a free
press, slowly smothered the new freedom through a series of small interventions be-
tween 1772 and 1773, although pre-print censorship was never again reintroduced.

This amazing three-year period is the subject of this book. It has been possible
for us to chart the Press Freedom period in meticulous detail due to the initiative of
one contemporaneous civil servant, Bolle Willum Luxdorph, long-standing member
of the Danish Chancellery — roughly, ministry of the interior for the Danish-Norwe-
gian parts of the realm, as opposed to the German Chancellery for the duchies of
Sleswick-Holstein (Danish: Slesvig-Holsten, in the southern parts of the Jutland
peninsula), of which the Danish king served as a duke. Luxdorph was not only a top
state official, he was also a poet, scholar, and book-collector, and he immediately
realized that Press Freedom constituted a unique, historical novelty, which he
wished to document in his collection. He organized his private acquisition of what
he called “Press Freedom Writings” based on the idea that it was easy or in any case
feasible to clearly distinguish the new sort of publications made possible by the 14
September law from other writings as they had been hitherto possible to publish un-
der absolutist censorship. His collection of around 1,000 pamphlets, now at the
Royal Library of Copenhagen, gives a detailed window to the new public sphere ex-
ploding in the fall of 1770.

As an important first step in our investigation, we have been able to date the
majority of the writings in the Luxdorph Collection based on the observation that
more than three-quarters of the pamphlets were advertised in one of Copenhagen’s
leading newspapers at the time, Adresse-Avisen (The Address Paper).*® This makes it
possible to take the first advertising date of a particular pamphlet as a proxy for its
publication date. This makes it possible for us, in turn, to chart in detail the day-to-
day development the new, experimental public sphere of 1770 to 1773: the quick

39 Horstbgll, Langen, Stjernfelt 2020 contains a complete registrant over Luxdorph’s collection as
well as an overview over other Press Freedom publications of the period. The Luxdorph Collection is
now digitized and accessible on the homepage of the Danish Royal Library, see https://tekster.kb.
dk/tfs.

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is
licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-002
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ping-pong of debates, arguments, strives, feuds; how they interact with the ongoing
flow of new political initiatives and events characterizing the period; how writers
new and old come forward to investigate and exploit the new possibilities, how au-
thors develop and change strategies over the changing conditions of the intensive
period - and finally, how Press Freedom is slowly closed down, step-by-step, by the
nervous coup government of 1772 to 1773.

Fig. 3: Bolle Willum Luxdorph was a long-serving top official in the Danish Chancellery, poet,
scholar, owner of a large library — and collector of Press Freedom Writings. Luxdorph was intensely
preoccupied by Press Freedom and its limits, as a politician as well as a private citizen. Here Lux-
dorph in an intimate portrait in his dressing gown, without his wig — in his private collection in
Snaregade. The urn in the background is believed to have contained the ashes of his late wife Anne
Bolette Junge. Bolle Luxdorph, painting by Georg Mathias Fuchs, 1782. © Frederiksborg Museum of
National History, photo: Hans Petersen.

Absolutist Denmark-Norway

Understanding the radical novelty of the Press Freedom Period, its contrast to pre-
ceding conditions of absolutist Denmark-Norway through the eighteenth century is
indispensable. How did it come about that several different notions of absolutism
developed and were favored by factions in Copenhagen? And which of such factions
was supporting the rise of Struensee to power, making Press Freedom possible?
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The Denmark of the time differed considerably from the small state of the same
name today. At the time, it was a middle-size European state and a considerable
naval power. In the second half of the eighteenth century, the composite realm of
Denmark-Norway was often referred to as “Helstaten” — the Unitary State. The for-
merly autonomous kingdom of Norway had been part of the realm of the Danish
king since 1536. In 1770, the 21-year-old Christian VII was, “by the mercy of God,
King of Denmark and Norway, the Wends and the Goths, Duke of Sleswick and Hol-
stein, Stormarn, and Dithmarschen, Count of Oldenburg and Delmenhorst”, such as
the official royal title had it. Apart from the anachronistic reference to “Wends and
Goths”, the title was a real description of the realm over which Christian ruled. “Hol-
stein, Stormarn, and Dithmarschen” referred to the Danish parts of the Duchy of Hol-
stein.

Fig. 4: In the portrait of King Christian VIl from the middle of the Press Freedom Period, one still
glimpses presence of mind, initiative, and wit, of which he had been rumored as a teenager in the
1760s. Already by the close of the decade, however, it had become a well-kept secret in court and
government circles that the mental state of the King was not quite normal. Christian VII, Painting by
Alexander Roslin, 1772. © Frederiksborg Museum of National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

In addition to the areas mentioned came Iceland, The Faroe Islands, and Greenland
which were properly Norwegian dependencies; the trade colonies of Tranquebar,
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Serampore, and the archipelago of the Nicobar Islands in East India; a small strip of
the Gold Coast of West Africa; and the Danish West Indies, St. Thomas, St. Jan, and
St. Croix (now the US Virgin Islands). The Danish West Indies was a plantation econ-
omy made possible by the forced import of enslaved people from Africa bought from
local kings along the coast, and the “triangular trade” shipping sugar and rum to
Denmark, weapons and cloth to the Gold Coast, and slaves to the West Indies, was
enriching Copenhagen and Holstein merchants.

Even if the King — as in the title — was Duke of Holstein, the more precise politi-
cal conditions of that area were not without complications. The Danish King and the
Gottorpian Duke ruled over each their parts of Holstein, while a third area was a con-
dominium ruled by the two in common. Holstein (and the Counties Oldenburg and
Delmenhorst) belonged to the Holy Roman Empire with the implication that the Dan-
ish King and the Gottorpian Duke were German princes and as such connected, in
principle, to Emperor Joseph I in Vienna and his policies. Holstein and the southern
parts of Sleswick were German speaking. The court and military language of Den-
mark was German, and there was a considerable German constituency in Copen-
hagen.

In Denmark, some 800,000 people lived; in Norway around 725,000, in Sleswick
245,000, and in the Danish parts of Holstein around 135,000 — in which Altona with
20,000 was the second city of the realm after the 80,000 of Copenhagen. In the other
parts of Holstein which came under Danish rule from 1773, the population numbered
144,000. On top of that came 47,000 in Iceland, around 5,000 in the Faroe Islands
and a similar number in Greenland. 28,000 lived in the Danish West Indies, the vast
majority of whom were African slaves originating from the Gold Coast (now Ghana).
The Nicobars probably counted no more than a couple of thousand inhabitants,
apart from a few Danish settlers. The other overseas possessions had but small con-
tingents of stationed officials and tradesmen.

Denmark-Norway was an agricultural country. In the area of present Denmark,
80 % of the population lived in the countryside, 10 % in provincial towns, and 10 %
in the capital. Geographically, socially, economically, as well as culturally, enor-
mous differences marked the composite realm. The only thing which really con-
nected the various parts of the realm was the King’s person. To every service in every
church of the vast realm, the congregation would pray for the King, his family, and
the local authorities representing royal power.

Map no. 1 shows the “Unitary State” (Helstaten) by the end of Press Freedom.
Until August-December 1773, Oldenburg-Delmenhorst was also under Danish rule,
while parts of Holstein were not — see Map 7 of the Estate Exchange in chapter 14.
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Map. 1: Map of Denmark-Norway. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

As a Duke of Holstein, the King faced important problems. Many generations earlier,
the duchy of Sleswick-Holstein had been divided between different inheritance
lines, and important parts of Holstein were no longer under Danish rule, but under
the Duke of Gottorp, now residing in Kiel and by intermarriage presently under the
control of the Russian Czar. A third part of Holstein was co-ruled by the Danish King
and the Duke of Gottorp, and these three parts were even, each of them, split into
further discontinuous bits and pieces. Historically, several times this had given rise
to crucial problems to the Danish government, as the Duke of Gottorp was free to
ally himself with foreign powers, such as Denmark’s arch-enemy Sweden. Denmark
had all but ceased to exist in the fateful year of 1658 when the Swedish army, coming
from Holstein, had crossed the frozen Belts from the western side and occupied all
of Zealand except for fortified Copenhagen which was all that was left for King Fred-
erick III to defend. By the humiliating Peace at Roskilde of 1658, Denmark lost all its
ancient territory east of the Oresund strait, the provinces of Scania, Halland, and
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Map. 2: Institutions of Copenhagen. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

In the capital of the realm, a series of public and private institutions were concentrated, primarily
in the old city center. This map shows a selection of the most important institutions (churches not
included, see Map 4, Chapter 10). The model of this and other Copenhagen maps in the book is
Christian Gedde’s overview map from around 1759 of his series of more detailed neighborhood
maps; a few developments from the 1760s are added. Locations are indicated based on cadastral
numbers in Gedde’s maps of the twelve neighborhoods of 1758.
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Blekinge - except for the island of Bornholm. Several later attempts to regain the
loss, long into the eighteenth century with the Great Northern War of the first
decades of the century, granted that the relation between the two northern state
complexes of Denmark-Norway and Sweden-Finland remained inimical into the sec-
ond part of the century. Frederik III, in 1660, had grasped the possihility, in the
wake of the upheavals, to introduce absolutism, and in the century from then and to
the ascension of the young Christian VII to the throne in 1766, Denmark-Norway had
become known as one of the most authoritarian versions of absolutism in Europe,
e.g. as depicted in English diplomat Robert Molesworth’s famous Account of Den-
mark of 1694.%°

Regulations of the Written Word Prior to 1770

During the first half of the eighteenth century, Danish intellectual life was increas-
ingly influenced by early Enlightenment, Christian Thomasius, Pierre Bayle, the
British Deists etc. through the author and playwright Ludvig Holberg, among others,
and ideas of press freedom were ventilated in Danish-Norwegian public. Simultane-
ously, German pietism in its more and less radical versions grew to a strong pres-
ence, and the consecutive Kings Frederik IV and Christian VI and their courts articu-
lated a Danish version of state pietism during the first half of the eighteenth century.
This significantly introduced a move away from the strict Lutheran orthodoxy of the
seventeenth century, and Christian VI wished to relax censorship so as to make way
for moderate pietist writings as against orthodox Lutheran censors. This did not,
however, disturb the absolutist notion that the king was God’s elect, his ownership
of the realm was God-given and his actions divinely guided and sanctioned. In the
period of Frederik V’s rule in the middle of the eighteenth century, this slowly gave
way to the emergence of new ideas of enlightened absolutism, to “patriotic” ideas
that the kingdom was not simply the king’s personal property, but that proper abso-
lutist rule necessitated the patriotic collaboration of enlightened groups among the
king’s subjects. Writers such as Tyge Rothe, J.S. Sneedorff, and P.F. Suhm elabo-
rated on such ideas. They also found expression in the introduction of controlled ex-
emptions of certain institutions from the strong pre-publication censorship which
had prevailed ever since 1537, the year after the Reformation. Since then, the Aca-
demic Council of the University of Copenhagen, led by theology professors, had had
the function as censors, and explicit permittance from the Council was required for
the printed publication of every single piece of independent writing in the realm.
Newspapers were governed by different, changing institutions of censorship. Now,
scholarly institutions like the Academy of Science and Letters of 1742 and the
Academy at Sorg of 1747 were permitted to publish independently, based on their

40 Molesworth 1694; see also Olden-Jgrgensen, 2008.
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own peer review systems, and in 1755, the above-mentioned, royally approved peri-
odical publishing proposals to the improvement of agriculture and economy was ini-
tiated — also with its own editor, independent of university censorship. Thus, ideas
of enlightened absolutism and restricted versions of press freedom slowly institu-
tionalized in mid-eighteenth century. Such niches without university control, how-
ever, remained strictly circumscribed exceptions in a closely guarded public sphere.

The basic law governing the written word all up to 1770 was the Danish Law of
1683 (“Danske Lov”), the large, early, legal accomplishment of Danish absolutism. It
had very strict limits to faith, speech, and publication. No other Christian denomina-
tions than state Lutheranism were allowed. So-called Crypto-Calvinism and Crypto-
Catholicism had been persecuted through the seventeenth century, and Catholicism
in writing or action was associated with severe penalties all the way up to execution.
Lese-majesty and blasphemy were the most severe crimes of the Law, and both were
to be punished by public torture and execution: the cutting off of hand and/or
tongue, followed by beheading. The Lutheran Reformation had introduced persecu-
tion of witches under threat of burning at the stake — a penalty still present in the
Law, but slowly disappearing in practice around 1700. Magic expressions and writ-
ings, however, including prophecies and almanacs remained strictly prohibited, as
were “skandskrifter”, that is, pasquils containing libel taken in a wide sense of the
word. The absolutist public sphere was also monitored in a number of other ways
apart from censorship and penalties: certain books, particularly central writings of
the Lutheran church, were subsidized by the state, while the import of foreign
books, particularly from German lands, was to be kept strictly under control by the
bishops. Small relaxations had permitted Christian V’s Calvinist Queen to invite, un-
der protests of the clergy, small groups of exiled French Huguenots to erect a church
in Copenhagen towards the end of the seventeenth century, and small groups of
Jews had been allowed to establish synagogues, but this did not lead in the direction
of any more general liberty of religion, and forced infant baptism was maintained all
the way up to the 1849 constitution.

An important relaxation, however, had been introduced in 1740 when sales of
foreign books were allowed, but only to the learned and to noblemen — a sort of
“two-tier” freedom of the press with larger degrees of liberty for a small elite. An in-
teresting case of the same year may exemplify Danish publishing conditions of the
period. J.S. Carl, the maternal grandfather of J. F. Struensee — the man behind Chris-
tian VII’s 1770 Press Freedom — was, like his grandson, royal physician at the Danish
court. He was the personal doctor of the pietist King Christian VI and he himself
came out of German radical Pietism. He held that simple means like mineral water
and the support of natural healing processes were key to the treatment of many dis-
eases, and he apparently had some successes with Christian and the Queen’s mal-
adies. He summed up some of his principles in a treatise about “court medicine” in
which he recommended royals to abstain from luxury and keep certain diets, but as
an appendix, he added a short but radical political-religious treatise attacking the
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current, decadent state of Europe’s Christian kingdoms, which he found derailed by
Lutheran dogma. To Carl, medical healing processes were hardly to be distinguished
from a Pietist notion of personal salvation by means of the soul’s ongoing self-purifi-
cation. Like many radical Pietists, Carl held the idea that churches, dogma, cere-
monies, control of believers and heretic-hunt were despicable aberrations from the
free, pious, personal, emotional life in faith and the strife for social amelioration,
forming the center of proper Christianity. Thus, the bottom line was a strong attack
on the present condition of Christian states and their clergy. Carl even repeated such
radical ideas in another follow-up writing, and as a result, he was dismissed from
his position at court and banished from Denmark — even if Christian VI had himself
fought against Lutheran orthodoxy by introducing his own, admittedly more moder-
ate, version of pietism in the Danish-Norwegian state church.* In 1741, to stop radi-
cal pietist activities, the king prohibited unsupervised Bible meetings outside of the
church.

By the 1750s however, the large pietist surge was waning, even if it continued to
live on in many congregations in Denmark-Norway, and the new theological fashion
became Wolffian rationalism or “neology” imported from the Northern German
states and introduced in Copenhagen by theology professor Peder Rosenstand-
Goiske. Rationalism accommodated emerging Enlightenment ideas by shaping a
compromise giving more theological prominence to the notion of reason — champi-
oned both by Enlightenment atheists and Enlightenment deists, with the latter pre-
ferring a simple “natural religion” accessible by reason only. Theological rational-
ism admitted a strong role of reason in faith, in the weeding out of Catholic and
other superstitions as well as in the construction of theological dogma, and it nur-
tured the idea that large parts of a cleansed Christian theology could be constructed
by reason alone. Rationalist disagreement, however, persisted as to which parts of
theology would still need revelation in addition to reason, as to whether miracles
existed, whether the trinity was granted by biblical evidence, and much else. Institu-
tionally, however, the strong interdependence of state and church instituted by the
1536 Reformation, persisted. The church was a state institution, priests were state
officials with secular obligations like the announcement of new legislation in the
churches and the supervision of behaviors of the congregation. The state university
was primarily a professional school for the education of priests, medical doctors,
and, from 1736, legal attorneys; it was spearheaded by the highest faculty, theology.
The king remained, in principle and in some cases also in practice, the head of the
state church. And theology professors remained centrally placed in the Academic
Council monitoring the borderlines of the absolutist public sphere.

41 Carl 1740; see also Mchangama and Stjernfelt 2016, 116 on.
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Danish-Norwegian Geopolitics of the 1760s and Two Kinds of
Absolutism

By the 1760s, the central problem of foreign policy of the Danish-Norwegian state
became what was known as “Mageskiftet” — the “Estate Exchange” (see Map 8,
chapter 14). The main international goal of the Danish-Norwegian government was
to barter the King’s German counties Oldenburg and Delmenhorst for the Gottorp-
Russian parts of Holstein, thereby making all of Holstein Danish and acquire a well-
rounded, coherent territory comprising all of the Jutland Peninsula up to Hamburg,
instead of the existing jigsaw puzzle of North German dependencies. War with Rus-
sia had been avoided within a hair’s breadth in 1761 when the Danish and Russian
armies were marched up for pitched battle in Western Pomerania north of Berlin,
and hostilities were only avoided by the Czar’s premature death. Now, Catherine the
Great entered the throne, and a prolonged negotiation of the switching of territories
came to dominate Danish-Norwegian 1760’s politics, increasingly drawing Denmark-
Norway ever closer into an alliance with Russia, also fueled by their common enemy
the Swedes. Simultaneously, Denmark-Norway’s position in the Russian orbit in-
creasingly opposed Denmark-Norway to France and also threatened the Danish-Nor-
wegian connections to England and Prussia. Russia made its diplomatic presence at
the royal court in Copenhagen strong, exerting a continuous pressure to have re-
moved from court and influence what it perceived as anti-Russian forces and per-
sons. Since the time of Frederik V, the central political organ had been the State
Council, spearheaded by strong and politically experienced noblemen like A.G.
Moltke, D. Reventlow, and particularly J. H. E. Bernstorff. Frederik had not taken
much interest in matters of state, more occupied by hunting and alcohol he had, to a
large degree, left matters of detail to the State Council. As Frederik suddenly died in
1766, only in his early forties, his merely 16-old son was crowned as Christian VII,
and the State Council continued its rule, not yielding much real power to what they
seem to have considered an unruly teenager. Thus, Bernstorff was able to continue
his cumbersome policy of approach towards Russia with the “Estate Exchange” as
his overarching international goal.

An important and fateful countercurrent was emerging, however. In the acute
preparations for war in 1761, the French general Saint-Germain had been hired to
reorganize the Danish-Norwegian army, and he successfully prepared the military
for the Russian battle that never came.*? He professionalized the army, partially in-
troducing national conscripts, and he became friendly with important reform-ori-
ented generals in the top of the military, particularly P.E. Gdhler and later S.C.
Rantzau, and they strove to modernize and reorganize the army, centralizing econ-
omy and command, canceling superfluous garrisons, and moving spending to im-
prove the artillery. Their military inspiration from Prussia, however, also would in-

42 Struwe 2003.
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volve political changes. Basing the army on national conscripts immediately would
clash with the traditional rights of the landowning nobility to dispose over the peas-
ant population, and their far-reaching organizational reforms of the military necessi-
tated a radical, rationalizing reform of state matters as well.

Fig. 5: Behind Struensee stood, in the early days of his rule in particular, an established alliance
lead by the French General Count C.-L. de Saint-Germain. Here, he is depicted in a Danish copper
from 1765 with a Danish troop contingent and celebratory verse in German and French. The German
poem emphasizes the General’s wisdom making soldiers obey and his force granting victory; the
French that he is, to the luck of all, successful in his endeavors with his thoughtful plans. After his
positions in Denmark until late 1767, he continued a close mail correspondence with Generals Gah-
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ler and Rantzau, developing further plans for a revolution of the realm. Count von St. Germain, the
General of a Corps of Danish Troops (Graf von St. Germain General eines Corps von Dénischer
Troupen), copper by J. M. Probst, Copenhagen 1765. © Royal Danish Library.

So, they began to develop an alternative political view of absolutism.** To them, the
existing State Council of Frederik V formed an outdated aberration from the abso-
lutist principle of sovereignty. It took away the real power from the King and gave it
to a clique of reactionary noblemen who abused it to safeguard their own interests.
This officer group, by contrast, looked to Frederick the Great in Potsdam, how he
ruled directly by Cabinet orders without being impeded by any sort of nobility coun-
cils.** They regarded the young crown prince Christian, from 1766 King Christian
VII, as a potential political genius who deserved full sovereignty. As a boy and
teenager, Christian had impressed the court and the Danish public with his quick
wit and erudition, and on the court’s 1768 international tour, he surprised everybody
by organizing, against his advisors, a large meeting with an impressive collection of
French enlightenment philosophers, spearheaded by Encyclopédie editors Diderot
and d’Alembert, in Paris where he effortlessly entered into conversations with his
erudite heroes.” In the opinion of conservative observers at court, young King Chris-
tian was intoxicated with Enlightenment ideas and rumor had it that he, the new
leader of the Danish-Norwegian church, despised religion. The group around Saint-
Germain and Gahler championed the idea that this brilliant young sovereign should
assume real power in a version of Enlightened Absolutism, no longer weighed down
by reactionary noblemen but rather supported by progressive advisors like them-
selves. Simultaneously, they despised the client-state status under Russia which
Denmark-Norway had been increasingly pressured to accept, all while the promised
Estate Exchange seemed to vanish further and further into a remote, uncertain fu-
ture. They wished a break with the close Russian alliance to leave Danish-Norwegian
foreign policy more liberty and agility in the ongoing power concert between France,
England, Prussia, Austria, and Russia.

43 The Saint-Germain group also attracted German officials at court such as General C.F.A von
Gortz and the Prussian envoy A. H. von Borcke.

44 On the officer group and their policies: Koch 1894-1895.

45 The King’s meeting took place November 20 1768 in the city mansion Hotel d’York in Rue Jacob,
gathering 18 leading intellectuals: the mathematician and editor of the Encyclopédie ]. le Rond d’A-
lembert, the linguist of ancient languages Abbé Barthélemy, the engraver with the Encyclopédie R.
Bénard, the astronomer and cartographer C.-F. Cassini de Thury, the explorer and geographer C.-M.
de la Condamine, the epistemologist and psychologist E. B. de Condillac, the novelist C.-P. de Cré-
billon, the philosopher and editor of the Encyclopédie Denis Diderot, the historian C. P. Duclos, the
physician, naval engineer, and botanist H.-L. Duhamel, the journalist and art critic F. M. von Grimm,
the philosopher of mind and education C.-A. Helvétius, the philosopher of materialism and politics,
salon host P.-H. d’Holbach, the geophysicist, astronomist, and biologist J.]J. d’Ortous de Mairan, the
playwright, novelist, and essayist J.-F. Marmontel, the philosopher and economist Abbé Morellet,
the lawyer, poet, and playwright B.-J. Saurin, and the art critic C. H. Watelet — cf. Langen 2010.
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Struensee and his Rise to Power

It was into this complicated political state of things that the young German doctor
Johann Friedrich Struensee found himself thrown in his quick ascension to power
taking its beginning 1768.¢ In 1766, the court had organized a quick royal wedding,
partially with a hope of appeasing the unruly young King, and partially to
strengthen relationships with England by picking as the new Danish Queen the 15-
years old sister of George III, princess Caroline Matilda — now often just known as
Queen Matilda. Even if this hasty match failed to produce much close sentiment be-
tween the two royal teenagers, it did produce a male heir to the throne in 1768,
Crown Prince Frederik — the later Frederik VI. Marriage did not seem to assuage the
young King, however, and in 1767 he became the lover of a well-known prostitute
with the nickname of “Stgvlet-Katrine” (Boots-Catherine). It became public knowl-
edge in Copenhagen how the two of them toured the city during the night, drinking,
sharing a love nest apartment in the city close to the castle, sometimes ravaging
whorehouses where she had old scores to settle with the brothel keepers, now pro-
tected by her royal lover. In parallel, it gradually dawned on insiders at court that
the King’s behavior increasingly transcended the normal, also in other respects. He
began harboring paranoid fantasies about being a changeling and had fits of rage,
smashing castle interiors. The immediate solution of the State Council was to banish
Stgvlet-Katrine to Holstein and support, although very reluctantly, the King’s idea of
an ambitious international tour for the court which might give Christian other inter-
ests and preoccupations. The tour took the court through North Germany and Hol-
land to England and France, and in order to monitor the King’s mental health, a
young, talented doctor was asked to join the travel company when the court reached
the southernmost Danish city of Altona. That was Johann Friedrich Struensee.
Struensee’s background became important in the dramatic events to unfold. He
was the son of the pietist priest Adam Struensee in North-German Halle, the epicen-
ter of the so-called “state pietism” of A. Francke. In contrast to radical pietism with
its anti-clerical tenets, Hallensian pietism was institutional and strove to change the
Lutheran state churches from within in a compromise with orthodox Lutheranism. It
built an institutional cluster of orphanages, schools, printshops, bookstores, phar-
macies, and hospitals which it strove to replicate in new cities where it gathered sup-
porters, and it urged believers — much to the consternation of orthodox Lutherans
with their emphasis on the strict control of believers — to read for themselves the
Bibles which the pietists began to print in vast amounts. Struensee’s mother Maria
Dorothea was the daughter of the already mentioned radical pietist J.S. Carl who
came to live with the Struensees after his banishment from Denmark in 1742. So, two
very different versions of pietism were present in the young Johann Friedrich’s child-
hood home. Inspired by his grandfather, he studied medicine, and when his father

46 On Struensee, see Langen 2018b. On his relation to King Christian VII, see Langen 2008.
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Fig. 6: The German physician J. F. Struensee became, in the course of 1769-1770, intimate with
both the King and the Queen. This made it possible for him, during the summer of 1770, to plan
with General P. E. Gdhler and Count Rantzau-Ascheberg a reform of absolutism which would prove
to propel himself into full power later the same year. The first manifestation of the change of power
was Press Freedom, 14 September 1770. Johann Friedrich Struensee, painting by Erik Pauelsen,
1771. © Frederiksborg Museum of National History, photo: Hans Petersen.

was called as a Dean to Altona in Danish Holstein, the 19-year old doctor settled
there. When his father moved on to become General Superintendent (bishop) in Dan-
ish Rendsburg in the north of Holstein a few years later, Struensee stayed in cos-
mopolitan Altona where he had now become a doctor employed by the city. Altona
had, for many years, enjoyed a reputation as a safe-haven for dissidents and heretics
of north German lands, liberty in Altona being considerably larger than in strictly
controlled Copenhagen and indeed also larger than in neighboring Hamburg. Here,
he soon cultivated a large social network of authors, officers, doctors, lawyers, etc.
He became friendly with officers such as S.C. Rantzau and S. O. Falkenskiold, the
nobleman U. A. Holstein, the courtier Enevold Brandt and began publishing a jour-
nal with co-editor David Panning — all of whom he should later count on as recruited
allies at the court of Copenhagen. He learned inoculation from the Jewish doctor
Hartog Gerson and J. A. Reimarus, a son of the famous Hamburg theologian and se-
cret freethinker Samuel Reimarus, whom Struensee also acquainted. In brief, he be-
came part of a North German network of Enlightenment figures, including also char-
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acters like Lessing, the reform pedagogue J. B. Basedow, and the Jewish philosopher
A.E. Gompertz, a friend of Mendelssohn’s and the former secretary of French lumi-
naries such as Maupertuis and the Marquis d’Argens. He kept up an intensive social
life with frequent dinner parties organized at his home. As many in the period, Stru-
ensee admired Montesquieu and Voltaire, but his favorite authors among the emerg-
ing French high Enlightenment seem to have been Helvétius and Boulanger, the for-
mer for his scientific approach to the soul and for his support to free speech, the
latter for his analysis of religion as a way of politically exploiting the fears of believ-
ers. Among his medical successes seem to have been a dawning understanding of
how to prevent epidemics, inoculating kids in the city’s poorhouse against smallpox
and restricting access to the contaminated dead bodies of victims and their posses-
sions. Already here, he acquired a reputation as a hound dog (“Hurenhengst” — liter-
ally, a whoring stallion).

But he also acquired hands-on experience with Danish censorship in addition to
his grandfather’s case from 1740. One of his intellectual friends was the Danish deist
Georg Schade who published, anonymously, a large Leibnizian treatise on natural
religion and reincarnation in Altona in 1761. His anonymity was broken, however, by
the powerful Lutheran heretic-hunter J. M. Goeze in Hamburg’s Katharina Church,
Schade was turned over to Danish authorities in Altona, and without a court case he
was banished for life to the small Danish Baltic islet Christiansg north of Bornholm.
When in power ten years later, Struensee saw to the premature release of his old
friend. But Struensee’s own publications were also indicted by Danish censorship.
In his and Panning’s periodical Zum Nutzen und Vergniigen (For Benefit and Plea-
sure), Struensee argued for medical-inspired state policies as well as the virtues of
satire, and he took his aim at Altona’s most well-known and revered doctor, J. A. Un-
zer, founder of the successful weekly Der Arzt (The Doctor). Unzer was famous for
his prepared medicines and tinctures with secret recipes, and Struensee attacked
him for using dried dog’s excrement as a central component of those cures. More
generally, Struensee argued that superstition and quacks should be driven out of
medical science. Cautiously, Struensee and Panning had published their journal in
the twin city of Hamburg, but again authorities there alarmed the government in
Copenhagen, and Struensee’s journal was prohibited by his later enemy in the Dan-
ish State Council, J. H. E. Bernstorff. Struensee sought to fool censors by renaming
the journal for book publishing instead, but in vain. Struensee, in short, did not only
harbor Enlightenment ideas of press freedom on the principal, abstract level
gleamed from the reading of contemporaneous French Enlighteners and his dinner
discussions in Altona; he also had direct, personal experience with the effects of
Danish censorship at several different levels.

His reputation as a doctor, however, was what made his friend Count Rantzau
recommend him to the Danish court in need of medical treatment of their rowdy
teenage king. Already on the court’s 1768 journey, Struensee, with his relaxed atti-
tude, seems to have come on very good terms with the King who soon came to con-
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sider him as a personal favorite, and as the court returned to Copenhagen in early
1769, the King brought with him Struensee whom he promoted to his personal physi-
cian. Initially, Struensee kept a tacit, observant position at a distance to intrigues of
the court, but his proximity to the King gave him both growing possibilities and ene-
mies. In one of the most conspicuous turn of events of Danish history — and immor-
talized in numerous novels, stage plays, movies, graphic novels, academic mono-
graphs etc. to this day — Struensee soon also became the young Queen’s intimate
friend. Neglected by her husband the King, Caroline Matilda took the fateful step of
becoming the lover of Struensee, and all points to the fact that it was he who fa-
thered her second child Louise Augusta born in the dramatic summer of 1771. He
managed to keep the good will of the King who never seem to have cared much for
the Queen anyway, and it was in this fragile and peculiar position at court that Stru-
ensee rose to power in September 1770 and began authoring his almost 2,000 pieces
of new legislation.

Fig. 7: Caroline Matilda was but 15 when she became Queen of Denmark in 1766. She quickly over-
shadowed her spouse in popularity, particularly after his tendencies to debauchery and drinking
became public knowledge during 1767. In the course of 1771, when her relation to Struensee was
rumored, her popularity shrunk, and with one of the writer Josias Bynch’s early pamphlets A Couple
of Words to Denmark, she would see herself described as a series of randy she-beasts. Caroline
Mathilde, painting after Jens Juel, 1771, maybe by Herman Koefoed. © Rosenborg Castle.
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Obviously, his relation to the Queen was an act of lese-majesty, and it was mentioned
by the Inquisition Commission as a prime reason that Struensee, after his fall in 1772,
was condemned to public torture and execution. But behind this spectacular love tri-
angle, during 1771 soon known by everybody in Copenhagen, lay a broader political
conspiracy - a “Cabale” as it was often called at the time. Struensee’s rise to power at
court during 1768 to 1769 was intensely followed by the above-mentioned anti-State-
Council military group of Gdhler, Saint-Germain, and Struensee’s old Altona friend
Rantzau. The former was still in the army top in Copenhagen, the second had been
fired for his anti-Russian stance and had withdrawn to France on a large pension,
and the latter had been sacked for the same reason and had returned to his Holstein
estate. But their group and their acolytes in Copenhagen kept communicating, and
they realized that Struensee was quickly becoming a potential new weapon to gain
influence at court. As the court — including the top love triangle — went on a summer
trip to Holstein in 1770 and stayed, among other places, at Rantzau’s estate in Plon,
plans for a state coup developed. Another Altona friend of Struensee, Enevold
Brandt, who had earlier been evicted from court, was pardoned and called back, a
position in the top of the army was found for Rantzau, and in September, back in
Copenhagen, the coup became a reality. As we know, a Cabinet Order of 4 September
gave rise to the new law canceling censorship, which was published on 14 Septem-
ber, the same day in which another, meritocratic law stated that from now on, offices
and promotions should be given solely on merit, not motivated by title or rank. The
day after, the leading figure of the State Council over decades, J. H. E. Bernstorff was
sacked, and the entire Council reorganized, only to be dissolved completely in De-
cember. The goal of the conspirators, anyway, was to govern directly from the King’s
Cabinet. Struensee was made maitre des requétes, receiving all incoming mail and
inquiries to the King. Effectively, Struensee was assuming a position close to that of a
dictator. It remains discussed to what degree the King actively may have taken part
in the many new legislations which began to stream from his Cabinet, still requiring
the King’s signature. Particularly in the beginning of the period, he may have been
an active force, but reports of his increasingly erratic and strange behavior during
the summer of 1771 seem to indicate that towards the end of Struensee’s short reign,
the King could hardly have played a very central role in government anymore.

The Press Freedom Period — A Brief Chronology

As mentioned above, the three Press Freedom years formed an intense and dramatic
period, not only because of the swift development — and demise — of a completely
new public sphere, but also because of the torrent of political initiatives and events
which made every month ripe with surprising new developments. Much of the fol-
lowing chapters focus upon important themes and debates of Press Freedom, ad-
dressing absolutism and press freedom itself, addressing religion, clergy, morality,
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economics, state debt, peasant conditions, the new Copenhagen municipality,
drinking, meat prices, Struensee’s government, and much more — after which we
track the details of publications after the coup, the international reverberations of
Copenhagen events and the slow smothering of Press Freedom. In order for the
reader to be able to situate this dramatic vortex of events, it seems appropriate to
provide a compressed narration outline of what happened.

The Press Freedom of 14 September did not immediately give occasion to many
new publications. It was as if the public needed a couple of months to realize the
scope of the new possibilities. The poet Johannes Ewald and the editor Christian
Gormsen Biering published some of the first Press Freedom Writings in October:
Ewald a poem celebrating the recently fallen Bernstorff, and Biering a satire over
men’s fashion. A pamphlet appearing in the provincial town of Aalborg already on 9
October arguing against the corvée — forced labor —, was the first real piece of Press
Freedom Writing, and it gave rise to debate later in winter. The eternal student Mar-
tin Brun was the first to exploit the new liberty more systematically with a series of
sharp, moralist fiction portrayals of loose women and stilted men in his journal Den
danske Democrit-Heraclit (The Danish Democritus-Heraclitus) whose first issue ap-
peared on 31 October. The same day, the brewer Christian Bagge published a critical
pamphlet targeting the brewers’ guild, a piece of writing which would give rise to
the first among a plethora of feuds and debates of Press Freedom. In practice, the
Press Freedom Period really began on 31 October 1770.

In parallel, the first initiatives of the Struensee government began to material-
ize.”” The 23 October saw a Cabinet Order founding a new nursery home for poor
kids and orphans; on 26 October, the costly labor on the large marble Frederik
Church was stopped, and the same day an already planned cancelation of a number
of public Christian holidays took place. On 16 November, an investigation into the
use of torture was begun. On 4 December, a Cabinet order stated the general princi-
ple that no dispensations from law should be allowed; if actual cases indicated inad-
equacies of legislation, the law should rather be rearticulated. This was a step in the
direction of equality before the law and an important curtailment of royal
sovereignty. Standard absolutism had made it the King’s prerogative to milden or
sharpen sentences according to his own judgment. On 10 December, the State Coun-
cil was dissolved.

Press Freedom decisively exploded when the Norwegian author J. C. Bie, under
the pseudonym of Philopatreias (Lover of the Fatherland) launched a pamphlet in
early December with tough attacks on priests, lawyers, and grain-dealers — that is,
the nobility. The pamphlet was intensely covered by the paper Adresse-Avisen, pub-
lishing several comments and responses over Christmas, quickly growing into a
maze of debates involving more than 80 pamphlets and lots of articles and com-

47 A comprehensive overview of Cabinet Orders of the period (most of them in German) is pub-
lished in Hansen 1916-1923.
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ments in papers and magazines. Among others, the later Cabinet Secretary Ove
Guldberg entered the new public sphere under the pen name of Philodanus (Lover
of Denmark). Particularly the discussion of the salaries of the priests became in-
tense, and the Philopatreias debate soon covered a broad range of economic, politi-
cal, and social issues. Most participants remained anonymous or pseudonymous — a
feature which would prove to characterize much of the Press Freedom Period.

On 21 December, Struensee’s new position was formalized, as he received the
title of maitre des requétes in the King’s Cabinet and thus received all requests aimed
at the King. The day before Christmas was busy, here three political steps were
taken: the Foreign Ministry was established as an autonomous institution, being
separated from the German Chancellery; the institution of a lottery in Copenhagen;
and a prohibition against the use of grains for distillation of spirits, motivated in
shortage of grain and wintertime preventing merchant ships from reaching Copen-
hagen. On 27 December, the State Council was formally abolished. On 31 December,
the right of custom authorities to unprovoked investigation in private homes was
abolished, the first of a series of legislation to safeguard a private sphere of individu-
als.

By New Year 1771, new pamphlets and writings were virtually pouring out,
greedily investigating and exploiting the new publication liberty, and the period
into late summer of 1771 should become the golden age of Press Freedom. The al-
ready-mentioned Martin Brun continued with an impressive output of writings, e. g.
a series of role pamphlets where he made courageous political claims in the mouths
of Ole the Smith Apprentice and Jeppe the Watchman. On 16 January came C.P.
Rothe’s pamphlet A Eulogy to the Shoe-Brush, attacking the fact that many public
offices were given to former lackeys of high-ranking persons - such servants often
lacking the relevant competences. This gave rise to a new, intense debate, and al-
ready by 12 February, the Struensee government published a law against offices to
lackeys. On 21 January, Sgren Rosenlund emerged as a new, frenetic voice under the
mark of Junior Philopatreias, who later in spring terminated in anti-Semitic conspir-
acy theories.

On 25 January, Torkel Baden published a critical note on the exams system at
the University which gave rise to a tail of debating writings. On 18 February, the es-
tablished, learned historian P.F. Suhm published a piece — under his own name -
celebrating, analyzing and defending Press Freedom. It also gave rise to debate, and
the argument over Press Freedom itself, its motivations, limits and rightful uses,
would prove to be a standard issue all the way though the period. The same day,
government official J. Schumacher published a piece in which he proposed that no
king should be obliged to pay the debts of his predecessor, immediately giving rise
to further publications pro et contra.

All of a sudden, the existence of “Press Freedom Writings” was an established
fact by early 1771. On 11 February, Jakob Christian Bie launched an entire periodical,
Den poetiske Gartner-Kniv (The Poetical Hatch-Iron) with versified reviews of the
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new writings, and a week later, an biweekly periodical with overview of Press Free-
dom Writings began to appear under the title of Fortegnelse paa alle de Skrifter som
Trykfriheden har givet Anledning til (An Inventory over all Writings prompted by
Press Freedom).*®

The current of new subjects and writings only seemed to grow. Translations of
enlightenment treatises by Montesquieu, Frederick the Great, and David Hume ap-
peared, just like a Danish version of the eulogy to the Danish King for his Press Free-
dom initiative, which had been penned by Voltaire and shipped from Ferney to the
King in January. The political issue about the status of Norway within the framework
of the dual monarchy now could be debated openly, including the proposal of a Nor-
wegian university. The discussion about peasant liberty and the abolishment of the
corvée, which had already raged in the 1760s, entered a new and more radical phase.
Mystical visions and celestial signs were aired, while the lottery under preparation
was subjected to hard criticism giving rise to a whole debate of its own. The com-
poser J. A. Scheibe contributed with writings where he, in pseudonymous disguise
as a traveling Russian, articulated attacks on many Danish customs and states-of-
things.

The period from February to around 1 May, when the harsh winter was eventu-
ally yielding, displayed the largest concentrated outburst of writings of the whole
Press Freedom Period. Every day seemed to bring interesting news from the small
bookprinters exploiting the emerging market.*® It was the “Golden Age of the Press”,
as one pamphleteer wrote. There is little doubt that considerable parts of the public
saw this first explosion of Press Freedom Writings in 1770 to 1771 also as a political
support to the new Struensee government, in contrast to the abolished State Council
government. Bolle Luxdorph, the collector of Press Freedom Writings, remarked that
the new law did not remove the existing delimitations of which content it was lawful
to print, but “as Philopatreias and the first writers celebrated the new government,
attacked the former government and its sacked ministers, proposed new projects
against all organizations of the state, flattering Struensee, Gdhler, and Rantzau, sup-
ported and praised their plans, etc., they were allowed unrestricted freedom to write
whatever they wished”.*® In that sense, Press Freedom was not only seen as a result
of the initiative of the new government, but also as a weapon which supported and
benefited that government.

48 We shall refer to this review magazine as Fortegnelsen (The Inventory).

49 Main producers of Press Freedom Writings were small printshops such as J.R. Thiele, L. H.
Svare, A.F. Stein, Borup, P. H. Hogecke and Morten Hallager. Traditional, large book-printers cater-
ing for the learned networks like Philibert, Nicolaus Mgller, Godiche, etc. played a smaller role in
the emerging pamphlet culture.

50 “da Philopatreias og de forste Skribentere hyldede det ny Ministerium, dadlede den forrige Reg-
jering, angreb de forafskedigede Ministre, indgav ny Projecter mod alle Statens Indretninger, smi-
grede Struensee, Gahler og Rantzau, billigede og roste disses Planer; etc, lod man dem have uind-
skreenket Frihed til at skrive, hvad de vilde”, Nyerup (ed.) 1791, 510.
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Simultaneously, the stream of initiatives from the Struensee government contin-
ued. On 14 February, the sale of cheap bread to the poor was organized because of
the rough winter with sea ice impeding grain transports. The debate about the
corvée had reached Copenhagen, and on 20 February, a new law delimiting the
amount of forced labor by the peasants was passed. Corvée should no longer be cal-
culated solely from the estate owners’ own perceived need for labor, but should be
based objectively on the size, location, and quality of the fields of the given estate,
and the estate owner became responsible for accounting for the labor done.

Fig. 8: A favorite winter entertainment for the court in the icy winters of Press Freedom was sleigh
rides through the city. Torches and wreaths of pitch lighted the route so that “The Great” sped
through the frozen streets, as if in an illuminated dream fantasy. Representation. Of the lighted
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Pitch Wreaths that could be seen when His Majesty King C. VIl made a Sleigh Ride with his En-
tourage in Copenhagen 1771 (Forestilling. Af de antandte Begkrantze som saaes da Hans Mayt. Kon-
gen C. 7. med Fglge giorde Kahne-Fahrt i Kisbenhavn 1771), copper by Georg Haas, 1772. © Royal
Danish Library.

On 8 March, death penalty for theft was abolished, and from late March to early
April, an ambitious reorganization of the Copenhagen Municipality was completed
with Count U.A. Holstein as new Lord Mayor of the city. Late in April, burials in
church buildings were prohibited and funeral ceremonies were moved to night-
time — initiatives which were also commented in new writings. As of 2 May, aca-
demic honors should be given without respect to religion, and on 20 May the Royal
Equestrian Guard was dissolved, assumedly one among several attempts to cut
spending, and the relevant personnel were given positions in the army or made li-
able to be dismissed. On 19 May, a new Finance Collegium integrated a number of
earlier financial state institutions, while 1 May saw the beginning of a series of relax-
ations of morality legislations with a revision of marriage law, followed by laws that
adultery could be reported by the offended party only, the abolition of penalties for
sex outside of marriage, etc. A line in the Struensee government legislations was an
attempt to deregulate morality to the private sphere of civil society rather than as an
object of state law. This hurricane of changes and new legislations could make any-
body dizzy.

More thoroughly prepared and ambitions products began to appear in the well-
spring of pamphlets. In May, Ove Guldberg published an entire state-novel, Azan,
commenting on the state debt debate; Brun presented his enlightenment position in
contrast to the activities of the devil in his satirical autobiography of Satan; Suhm
published Om Oeconomien, saerdeles Norges (“About economy, that of Norway in
particular”), and the economist Martfelt published his comprehensive Philocosmi Be-
taenkninger (“A World-Lover’s Reflections”) as a response to Guldberg’s Philodanus
in the Philopatreias debate.

As the court, in early June, took up summer residence at Hirschholm in the
North of Zealand, things must have been looking bright from the point of view of the
Struensee government. A long series of ambitious reforms had been initiated, the
large fusion of all of the unmanageable small special law courts of Copenhagen into
one institution called “Hof- og Stadsretten” (The Royal and City Court), separating
executive and judicial powers, was destined for late June, Press Freedom had called
forth a host of new writers, and a long series of issues which had never before been
public, were investigated in a lively and bold new public sphere. After this point,
however, things slowly began to go sour, and when the court returned to Frederiks-
berg Castle near Copenhagen half a year later in November, everything had changed,
and the city virtually fumed with anger against Struensee. Also, major parts of the
new pamphlet market had now turned against him.

Meanwhile, many debates continued in June. Fortegnelsen swelled with reviews.
But signs spread that the rumors about Struensee’s intimate relation to the Queen,
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that had been voiced since early spring, also began to affect pamphleteers. The the-
ologian F. C. Scheffer launched a rude comment in a booklet of fables, and city gos-
sip increasingly connected three things: the liberalization of morality laws during
the spring months, the opening of the large King’s Garden in Copenhagen for the
general public with increasing frivolity among the bushes as a result, and finally the
royal love triangle to culminate with the birth of the new princess Louise Augusta
later that summer. The strongly moralist, conservative Lutheran Christian Thura
published Et Brev fra en Broder til en Syster (A Letter from a Brother to a Sister) in
early July, which implicitly — without naming names — attacked Struensee and the
Queen for “contaminating a state and a government”.

The growing critique of what went on in the nocturnal thickets of the King’s Gar-
den began to claim that the root cause of the increasing frivolity of the times lay in
the Royal Court itself. This was only emphazised by the birth of Louise Augusta on 7
July. Grandiose public festivities with music, fireworks, and servings celebrated the
new princess in the King’s Garden, drawing many Copenhageners there, while other,
protesting Copenhageners left the churches in a boycott of the priestly announce-
ments and prayers for the baby princess, because of the rumor, probably true, that
she was Struensee’s child. In the same month, news appeared about Struensee’s for-
mal advancements: on 14 July he was named Cabinet Minister, and 22 July, the day
of Louise Augusta’s baptism, he was ennobled as a Count along with his ally at court
Enevold Brandt. Struensee announced that the colleges — the ministries — must no
longer communicate with each other but that all connections between them should
now go through Cabinet, that is, through him. A perception of Struensee’s hunger
for power, his lack of inhibition, his voluptuousness, began to spread.

Political activities, however, did not cease during the court’s long summer at
Hirschholm. On 30 June, all state revenue was fused into one treasury; on 11 July, all
restrictions against trade between parts of the realm were abolished; on 21 July, a
support system for widows was announced; on 23 July, customs laws were simpli-
fied. What might have appeared as a minor political detail, however, would cause
an evil feud among pamphleteers: the 7 August law that subordinate state positions
like scribes and messengers should be given to military personnel. That implied the
sacking of well-earned scribes, and a tough pamphlet war through September
elicited hitherto unseen levels of attack against Struensee. Other booklets pointed in
the same direction. The established historian Jakob Langebek published, in early
August, the anonymous Nye Prove paa Skrive-Friehed (A New Example of the Free-
dom to Write) in which he attacked the exuberant life of the King as well as the
power of Struensee, while a new courageous voice in the shape of the anonymous
theology student Josias Bynch compared the Queen to several horny female crea-
tures in a cheeky pamphlet of fables. Simultaneously, toward the end of September,
the already-mentioned Thura struck again, with a pamphlet which was probably the
first public allusion to the well-kept secret of the King’s mental condition.
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On 10 September, Struensee had shown the first signs of insecurity, as some 200
Norwegian sailors from the Royal Navy marched on Hirschholm to request their
overdue payments from the King. Conditions among carpenters at the royal shipyard
were chaotic, as speedy preparations for a new war expedition on Algiers in the
Mediterranean was underway. Algiers had canceled an agreement with Denmark
that its pirates would not attack Danish merchant ships, and the year before, an un-
successful Danish naval operation had attempted to force Algiers to a new settle-
ment. The marching sailors were stopped by a military guard but returned peacefully
from Hirschholm having been promised due payment. But before that, the court was
rumored to have prepared for an escape over the Sound to Sweden in case of a public
rebellion. On 28 September, the court attempted to gloss over the tensions with the
sailors and carpenters by throwing a party in Frederiksberg Gardens with a grilled
ox and free wine — soon called “Forsonings-Oxen”, the Reconciliation Ox, in city ru-
mors. But this gesture ended in another unfortunate event, when a rumor appearing
on the same day had it that a conspiracy against Struensee would culminate with an
attempt on his life during celebrations. This led the court to cancel its participation —
which only helped strengthen the hearsay about a fear-stricken Cabinet Minister.

All these September events frightened the Struensee government and furnished
the reasons that Press Freedom was restricted on 7 October. Now it was made clear
that the old publication restrictions of the Danish Law of Christian V were still valid,
with penalties for blasphemy, lese-majesty, libel, etc. — and that anonymous writ-
ings were obliged to state the name of the book printer who would have to bear re-
sponsibility for the publication in case the author could not be identified.

The great wave of reforms of the spring of 1771 slowed a bit during the fall, but
still there were initiatives like the September law that pensions could not be redi-
rected to children, that civil servants could not pass their office to other persons,
and the November initiatives that the death penalty for infanticide and the conceal-
ment of births was abolished, and torture should cease to be employed. The evil
pamphlets against King, court and government were weakened after the 7 October
restriction on Press Freedom, but many other debates continued unabashed, and
the new pamphleteer comet Josias Bynch published his erotic and blasphemous
novel Eve’s Nightgown on 30 October, the same day that Suhm — anonymously, and
in French - published a critical piece on the level of the arts and science in Den-
mark.

Already at the time, the notion of “Gjeering” (Fermentation) was used about that
strange, febrile condition of hatred against Struensee, rumors, and excitement,
which grew in Copenhagen during the late fall of 1771. Still more people were con-
vinced that Struensee and the Queen nourished further plans about a bloody coup
which would remove the King from the throne in order to reserve it for the lovers.
During the same period, a counter-conspiracy against the Struensee government be-
gan to assemble. Maybe it had roots already during the summer, at the small court
of the Queen Dowager Juliana Maria and her son and throne pretendent, Hereditary
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Prince Frederik at Fredensborg in the North of Zealand. But decisive action seems to
have come from Struensee’s old ally Count Rantzau now turning against him, partly
because of regretting his dwindling influence in the new government, partly because
of a new law about enforcing the payment of debts without fear or favor, which was
not fortunate to the debt-ridden count. He allied himself with another dubious no-
bleman, M. B. von Beringskiold who also had personal scores to settle with Stru-
ensee and who now became the motor in assembling an able group of coup-plotters.
The details of how the two of them came in contact with the Queen Dowager, her
son Heredity Prince Frederik and their Cabinet Secretary Ove Guldberg remain ob-
scure, but in the early days of January 1772, the plot was thickening, and officers like
general Eickstedt and colonel Kéller agreed to muster military support to secure a
palace revolution.

In the midst of these febrile developments in Copenhagen, the so-called “The-
atre Feud” broke out in November, where a controversy over the Norwegian director
and playwright Nils Krog Bredal’s piece Tronfglgen I Sidon (The Succession in Sidon)
pitted officers and students against each other with violent clashes in and around
the Royal Theatre. On 21 December, the Struensee government decided to dissolve
the Royal Infantry Guard who rebelled against the decision and gave rise to the
“Christmas Eve Feud” where armed guards occupied parts of the royal castle of
Christiansborg and marched on the court at Frederiksberg Castle before Struensee
yielded and accepted formal dismissal of the guard rather than their being down-
graded to ordinary soldiers. The guard’s upheaval was supported by many Copen-
hageners and served to further the circulating rumors that something drastic was
about to happen.

This sentiment was strengthened by the fact that the fearful Struensee ordered
cannons to be made ready for possible employment by the Christiansborg castle in
central Copenhagen. Probably, this was done in fear of mutiny after the Christmas
events with the protesting Guard, but in the heated public imagination, this was
taken as proof of his and the Queen’s impending coup involving bloodthirsty plans
of a final showdown with Struensee foes among the city population. Such rumors
probably contributed to push the Queen Dowager and her son to accept participation
in the coup. Discussions about how to deal with the Queen and her kids seem to
have given rise to tensions with the coup group of Beringskiold, Rantzau, Juliana
Maria, Prince Frederik, Guldberg, Eickstedt and Kéller — but in any case the occasion
was chosen to be the night after a planned 16 January mask ball in the court theater
at Christiansborg. Rantzau vacillated at the last moment and even tried to warn Stru-
ensee through his brother the very same evening and subsequently refused to come
to the castle with reference to an attack of podagra. Beringskiold had to fetch him in
a litter to be there for the most delicate task: the arrest of the Queen, which required
a top nobleman.

The coup was accomplished during the early morning hours of 17 January. The
coup clique participated in the evening’s mask ball, covered by Koller’s regiment
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who had guard duty at the castle that night, and after the ball closed around two in
the morning, they assembled in the Queen Dowager’s apartment. They went to the
King’s bedchamber and forced him to sign already-prepared arrest orders, and in the
early morning they arrested Struensee, Brandt, and the Queen sleeping in their
beds. The two Counts were imprisoned in the military citadel Kastellet in the North-
eastern part of the city, and Queen Caroline Matilda was transported all the way to
Kronborg Castle in Elsinore later in the morning. A string of Struensee allies, Gdhler,
the doctor C.]J. Berger, the officer S. O. Falkenskiold, Struensee’s brother C. A. Stru-
ensee along with a small dozen others, were arrested the same day.

After the 17 January Coup

Nobody knew what had happened that night, and rumors proliferated in Copen-
hagen. The King was displayed at the castle balcony later in the morning under
shouts of hurrah from the castle square below, and later in the day, he was taken in
a carriage with white horses on a tour through the city streets in order to calm public
emotions. Hans Holck, the editor of Adresse-Avisen caught the moment and
launched, the same evening, the weekly Aften-Posten (The Evening Post) to chart the
details of what had happened; it soon grew into an important publication of the
time.

On Friday evening, 17 January, the excited city exploded. Everybody now knew
that Struensee had fallen, something decisive had happened in the castle, and a
growing mob, led by drunken sailors, began to riot. The association between Stru-
ensee and frivolity saw the mob attack a mansion in @stergade which had recently
been acquired by a certain innkeeper named Gabel with the intention of turning it
into an international hotel. According to city rumors, however, Struensee had or-
dered him to turn it into an elite whorehouse with international prostitutes, and the
mob entered the building and devastated it from roof to cellar. Rumors had it that
representatives of the new regime had been present to deliver the house into the
hands of the mob. Encouraged by this success, the mob turned to the more real,
small whorehouses in the nearby narrow streets surrounding the Church of St.
Nicholas, the so-called “Frgken-Contoirer” (“Ladies’ Offices”). Between 60 and 80
assumed whorehouses in Copenhagen were ravaged during the ice-cold night, pros-
titutes thrown out on the street, in some cases stripped, scalped, and raped. The in-
teriors were destroyed, while furniture, ovens, clothes, etc. were looted and sold in
improvised street auctions. Only in the early morning were the coup-plotters sent
out dragoons to stem the tide, the mob now threatening to turn against the rich no-
ble palaces in the north-eastern Frederiksstaden parts of the city. The events of the
night were quickly dubbed the “Clean-Up Party” (“Udfejelsesfesten”), a shock event
whose roots were never investigated, and which gave rise, subsequently, to a current
of pamphlet interpretations.
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No documents about the plans of the coup-plotters have survived, neither per-
taining to details of coup tactics nor to more principal long-range policy ambitions.
Much points to the fact that the coup took place under a motto of “nothing on paper”
with active destruction of evidence. But a strong media strategy had been planned.
Already on the Sunday immediately after the coup, the Dean Jargen Hee gave a long
celebration sermon in the navy church of Holmens Kirke facing the Royal Castle,
and the same week, all the city’s preachers and theology professors were summoned
to an audience at court where the order was given to organize sermons in all
churches during the coming two Sundays, in which God would be thanked for orga-
nizing the 17 January events and thus saving the kingdom. The most prominent
priests were ordered to publish their thanksgivings as pamphlets in the new print
market. They were officials of the state, they had to obey, and their theological inter-
pretations of the coup as a divine miracle successfully spread among the populace
and pamphleteers: it was God Himself who had acted and picked the Queen Dowa-
ger Juliana Maria and her son Hereditary Prince Frederik as His divine instruments
in order to save the country and get rid of satanic Struensee and his gang.

Press Freedom was not immediately abolished by the new government but from
one day to the next, the new public sphere changed fundamentally. The radical
Bynch had published, as late as 14 January, a challenging satire, mocking the King
for his adventures with Boots-Catherine and for giving away power to his barber. Al-
ready the week after, the shocked writer attempted a volte-face by publishing a new
piece stemming with subservience and celebrating the King’s wonderful capacities.
Rumors were circulating, nobody knew who might be the next to be arrested, and
nobody knew what would happen to those already under arrest.

Simultaneously, many writers were in fine condition after 1771 and proved quick
to adapt to the new conditions. Copenhageners hungered after information about
what had happened, and February 1772 became the single month with the largest
amount of Press Freedom Writings. Suhm quickly published a short piece “Til Kon-
gen” (To the King), boldly addressing the King with a direct lesson about how to be-
have and how to practice absolutism - it became the biggest bestseller of the whole
Press Freedom Period and was soon translated into many languages. Everything
about the coup, Struensee, and Brandt sold quicker than printshops could work. It
was publisher’s market. Martin Brun, e. g., anonymously published a stream of pam-
phlets with completely different accounts of the events and of Struensee’s person —
maybe he sensed that there were groups among the Copenhagen audience with very
different positions and demands. Many pamphlets dissected the “Clean-Up Party”
against the prostitutes — a strange event, hard to make sense of, calling for interpre-
tations. Struensee as a person became the central riddle of 1772. A load of pamphlets
appeared about him, many of them aggressive, mocking, offensive, but also with di-
vergent interpretations of his person, background, intentions, activities, and des-
tiny.
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Simultaneously, the new regime struggled to normalize things. The State Coun-
cil was reinstated 13 February with Hereditary Prince Frederik at the head and Count
J. O. Schack-Rathlou as a central figure. Many of Struensee’s reforms were rolled
back, such as the morality legislations, even if institutions like the Foreign Ministry
and the Royal and City Court remained. Several of the more dubious conspirators
were quickly squeezed out of power already through 1772 to 1773, including
Beringskiold, Rantzau, and Koller, all while Guldberg’s power stabilized and began
to grow in the shadows. From 1774 he assumed the title of Cabinet Secretary, a posi-
tion with dictatorial powers not unlike Struensee’s.

Parts of normalization referred to Press Freedom. The new government seemed
to have considered the reinstatement of pre-print censorship, but that should never
happen. Instead, probably by improvisation, Press Freedom was curtailed bit by bit,
step by step. Book-printers were called to meetings and warned, small fines were
given to writers and publishers for minuscule transgressions, and a growing fear
spread about what might happen.

In parallel, the quickly erected inquisition committees pertaining to the three
main culprits, Struensee, Brandt, and Caroline Matilda, carried out their task. The
bloody coup plans of the three, which had circulated in the “Fermentation” imagina-
tion of Copenhagen during the winter could not be proved, but still, on 25 April, the
two Counts were found guilty of lese-majesty, and already three days later, they
were publicly beheaded at @ster Feelled north of the city in the presence of some
40,000 onlookers. The Queen constituted a more delicate problem; as a sister of the
English King, she could not face any sort of rough treatment without endangering
Denmark’s international reputation and its relation to England. The result, as
against the efforts of the British envoy, became a forced divorce from the King and
banishment from Copenhagen. The Queen Dowager pushed for her to be imprisoned
in Aalborg, but threats of naval intervention from George III granted that she was
handed over to an English convoy in late May which took her to settle in the small
German city of Celle in Hanover, in personal union with England. During May-June,
most of Struensee’s allies were released from prison without punishment, many of
them banished to remote parts of the realm. The only one severely punished was
Falkenskiold, imprisoned on the small, fortified islet of Munkholm outside of the
city of Trondheim in Norway.

The pamphlet explosion of February to March 1772 quickly quieted, and the
great period of Press Freedom was already slowly withering away. Martin Brun, the
most active of all pamphleteers, all but stopped writing, and the second-most active,
Bynch, launched a new political journal in June, Statsmanden (The Statesman). This
enraged Hereditary Prince Frederik in the new state council, and he went directly to
the new city chief constable Feedder and demanded that he step in. He did, and as
the poor student Bynch was unable to pay the sizeable fine of 50 rix-dollars, he had
to serve two weeks of humiliating imprisonment in late July. His pathetic pamphlets
from prison gave rise to a small shitstorm against him. Simultaneously, Balthasar
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Miinter, the priest who had served as the confessor of Struensee during his imprison-
ment, published a voluminous account of how he had managed to convert him in
prison before execution. The book also functioned as the official last word on the
Struensee period. God had accepted the converted sinner, and all was well. The 300-
pages book became a bestseller with both Danish and German versions: finally, a
thorough analysis of the enigmatic Struensee was available, and it was translated
into many other languages and versions, German, Dutch, French, English. The Stru-
ensee case became a cause celébre in Europe, and many wished to know and com-
ment upon what had happened in Denmark. While Press Freedom was slowly dwin-
dling in Denmark, international press coverage succeeded by pamphlets appeared
with very different interpretations of the Copenhagen events, and a sort of pamphlet
war developed between the new Danish government and the international counter-
pamphlets, some of them possibly with roots in foreign courts.

Bynch, however, refused to give up, and by November, he launched a new initia-
tive, a periodical devoted to criticism of the sermons in Copenhagen churches. After
five issues, the journal was prohibited, and the day before Christmas, the first legal
restriction of Press Freedom by the new government emerged: a prohibition of the
criticism of sermons. Martin Brun, however, grasped the possibility for proving him-
self on the side of the new government, and he quickly published an anti-journal,
meticulously refuting every single Bynch review. In the process, he gave up his
strong adherence to Press Freedom and demanded that Bynch be tried for blas-
phemy. Such was the sad end of two of the strongest and most innovative writers of
the golden age of Press Freedom, now competing over who could prove himself
most pious and correct. After the feud, both of them fell silent and ceased publish-
ing.

By January 1773, the storm was over. The new government considered to rein-
state censorship and picked none other than Luxdorph to pen a draft for a new legis-
lation, but it never became law. Rather, the government seems to have decided to
warn writers and printers by means of a couple of large signal cases. The general
Count Schmettau had already in 1771 published a treatise in Holstein against the
church, which had been prohibited, but the drawn-out court case against him was
given up in March 1773, reputedly because a conviction of him would only lead to
more interest in his writings. Christian Thura had, in September 1772, published a
large volume titled Den patriotiske Sandsiger (The Patriotic Truth-Teller) which,
based on an orthodox Lutheran theology, aggressively attacked court and King for
betraying religion. He was sentenced to lifelong banishment on Munkholm, also in
the spring of 1773. In September, the bookdealer C. G. Proft in Copenhagen was im-
posed a huge fine for the import of some of the foreign pamphlets defending Stru-
ensee and Caroline Matilda, challenging the theological coup interpretation. These
cases did not figure highly in public, however, it seemed the government did not
wish to send its signal of the end of Press Freedom to the public audience at large,
rather to the narrow networks of authors, printers and booksellers.
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Graph 1: Press Freedom Writings per year, based on title pages and advertising, 1770-1776. © Karoline
Stjernfelt.

Graph 2: Press Freedom Writings per month 1770-1776, based on advertising. © Karoline Stjernfelt.

1) Publications through Press Freedom per year show strong activity in 1771 and 1772 after a weak 1770
beginning and an equally weak ending in 1773-1774. The red graph is based on publication years given on
title pages plus advertisements in Adresseavisen; the blue graph shows activity if broadsheets plus further
writings not collected by Luxdorph are included. In both cases, undated writings are included if their sub-
ject matter clearly allows dating.

2) If investigation is limited to that part of Luxdorph’s Collection which was advertised for sale in
Adresseavisen and Berlingske Tidende, allowing for a more precise dating, the resulting more detailed
lower graph displays a radically more varying curve through the period. Press Freedom exploded in the
spring of 1771 which is the overall period with most writings. Already the same Fall, with the restrictions of
7 October, activities conspicuously wane, only to explode again in the late winter and spring of 1772 imme-
diately after the 17 January coup. Here, February 1772 is the single month with most writings. Hereafter,
activity swiftly shrinks to leave only dropwise publication through 1773-1774. Luxdorph included a number
of Press Freedom-related writings also from the period after the end of Press Freedom in the fall of 1773.
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In the fall of 1773, the two government acts followed which, formally and without
much publicity, ended the Press Freedom Period. On 20 October, a law appeared
against the publishing of critical content in Copenhagen papers and journals, and
by an unpublished decision of 27 November, this was generalized to the whole of the
realm, just as it was generalized to include coppers and other publication types of
all possible sorts. The chief constable assumed power to prohibit writings and give
fines to offenders without involving court proceedings and without any possibility
of appeal.

The Press Freedom Period was over. But real, practiced, living Press Freedom
had already been dying for more than a year. The sneaking restrictions through 1772
had already forced most radical and daring writers to hold their peace. But the mem-
ory of the three strange and extraordinary years kept living in Danish memory until
the democratic Danish constitution of 1849 established a new Freedom of Speech —
yea, even unto this day.

In the following chapters, we draw a detailed portrait of the tumultuous history
of the Press Freedom Period — the large debates, the hard clashes, the leading writ-
ers, the many consequences for the media and the public sphere, the developments
of the social life of the city, how Press Freedom developed, topped, and gradually
vanished. It is a story whose fascinating detail has never been unfolded before.



3 Absolutism and Press Freedom Debated

Legitimations of Absolutism in Denmark-Norway before 1770

The discussions of absolutism proved to be a main issue in the Press Freedom Period.
In this chapter, we shall present the many different new ideas intensely circulating
in the new pamphlet public on the background of a brief sketch of the state-of-the-
art of debate on Danish absolutism in the decades leading up to Press Freedom.

The new, open discussions about absolutism and about Press Freedom itself in
the Press Freedom Period must be seen in the broader context of existing concep-
tions of absolutism and political tensions in Denmark. Ever since Robert Moles-
worth’s famous Account of Denmark of 1692, Denmark-Norway’s international repu-
tation had been as a type of absolutism close to despotism — if not virtually identical
with despotism, a judgment repeated by Montesquieu in 1734.%! After the appearance
and dissemination of Montesquieu’s De I’Esprit des Loix in 1748, this debate was
opened anew. Montesquieu took care to distinguish despotism and its exercise of
unlimited, arbitrary power — as he found it e. g., in Asian empires — strongly from
current European monarchies, particularly its version in French absolutism.*? It was
true that many actual European monarchs enjoyed full sovereignty, according to
Montesquieu, but that did not make them despots, because they chose to govern in a
moderate way, within the confines of existing law, seeking some sort of informal
consent of the subjects governed, and admitting as their aim the public good of state
and people rather than personal gain. Montesqueiu’s treatise quickly became one of
the most widely read books in mid-eighteenth-century Europe, and the State Council
of Frederik V saw the importance of positioning Denmark in the new scheme of
things in a more favorable way than Molesworth’s old accusations.

Thus, in 1755 no fewer than two strong initiatives were taken by the leading no-
bleman of the Council, A. G. Moltke. One was the foundation of the above-mentioned
state-driven and state-financed journal on economic issues which was exempted
from standard pre-print censorship. It was edited by pietist theologian and top offi-
cial Erik Pontoppidan and called all interested subjects to submit their thoughts for
the improvement of economy, production, and agriculture of the double monarchy.
This formed an important, if strictly circumscribed, relaxation of pre-print censor-
ship, coming at the heels of the exemption of privileged institutions of knowledge
like the Royal Society of Science and Letters (1742) and the Sorg Academy (1747)
from censorship, to rely upon their own peer review systems instead. But Moltke

51 In his Considerations sur les causes de la grandeur des Romains et de leur decadence, see Tamm
2008.

52 It remains, of course, an open issue of discussion whether Montesquieu’s attack on oriental
despotisms also contain a concealed attack on contemporary French absolutism which might not
satisfy on all accounts Montesquieu’s requirements for law-abiding European monarchies.

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is
licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-003
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also saw the interest in painting, in the international public sphere, a more positive
and correct picture of the special kind of absolutism developed in Denmark-Norway.
This is why a small Genevan group of republican Enlightenment thinkers was estab-
lished in Copenhagen beginning in 1752, comprising André Roger, private secretary
of the Danish prime minister J. H. E. Bernstorff, the university professor Paul-Henri
Mallet, and, a couple of years later, academy of art professor and tutor of the young
Crown Prince Christian, Elie-Salomon-Francois Reverdil.>?

Mallet began publishing the journal Mercure Danois in French on Danish mat-
ters, and he was also entrusted with authoring a synthesis of Scandinavian history
based on research in the old Norse tradition: Introduction a I’Histoire de Dannemarc,
published in Copenhagen 1755 and quickly followed by the sourcebook Monumens
de la Mythologie et de la poésie des Celtes et particulierement des anciens Scandinaves
in 1756.>* Mallet articulated an analysis of the Nordic states as preserving an original
liberty stemming from the fact that they had never been subjected to the yoke of
Rome:

[I]s it not well known that the most flourishing and celebrated states of Europe owe originally
to the northern nations, whatever liberty they now enjoy, either in their constitution, or in the
spirit of their government? For although the Gothic form of government has been almost every-
where altered or abolished, have we not retained, in most things, the opinions, the customs,
the manners which that government had a tendency to produce? Is not this, in fact, the princi-
pal source of that courage, of that aversion to slavery, of that empire of honor which character-
ize in general the European nations; and of that moderation, of that easiness of access, and
peculiar attention to the rights of humanity, which so happily distinguish our sovereigns from
the inaccessible and superb tyrants of Asia?>

This idea, later dubbed “ancient constitutionalism”, came to play a central role in
the legitimation of Danish-Norwegian absolutism in the second half of the eigh-
teenth century. Original Danish monarchy had seen the kings elected by free assem-
blies of independent farmers giving rise to an age-old tradition of liberties and
rights, it was claimed, and this ancient freedom had but disappeared only because
of the growing centralization of land ownership to a small number of increasingly
powerful noblemen. In this perspective, the introduction of absolutism in Denmark-
Norway in 1660 was not at all despotic but rather had the character of reinstating
original “gothic” liberty in order to end an intermediary period in which a suppres-
sive and self-interested aristocracy had led ancient tradition astray. Such ideas if not

53 See Horstbgll 2007, also @stergaard 2014.

54 See Horstbgll 2007, 187. In Denmark at the time, also the old Baron Holberg (in his last writing,
1753) and law professor Kofod Ancher (in 1756) — later active during Press Freedom — attacked Mon-
tesquieu for not admitting unlimited or absolutist monarchy as a special category; thereby the two
attempted to exempt Denmark from implicit accusations of despotism, cf. Tamm 2008, 168-172.
55 Quoted from Horstbgll 2007, 187.
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myths of an ancient Old Norse constitutionalism of free farmers should continue to
play an important role in Denmark far into the twentieth century.>®

Following on the heels of Mallet, Roger continued the propaganda offensive and
published his Lettres sur le Dannemarc in Geneva in 1757. The letters were quickly
translated into Danish, and a German translation followed in 1758. When the book
was issued in London in 1762, it was titled The Present State of Denmark. The anony-
mous editor introduced the English translation: “A Book written concerning a
monarchic state by a republican of Geneva, will probably excite the curiosity of oth-
ers, as it has done mine”. Roger extended Mallet’s historical argument into present-
day politics. His first letter began, along the lines of Montesquieu’s concepts: “Sir, it
is doing great injustice to the constitution of this country to say it is despotic. The
monarch possesses, indeed, the sole authority; but his administration is one of the
most moderate and regular in the world. [...] If by despotism is understood unlimited
monarchy, the constitution of Denmark is certainly despotic. But this idea alone is
not what affrights your free, republican soul”. The abuses, which those Eastern
princes make of their unbound authority, would, of course, frighten a republican
soul, and with some help from Montesquieu, Roger drew “the principal lines which
mark the boundaries between monarchy and despotism; and these marks you may
easily distinguish in the government of Denmark. It is founded on a system of laws
that regulates the administration of justice in civil and criminal affairs”.>’

After thus having defended actual conditions in Denmark-Norway against accu-
sations of despotism, Roger goes on to interpret the historical introduction of unlim-
ited monarchy in Denmark-Norway, which had so scandalized Molesworth:

It is a gross mistake to imagine that the revolution of one thousand six hundred and sixty de-
stroyed the liberty of a kingdom which had hitherto been free. Liberty, properly speaking, was
known only to the nobility; [...] Hence you may conclude, that the revolution which deprived
the nobility of such odious exemptions, in fact did nothing more than change the principles of
a vicious aristocracy into those of a well-regulated monarchy.

Again, stable monarchism had, by the introduction of absolutism in 1660, replaced
the earlier evils of aristocratic, unbalanced monarchism, according to the interpreta-
tion of Roger and his sources. Mallet’s and Roger’s combined efforts established an
interpretation which went directly against that of Molesworth to whom the year 1660
had marked, quite on the contrary, the lamentable introduction of despotism to end
the traditional liberties of Denmark-Norway, as the estates handed over power to an
absolutist, that is, despotic sovereign.

Thus, the Danish State Council pursued a detailed propaganda policy campaign,
during the 1750 and 1760s, to establish the idea that Danish absolutism had abso-
lutely nothing to do with despotism. Rather, it was built on a long-rooted, special

56 See Evju 2019.
57 Horstbgll 2007, 176.
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understanding if not a pact between the people, the estates, and the sovereign, so
that the latter strove to put his unrestricted power to use in the interest of public
good. Danish authors like Sneedorf, Rothe, and Suhm further supported this idea of
a patriotic absolutism obliging regent as well as people to collaborate for the father-
land.*®

This propaganda formed the backcloth to the important political disagreement
in the Danish elite, developing through the 1760 up to the 1770 seizure of power by
Struensee and his elite backing group primarily based in the military top. In prac-
tice, absolutism in Denmark-Norway had, during the reign of Frederik V, acquired
the shape that the King ruled through a State Council consisting of experienced no-
blemen like Moltke, Bernstorff, Thott, Schimmelmann, and Reventlow.

During the 1760s, as we have heard, an important group in the top of the mili-
tary had developed quite alternative ideas as to how sovereign rule ought to be con-
ducted. In 1761, Denmark-Norway and Russia were on the brink of war, and the ex-
perienced French general C.L. de Saint-Germain was hired to reorganize the old-
fashioned Danish army. He had served in a number of international wars where he
had established close contacts with leading Danish officers such as P.E. Gahler,
H.W. Schmettau, F. Numsen, and C. Lohenskiold. This faction at the top of the
army, however, grew increasingly weary with policies emerging from the State Coun-
cil.

Radicalizing the lines in the new Swiss rearticulation of the self-understanding
of Danish absolutism, they saw the State Council as an illegitimate encroachment of
the high nobility on the unlimited sovereignty of the King, abusing the Council to
further their own vested interests. Applying the ancient constitutionalism of the
Swiss republicans in Copenhagen to present times, Saint-Germain and Gahler saw a
strong presence of noblemen in the government as a fatal deviation from true royal
sovereignty. Instead, they took inspiration by Frederick the Great’s rule of Prussia by
means of direct Cabinet Orders from the King to the relevant state organs, without
any intermediary council of noblemen, but rather advised by invited Enlightenment
philosophers like La Mettrie, Voltaire, or Maupertuis. The young Crown Prince Chris-
tian, from 1766 King Christian VII, had acquired a reputation as an intelligent and
quick-witted adherent of Enlightenment principles, and the Saint-Germain group
saw an immediate perspective in emancipating him from being smothered by a State
Council, in order to acquire full sovereignty and replace current “aristocracy and an-
archy”, in Gihler’s words.”® Current administration was, to them, characterized by
arbitrariness, sloppiness, corruption, the lack of clear principles and rational divi-
sion of labor. Simultaneously, they increasingly grew dissatisfied with Bernstorff’s

58 Sneedorff 1757; Rothe 1759; Suhm 1762.

59 See Koch 1894-1895, 72. The ideas of the group in its later period are well documented in the
vast collection of letters to Gahler appearing among the papers of the Inquisition Commission
against Struensee, see Hansen 1927-1941.
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ongoing appeasement of Denmark-Norway vis-a-vis Russia, if not the direct subjec-
tion of Denmark-Norway under Russia’s sphere of influence. Also, on central politi-
cal issues, these top generals took a view of sovereignty more in the direction of en-
lightened or opinion-guided absolutism.

Instead of a governing State Council of noblemen, they envisaged a sort of
merely counseling body of advisors subordinated to the royal Cabinet, with repre-
sentatives not only from the nobility, but from all estates. With respect to commerce,
they argued in the direction of free trade rather than mercantilism. And with respect
to the increasingly pressing issue of the peasantry and their slave-like position of
corvée under the Danish landed nobility, they supported, as did the above-men-
tioned Swiss teacher of the Crown Prince, Reverdil, the liberation of peasants from
forced labor, also for economic reasons, as they expected free peasants to constitute
a better asset for improving agricultural production output. In the swiftly changing
political winds of the 1760s, Saint-Germain was dismissed as head of the Danish-
Norwegian army no less than twice, in early 1766 and late 1767, but he remained on
Danish salary while back in France, and he continued an intense correspondance
with Gadhler and, a bit later, another top officer, count Rantzau-Ascheberg, on the
need for reformation of Danish politics. Saint-Germain, as field marshal, was the
nominally militarily superior of the group, but much points to the fact that the real
driving force in the planning and execution of reforms was Géhler.®® When their no-
ble opponents grasped the opportunity to sack Saint-Germain immediately after
Christian VII’s ascension to the throne, Gdhler was also dismissed. In 1767, the group
again rose to enjoy royal favor, now finding themselves in a position close to realiz-
ing their ambitious political goals, but late in the year, they fell from grace again,
probably due to Bernstorff and increased pressure from the strong Russian envoy
Caspar von Saldern. Thus, Saint-Germain, Rantzau, Reverdil and Gortz were dis-
missed, seemingly as a sort of bargain connected to the long-awaited ratification of
the Russian-Danish treatise on the Holstein Estate Exchange in October. This time,
however, Gdhler managed to stay to assume top positions of the army from where he
strove to continue reform, and the two remained in a close mail contact soon also
including Rantzau.

So, when Rantzau’s old friend from Altona, the physician J. F. Struensee, unex-
pectedly rose to become the King’s personal favorite during 1768 and 1769, the party
of the generals began backing him as their representative at court in order to facili-
tate their program for reform of absolutism, “la bonne cause”, as they called it. In
their intense correspondence ripe with allusions and code names for central per-
sons, Struensee went under the label of “Le Silencieux”, the tacit one, silently
machinating at court.®! In early 1770, the plot began to thicken; during summer, the

60 Cf. Bech 1979-1984 and Danstrup 1947-1949.
61 Gahler’s correspondence constitutes the majority of the five-volume publication of documents of
the 1772 Inquisition Commission (Hansen 1927-1941, vols. III-V) but apparently, this massive body
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“Cabale” — the conspiracy — was ready, meeting in Holstein during the court’s sum-
mer stay there, and by 14 September, Struensee introduced Cabinet rule with the first
two pieces of legislation that bear his mark, the introduction of press freedom and a
general meritocratic admonition that offices and honors should, from now on, be
given for efforts, merits, and results, not based on rank or title. Soon after, the State
Council was purged, with the old noblemen replaced by top officers like Gdhler and
Rantzau, and not much later the Council was dismantled completely in December
1770. Gahler, in particular, went on to become Struensee’s top official and prepared,
in detail, many of Struensee’s political initiatives. Saint-Germain followed the devel-
opments at a distance, corresponding with Gahler, thus, in a letter of 6 October 1770,
he outlined the main set of principles he advised the new government to adhere t0.%?
This radical change in Danish absolutist rule thus formed the very gateway to the

of evidence was not of much use during the court case in which Géahler denied any complicity, and
he avoided any more severe penalty. He was sacked from his positions and banished, with his wife,
to Holstein in June 1772.

62 The letter, see Danske Magazin 5.111, 1897, L. Koch “Breve fra Slutningen af det 18 Aarhundrede”,
1-71, here: 38-40. Koch 1894-1895 calls this letter a virtual program for the Struensee government
(73), and it does indeed read as a blueprint for its particular version of enlightened absolutism.
Saint-Germain’s advice takes care to begin with a rejection of the claim of the losing noble party
that his real goal would be despotism. He goes on to warn his Copenhagen accomplices that victory
is not yet won, insisting that the throne must never be left out of sight. The ongoing hiring of new
officials must involve honest men only who should be hired on capacities, never on name or rep-
utation so that, if necessary, even the youngest applicant of all must be chosen if he proves to be the
better. Everybody should have access to the King, but in writing only; nobody may have the pos-
sibility for conversing with the King and leading him astray. False complaints to the King should be
punished. It is of utmost importance “d’establir des lois et des régles sur tous les objets”, to estab-
lish laws and rules about everything, and they should be so general that no exceptions or pardons
would be necessary - that is, rule of law. Members of the Council must not be leaders of colleges
(ministries), in that case, they would be the judges of cases in which they themselves are parts. The
Council must not meet and reach any agreement before meeting with the King; its activities should
be preparatory and advisory only, and every single member should utter his own opinion. In prac-
tice, in Saint-Germain’s advice, the existing powers of the Council would all be abolished. All
perquisites must be abandoned and a revision commission for state finances erected. Ministers
should consistently implement the King’s orders; the colleges should not form centers of their
own political initiatives. No titles should exist but descriptions of offices — empty titles, however,
could be sold off to vain noblemen. Peasants could buy their liberty from the King - the idea of a
sort of win-win deal between court and peasantry, short-circuiting the nobility. Finally, as if with a
strange prescience, Saint-Germain warns the new government that the main target of their enemies
in the now vanquished noble party is going be Caroline Matilda, and he strongly admonishes G&dhler
that they should do all in their might to protect “this good Queen”.

An important feature absent from Saint-Germain’s advice, however, is Press Freedom, even though
it had been introduced just a few weeks before his letter. In the parallel voluminous Gédhler-Rantzau
correspondence (Hansen 1927-41 vol. V), however, Press Freedom also does not play any central
role. Much points to the fact that while Struensee’s policies developed further the schemes of the
generals, Press Freedom was his personal pet addition to their plans.
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Press Freedom Period — as well as to the debates over absolutism now acquiring a
freer and more voluminous space to make themselves heard.

Variants of Absolutism in the Press Freedom Writings — Bie and
Brun

In the definitive kickstart of early Press Freedom in December 1770, J.C. Bie’s
pseudonymous Philopatreias pamphlet, the support to end aristocratic State Council
rule is unanimous. Taking his departure in the common complaints about rising
grain and flour prices under the headline of “On the dear Times, and Decay of
Trade”, Bie accused the high nobility of keeping grain away from the market in order
to increase prices, and he continued to scold the general danger of self-interest in
politics. If private interests in the government achieve access to shaping the condi-
tions of trade, “then permissions and prohibitions will be fashioned after their own
advantages, but the commonwealth must pay. Ministers should remain ministers
and tradesmen remain tradesmen, if not, the former will become all-powerful and
the latter will become beggars. — This is one of the most important reasons behind
the extravagant level of grain-prices.”®

Thus, Bie’s complaint over scarcity and its root causes leads directly into an at-
tack on the traditional presence of large landowners in the government and thus,
indirectly, to a support to Struensee’s new transfer of power from State Council to
Cabinet rule. So, the Saint-Germain group’s alternative structuration of absolutism
would find quick support in influential Press Freedom Writings.

Martin Brun, the most prolific pamphleteer of all, in his massive output of pam-
phlets in 1771, did not articulate any unified doctrine of absolutist government in
writings specializing on this issue, but still, via the many digressions, diatribes, and
genre experiments that became his hallmark, it is possible to piece together a ver-
sion of opinion-guided absolutism with a strong presence in the new pamphlet mar-
ket. We shall later hear about Brun’s ambiguous fascination with atheism and mate-
rialism in his roles as Ole the Smith and observant Greenlanders, and assuming the
role of Jeppe the Watchman in January 1771, Brun ventured directly into politics. In
“Jeppe the Watchman’s Observations on State and the Common Good, gathered dur-
ing his Night-Watch in the Year 1771”,%* Jeppe celebrates Press Freedom, but quickly
continues into an attack on the learned: there are far too many students at the uni-
versity, there will not be work for all of them, and Jeppe also despises the skepticism

63 [J.C. Bie], “Philopatreias trende Anmeerkninger. 1 Om de dyre Tider og Handelens Svaghed. 2
Om Rettergang. 3 Om Geistlighedens Indkomster”, Sorg 1770: Lindgren/]. G. Rothe, (Dec. 11 1770),
10.

64 [Martin Brun], Jeppe Veegters Betragtninger over Staten og det almindelige Beste, samlede paa
hans Natte-Vagt i Aaret 1771, Copenhagen: Nr. 8 paa Bgrsen, 1771 (29 January 1771).
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which he sees emanating from their studies: “[W]hat the heck is the use of dissecting
flies? I also know that many preposterous and pernicious scholars, all of these Ister-
Brothers, just like Atheists, Deists, Naturalists, Egoists, Idealists, Materialists,
Pyrrhonists and a hell of a lot more. Ole the Smith has told me that these Pyrhonists
doubt everything.” (8). The identification of a long series of Enlightenment positions
as “isters” (Danish “ister” also meaning intestinal fat) makes of all of them versions
of skepticists, but Jeppe is no skepticist, he could not possibly doubt a house on fire
when he sees one. Even if skeptical against skepticists, Jeppe immediately turns to
his own political program in six points: 1) all guilds should be abolished; 2) aca-
demic lectures should be given in the native language of the country; 3) all religions
should be tolerated; 4) no strong or harmful drinks must be sold — they are much
more dangerous than atheism; 5) nobody may study who does not possess his own
means of living; 6) nobody should be despised as bastard children — you do not
chose your own parents. The overall layout of Jeppe’s ideas points to reforming abso-
lutism in a liberal direction with freedom of the press, of occupation, faith, and civil
status.

Later in the spring of 1771, Brun’s preoccupation with politics increasingly ap-
proached the issue of the partitions of society in estates and classes to focus upon
the very execution of government. Two further craftsman aliases gave Brun free rein
to express more detailed political criticism: Simon the Shoemaker and Sgren the
Painter. They are no longer narrators, however, rather guides which give the narrat-
ing voice access to magical objects furnishing direct overviews of details of the
world - the mountaineer’s Magic Mirror of Scania, and the Dream Cabinets of North
Scotland, respectively.® The Magic Mirror has many sophisticated grindings and
facets which give access to see all sorts of secrets in the world: a State Council de-
ceiving a king to raise taxes; a general staff giving wine and beautiful equipages to
the officers but mouldy bread and water only for the foot-soldiers; a clerical council
deciding that 125,000 persons should be burned as heretics, only because they wish
to enlighten the people and cut priestly salaries — an indirect reference to Bie’s
Philopatreias.

In short, the Magic Mirror reveals all sorts of political malpractice: war, criminal
judges, lazy professors, the animal cruelty of hunters. Also, the Danish slaveholding
plantation economy in the West Indies is attacked: the mountaineer shows Simon
how the Blacks are tortured by the Blanks (the whites), and he explains the reason:
Whites believe that Blacks have no soul. Simon has a competing explanation,
though: “No, it comes from the fact that the existing Blanks are, to a large degree,
but the scum of all nations, people without principles, morality and humanity, and

65 [Martin Brun], Bierg-Mandens Speyl i Skaane, proberet og beskreven af Simon Skoeflikker, Copen-
hagen: Nr. 8 paa Bgrsen, 1771 (4 February 1771); and [Martin Brun], Den forundelige og over al Verden
bergmte og navnkundige Dromme-Sahle i Norre Skotland beskreven af Seren Mahler-Svend, Copen-
hagen: L. N. Svare, 1771 (19 March 1771).
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whose entire religion consists in grimaces and phrases memorized”. Blanks going to
the colonies are the scum of the earth. The finance minister of Denmark, both before,
under, and after the Struensee government was count Heinrich von Schimmelmann
who owed parts of his riches to sugar plantations in the Danish West Indies (now the
US Virgin Islands), so Simon’s critical observations on slavery hid a vicious attack
on the government top.

Simon also addresses antisemitism — he sees in the Mirror a lot of Caananites
who say: all of the world despises us because we cheat people, but we are forced to
do so because of the special taxes levied on us. Simon also views in the Mirror a large
council of doctors, priests, and monks attacking Press Freedom: “We must really
take care, a thick, phlegmatic Father yelled, that Press Freedom be abolished. The
others sighed, for as they knew the King was wise, they doubted the realization of
this proposal which they so dearly wished for”. The dream cabinet easily makes
Brun appear as a radical political Enlightener, but the conclusion seeks to secure
that he should not be taken as an outright, dangerous Freethinker. His final glance
in the Magic Mirror shows a congregation of Freethinkers, bent on demolishing all
religion and morality until they are attacked by a storm and swallowed by an abyss.

The Dream Cabinet follows a similar scheme. Here, dreams in the special cabinet
give access to hidden truths, and Sgren dreams about the Temple of Honor where he
is surprised to find no princes, only a dry philosopher, a poor satirist, and a hungry
poet. He finds Homer, La Fontaine, the Danish Spectator journal and the Norwegian
poet C. B. Tullin. Poets and thinkers, even if poor, thus have more rightful access to
honor than grain speculators and magistrate members who try, in vain, to use their
gold to buy themselves access to the Temple. Finally, Sgren observes in his dream a
heap of bad writings, jealous pamphlets, self-interested projects, libel, Spinozist and
Machiavellist writings, etc. In that stinking heap, Sgren also notices financial writ-
ings to prove that the nobility should have everything and the people nothing. In
many Press Freedom Writings, a new liberty to attack the political role of the nobility
is palpable, and such attacks even became a sort of fashion. The magic objects in
these pamphlets give Brun’s narrators access to reveal a long series of secret, illegiti-
mate political activities to be attacked. These pamphlets conspiratorially give the
reader access, on a general level, to insight in many different types of actors in the
political world and their more or less despicable, clandestine activities.

The next step to Brun was to open his pamphlets to concerts of different voices
in a sort of mise-en-scéne of opinion-guided absolutism where the concerns of differ-
ent estates and social groups are heard. In particular, Brun stresses the importance
of hearing also the lower estates. It may take place allegorically, as in pamphlets
about the conversations between the coffeepot, the teapot, and the chamberpot, or
between the windowpane and the lead.® It may also take place more literally, as in

66 [Martin Brun], Samtale imellem Kaffekanden og Thepotten samt Kammerpotten. Skrevet i Fryse-
Maaneden, Copenhagen: Borups Efterl., 1771 (6 March 1771), and [Martin Brun], En splinter nye Sam-
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writings about princes being advised by different popular representatives.®’ In the
conversation between the three pots, criticism is voiced against the coffeepot, repre-
senting affected upper-class behaviors in fine salons. Brun’s sympathy is evidently
with the simple, overlooked but indispensable chamber pot, while the coffee pot is a
snob, praising itself for passing around among the fine hands of socialites and facili-
tating their possibility to express themselves. Tea is a less socially distinguished
drink and represents a simpler level of social stratification and the teapot tends, dur-
ing the text, to side more and more with the chamber pot who claims that it is no
less touched by the white hands of the fairest of ladies than the arrogant coffeepot
who is really but a simple servant. The equal status of pots — that is, social groups —
across social stratification is Brun’s implied conclusion.

The conversation between the pane and the lead framing the panes repeats the
same structure with the self-confident glass and its subordinate but necessary lead
fittings. Both parts of the window, however, claim to be overlooked and actually
compete for the victim position: the pane gives access to light but is overlooked in
the process, while the lead keeping up the panes is not even recognized. So, in Brun,
both higher and lower social strata may resort to victim strategies. From there, the
two discussants venture into international politics. The lead has heard that the Turk
is planning a war with many casualties and ironically adds: “Christians never think
like that”. It continues, geopolitically, that the King of Persia ought to attack the
Turk who would then find himself surrounded by the Russians. So, the lead takes
the perspective of Denmark’s ally, Russia. The pane agrees and finds that Turkey
should be divided amongst the European nations and envisages a comprehensive
redrawing of the overall map of Europe. Ever since the introduction of organized
censorship in 1537, some of the utterances most often subjected to state persecution
had been comments on international politics which were conceived of as immedi-
ately dangerous to king and state. As often in Brun, the pamphlet terminates in an
almost deifying celebration of King Christian, of his wisdom, power, grace, wit, and
intelligence — the lead even finds it would require no less than a Danish Voltaire to
fittingly praise his majesty’s greatness. Seemingly, Brun flattered himself to be in
that position as a writer. In this pamphlet, Press Freedom all of a sudden makes pos-
sible free public comments upon foreign powers and international politics — over-
looked social groups now partaking in opinion-guided absolutism advising the
King’s policies.

tale imellem Vindues-Ruden og Blyet til deres Nytte og Forngyelse som kan laese og taenke, Copen-
hagen: Nr. 8 paa Bearsen, 1771 (4 March 1771),

67 [Martin Brun], En Samtale holden i Niels Klims Rige, imellem Kejser Klim selv, nogle af Ministerne,
en Borger,en Bonde og Klims Hofnar, Copenhagen: no printer indicated, 1771 (8 April 1771), and
[Martin Brun], Samtale imellem en ejegod, viis og stor Fyrste og en Minister, Borger, Bonde, Philosoph,
Professor, Kisbmand og Krigsmand angaaende Finantserne, Handelen, Laugene, Krigsmagten til
Lands og Vands, Laerdommens Udbredelse, Agerdyrkningen og de dyre Tider. Til alle Staenders falles
Velfeerd og Lyksalighed, Copenhagen: no printer indicated, 1771 (10 April 1771)
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Fig. 9: Martin Brun’s dialogue between the coffee pot, the tea pot, and the chamber pot satirized
the relations between different social strata. On the title page, the distinguished coffee pot passes
around among the hands of the refined party while the tea pot is left unused on the table and the
unwelcome chamber pot takes the naughty corner behind the conversing company. [Martin Brun]
The Conversation between the Coffee Pot, the Tea Pot, and the Chamber Pot, 1771. © Royal Danish
Library.
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A further, almost parliamentarian step is taken in two utopian, princely conversa-
tions from the spring of 1771. In the conversation between Emperor Klim (the name
borrowed from Danish playwright Ludvig Holberg’s Gulliverian 1741 novel about
Niels Klim and his subterranean travels) and his ministers, a burgher, a peasant, and
his jester. The latter selects the themes: bribery, cultivation of foreign mores, and
the imports of luxury have led to poverty of the prince as well as his people. An indi-
rect attack on the sacked foreign minister Bernstorff gives room for a rare direct
praise of Struensee: “[A] stranger at the emperor’s court, more patriot than the Bern-
stone, took upon himself to defend our case” (5). This gives room for a quick ping-
pong among representatives, and the burgher democratically concludes: No single
human can know all truths, which is why everybody must be heard: “All estates in
conjunction could discover everything. The nobility and the learned might know the
most, but they only rarely have occasion to be informed about the smallest condi-
tions of things, and those who know are only those who suffer from those condi-
tions, ordinary so-called mob and ordinary people who can neither read, write nor
speak” (13). The burgher articulates the germ of a theory of the public sphere: all
estates, even the mob, must be involved in the public, for only people themselves
know about the people’s grievances and can bring them to the attention of the king.
Dialogue proceeds and all the represented groups bring forth reasonable points of
complaint; none of them appears as foolish, self-revealing figures. So, the Prince
should be enlightened not only by expert advice from top officials and nobles, but
particularly by an open debate involving all social levels of society. The pamphlet is
simply opinion-guided absolutism idealized.

The same structure is repeated in Brun’s next pamphlet, now a wise Prince faces
a minister, burgher, peasant, philosopher, merchant, and officer, and they address
general political issues such as trade, guilds, war, learning, agriculture, and
scarcity. Here, however, real disagreements among the proponents begin to pop up.
The Prince admits he is a mere mortal without omnipotence nor omniscience who
therefore is in need of advice from all of his people, and he declares himself willing
to learn. That is what Press Freedom is for — the pamphlet directly motivating Press
Freedom in the framework of opinion-guided absolutism. Here, a beginning nation-
alism is palpable: now Struensee is attacked for inviting strangers to court, and
Saint-Germain for his military reforms, even if none of them is mentioned by name.
Interestingly, it is the philosopher promoting the liberalization of economy and the
abolishment of guilds, arguing from the natural right of every human to work in the
way it suits him or her the better, while the burgher counters with his fears that the
consequence would be wild competition where everybody would tear the flesh out
of each other’s mouths. The philosopher is the economic free-market liberalist, not
the tradesman. Finally, all representatives join in a poetic chorus celebrating the en-
lightened Prince, each in their particular genre and meter. Compared to the first
“parliamentarian” pamphlet, the second one realizes that the different social groups
not only harmoniously participate in throwing light upon unseen social problems,
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but that they may also articulate different and even opposing interests and ideolo-
gies in a war of words against each other. Brun realizes that Press Freedom and opin-
ion-governed absolutism is not only a harmonious tea party, but rather opens the
door to public social strife.

In such pamphlets, Brun directly idealizes and popularizes circulating ideas
about enlightened absolutism informed by open and diverse public opinion — with a
particular emphasis on the introduction of hitherto overlooked social strata into the
debate. It is interesting how Brun, in complete parallel with such enlightenment eu-
logies, simultaneously continues his judgmental attacks on Copenhagen sexual
morality, bordering on prudery (see Chapter 9). A large degree of Enlightenment lib-
eralism in politics did not necessarily go hand in hand with any sort of libertarian
approach to affected social behavior, not to speak of sexual licence.

Bynch — A Statesman in Prison

Brun should, to a large degree, turn down the volume for his social and political
criticism after the January 1772 coup, but his fellow provocateur of the “Golden Year
of the Press” 1771, Josias Bynch, displayed less such caution. Initially, he was caught
red-handed. Three days before the coup, unknowingly, he published the first vol-
ume of a new periodical called “Den paaseende Bias” (The Observant Bias, after an
ancient Greek sage).%® It contained a sketch of a theory of satire accompanied by a
satire example in which a certain regent named Klaudius inherits a bankrupt coun-
try from his father, tours the city with the prostitute daughter of a sock salesman
and gives his power away to his barber. This was a wicked and easily decodable
satire of Christian VII who had indeed inherited a state deficit from Frederik V,
toured the public houses with his mistress Boots-Catherine and was now sharing
power with his physician. Bynch must have woken up to a literal shock on the morn-
ing of 17 January to hear about the arrests, not only of Brandt, Struensee, and the
Queen, but also some 15 of Struensee’s top officials. Nobody knew who might be
next. Bynch’s panic is palbable in the next issue of his journal which was on sale
only a week later, now with a breathless celebration of King Christian who is praised
for almost single-handedly to have revealed his false friends and advisors at court
and had them arrested.®® This shameless concoction of faked royalism was the be-
ginning of Bynch earning the nickname of “Vendekaabe” — turncoat — and during
the year 1772, he emerged as a main public scapegoat for the new post-coup regime.
After Suhm’s brief “To the King” pamphlet appeared three days after Bynch’s Bias
no. 2, Bynch further tried to repair his reputation with a lengthy, pedantic, and
byzantine criticism of Suhm’s initiative, with Bynch priding himself of jumping to

68 [J.L. Bynch], Den paaseende Bias, no. 1, Copenhagen, no printer indicated, 14 January 1772.
69 [J.L. Bynch], Den paaseende Bias, no. 2, Copenhagen, no printer indicated, 24 January 1772.
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the King’s defense against Suhm’s didactic imperatives.”® Also, this effort failed to
convince, and in an evil, anonymous pamphlet in February, a certain “S” — probably
the priest Schgnheyder of the Trinitatis Church, close to the new regime — directed a
counterattack at Bynch, sowing doubt about the reality of his new-found royalism,
implying he had really been a Struensee admirer all along, finally to indicate he
might soon end up in prison.”! Publishing anonymously, the pamphleteer nonethe-
less seemed to be known by Bynch, who probably realized that from a person close
to the new regime, rattling the prison keys might be no empty threat. Bynch again
tried to come back with a new pamphlet directly addressing the King, and now bor-
rowing many of the points of Suhm’s short pamphlet which had, in the meantime,
proved excessively popular (see below).”

Fig. 10: Among the infamous achievements of young Christian VIl were his excesses of 1767 when
he was touring the city with prostitute Anne Katrine Benthagen, known as Boots-Catherine. It was a
well-known affair among Copenhageners, but it proved particularly unwise for Bynch to root around
these events, attacking the King only a few days before the 17 January coup. Anne Katrine Bentha-
gen, painting by unknown, ca. 1765. © Museum of Copenhagen.

70 [J.L. Bynch], De Retsindiges Kritik over Hr. Conferentsraad Peter Friderich Suhms Moraler til Kon-
gen. Opsat, efter manges Begiering af en Veldemmende, Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1772 (21 February
1772).

71 [J. C. Schenheyder], Erindringer ved den Veldommendes Kritik over Suhms Moraler. Af den Gien-
nemleaesende, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1772 (26 February 1772).

72 [J.L. Bynch], Brev til Kongen paa alle Underdanernes vegne. Af B, Copenhagen: J. R. Thiele, 1772
(1 April 1772).
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After the execution of Brandt and Struensee on 28 April, there seems to have been
something of a turn in the volatile Copenhagen atmosphere. Hostility against the
two Counts began to lessen, and after the publication of the verdicts against them in
May, everybody could see that no evidence at all had been found for the many terri-
ble plans ascribed to Struensee by the “Fermentation” city rumors only a few months
earlier: claiming the sovereign throne for the Queen or even for himself, accompa-
nied by a bloodbath on Struensee opponents in the streets of Copenhagen. Simulta-
neously, the majority of arrested Struensee allies were released through May and
June, some banished to remote parts of the realm but only one — Falkenskiold - fac-
ing a severe punishment, indefinite incarceration on the islet Munkholm in Norway.
In this gradual change of climate, Bynch seems to have recovered some of his old
bravado. He quickly initiated a new periodical, The Statesman, immediately followed
by another, The Anti-Statesman.”® Both were anonymous, but behind the pen names
of the contributors to the periodicals, Bynch was the only writer. The former journal
presented Bynch’s own political analysis of absolutism, the latter added a parody of
a despotic counter-position appearing as incoherent. This double strategy allowed
for Bynch to present his philosophy of state.

The Statesman vol. 1 presented the journal’s three alleged contributors, a noble-
man, a burgher, and a student — an estate pluralism reminiscent of Brun. It was
probably the portrait of the burgher named “Philopolis” — lover of the city — how-
ever, which would soon cause Bynch new trouble:

He bears no hatred to the executed ministers of state. He has not been a member of those soci-
eties which constituted the new State Council after the arrest of Struensee, also not in that
Commission which, without law or sentence, outlined the height and breadth of the scaffold.
His private economy is a miniature of what state government ought to be on a larger scale.
Titles and orders he regards as female finery which may as easily be begged for by an unwor-
thy as it may be deserved by a worthy, and as something which has, in no day and age, been
the mark of lofty souls. (7-8)

It proved too much for the new regime to read such blatant neutrality regarding the
guilt of the two bedeviled Counts, accompanied by a delegitimization of the commis-
sion sentencing them and the support to a Struenseean disregard for titles and her-
aldry. Issue no. 2 gives more of the idea of Bynch’s general political position, which
is hardly original nor very precise: “Make your state as perfect as possible and as
happy as convenient”. The regent should not favor any person nor estate. In the
passing, the answer to a staple question of the Press Freedom period is promised in
a later issue of The Statesman: “The answer to the question of whether nobility is
useless and often harmful in a state as well as determination of which transforma-
tion the state must undergo if nobility was canceled and reduced to meritorious per-

73 [J.L. Bynch], Statsmanden et Ugeblad, No. 1-2, Copenhagen, no printer indicated. No. 1: 17 June
1772; No. 2: 24 June 1772; [J. L. Bynch], Anti-Statsmanden, No. 1-3, Copenhagen, no printer indicated.
No. 1-2: 1 July 1772; No. 3: 3 July 1772.
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sons only, this will be answered by our Burgher in a coming issue” (10) — not leav-
ing, however, much doubt in the reader as to which direction The Statesman’s an-
swer would take. The overall theory of absolutism presented by the periodical is or-
ganic and anti-aristocratic: a balance between estates should secure that the body of
the state remain sound; the regent must not be surrounded by hypocrites (read: no-
bles) but knowledgeable men only; he should wage war for defense only, keep at
bay the lethal illness of civil war, he must “with united forces cultivate peace, dili-
gence, order, obedience, and the arts”. (13) Significantly, Bynch does not at all refer
to religion nor churches but rather to norms deriving from uniting rights of nature,
morality, and reason. The Statesman articulates a simple version of the moderate En-
lightenment utopia of enlightened absolutism, exploiting classic metaphors like the
state as a body or as a household governed by a wise patriarch and with no apparent
role for religion in politics. Speaking of natural rights instead of the Lex Regia doc-
trine about the divinity of the anointed, absolutist regent, however, probably also
did not please the new regime.

In parallel to the two issues of The Statesman, three issues of The Anti-Statesman
appeared through June and early July. It presented, as mentioned, a parody of argu-
ments against those of The Statesman. It asks, rhetorically, “Could wit subdue self-
assertion? — Could honesty drive out self-interest from the world? — Could modesty
and meekness close the mouth of the shifty, the jealous, and the sullen? — No!” (1)
The Anti-Statesman is skeptical of what is portrayed as a naive Enlightenment con-
ception of humanity and celebrates a negative anthropology in which self-interest,
envy, and contrariety are ineradicable properties in human beings. The Anti-States-
man celebrates the events of the Great Clean-Up Party just after the coup and its
rightful revengefulness against Struensee and his assumed associates the prosti-
tutes. It is evil of The Statesman to characterize information about the coup as mere
“fairytales” and attack the priestly sermon campaign after the coup where the rele-
vant acts of treason were revealed. Or would the Statesman really go so far as to pro-
hibit the clergy from speaking until after the public sentences of the prisoners? The
Anti-Statesman tears the patriotic mask of the face of the Statesman and does not
yield from accusing the Statesman of complicity in treason.

In a vertiginous gamble, Bynch actually now represents Schgnheyder’s attack
against himself in February in the mouth of the Anti-Statesman as a parody. The
Anti-Statesman goes on to compare the Statesman with an official who he acciden-
tally overheard saying evidently crazy and harmful sentences such as: “Struensee
had straightened up state finances, he had no means in foreign banks, and the sums
he sent there were in order to pay state debt. He had secured provisions of grain. He
had weakened and hamstrung the wings of nobility. He would not appear as unim-
portant to posterity as he was now hated by our patriots”. Bynch obviously held a
disguised sympathy for such utterances which he dared present here only with so to
speak double subsidiarity: as one fictive person’s critical resumé of another fictive
person’s claims. Using the Anti-Statesman as a mouthpiece, Bynch thus gives a por-
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trait of the negative of his own political ideal of enlightened absolutism. To the Anti-
Statesman, despotism should be preferred, for people actually want to be under a
yoke, all princes are egoists and must conceal this from their subjects, they must
wage cruel wars, they want to enjoy awe and fear from their subjects rather than es-
teem, and they should surround themselves with concurring hypocrites. The Anti-
Statesman appears as an avowed Machiavellian realist as to despotic politics. To the
Anti-Statesman, the political Enlightenment utopia of the Statesman is but compara-
ble to dreamy Swedenborgian spiritualism. Swedenborg was a Swedish pietist-in-
spired mystic and the inventor of spiritism — a staple reference during Press Freedom
and here mocked for his claimed access to the world of spirits. Why, asks the Anti-
Statesman, would the Statesman take away from the King his sweetest consolation
in tough times in the shape of a favorite friend by whom he can rest his weary head?
Indirectly, Bynch here accuses the top of the new government not only for despotic
Machiavellianism, but of assuming a position similar to Struensee, as the King’s fa-
vorite, if not dictator.

Bynch’s double periodical initiative of the summer of 1772 forms a rare example
among the Press Freedom Writings of political audacity after the January coup. Most
other pamphleteers had realized that the time of free political criticism was now
waning. Bynch’s initiative simultaneously illustrates that in this period, assessments
and claims about the character of sovereignty and absolutism had inevitably become
tied up with the interpretation of what had happened during the Struensee period.
Bynch'’s version of enlightened absolutism immediately called for comparisons with
what Denmark-Norway had just seen during the reign of Struensee, and it was for
that reason that Bynch tried to combine his Anti-Statesman portrayal of a cynical
Machiavellian state vision with characteristics of the coup government such as con-
tinued support for royal favorites, criticism of courtly ceremonies and attacks on the
divine status of the absolutist King. This was deliberately muddying the political wa-
ters and attempting to make the coup government seem hypocritical.

Finally, and surprisingly, Bynch takes the step of revealing that both of his Anti/
Statesmen were just artificial positions, fashioned out of old books, a sort of ideal
types of intellectual history. This was probably an attempt to take the blow out of a
possible counterattack from the new government by admitting the whole double-pe-
riodical stunt as an elaborated, speculative fiction, if not a joke. If that was his inten-
tion, however, Bynch sadly failed. Hereditary Prince Frederik had, after the coup,
assumed the leadership of the reformed State Council in February, and he had a fit
of rage as he discovered the existence of The Statesman in June. He went directly to
the new police director Faedder, without going through the Danish Chancellery, and
gave him the blunt order to immediately stop the periodical. Not long afterwards, as
he saw the Anti-Statesman advertised, Prince Frederik pushed again, and Fzaedder re-
acted by giving Bynch a fine of 50 rix-dollars. This was far above the economic pow-
ers of a failed student, and Bynch, humiliated, had to accept the substitute punish-
ment of two weeks imprisonment on bread and water in the townhouse arrest on
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Gammeltorv in the city center. It was no long incarceration, but it is obvious from
the reactions of Bynch and other pamphleteers that the social degradation and loss
of reputation in a prison term outweighed by far the pains of the actual confinement.
Furthermore, this led not only to the final, decisive public revelation of Bynch’s
identity and his authorship, but also to several pathetic, whining publications from
the incarcerated Bynch.”* He now chose to apologize for his spring attack on Suhm
and pledged for charity so he could escape abroad. Adding insult to injury, this gave
rise to an ensuing pamphlet shitstorm against him during the late summer, particu-
larly ridiculing his changing views of Suhm, who never bothered to answer Bynch’s
many writings on him. This finally established his nickname of “Paul Wen-
dekaabe” — Paul the Turncoat. Bynch now appeared as a broken man. From this
nadir, few probably expected Bynch to recover.

Somewhat surprisingly, however, he re-emerged three months later with a new,
clerical periodical initiative in November, as cocky as ever (see chapter 6). But, as
the fate of his political double periodical of June-July served to demonstrate, if you
did not exactly enjoy the prominence of a Suhm, it was no longer time for celebrat-
ing Enlightened Absolutism in any form or shape. Guldberg, one of the discreet
strongmen of the new coup government, was said — by his own son — to be a man of
1660, that is, a supporter of classic, decisively unenlightened, God-given absolutism,
of a sovereignty not in any way guided by opinion or informed by enlightenment,
but rather taking his advice directly from above.”” With Guldberg’s power increasing
through 1772 and 1773, the liberty to propose and discuss modifications of classic
absolutism only narrowed. This should also determine his clash with his old friend,
P.F. Suhm, by far the most articulated and in a certain sense dangerous defender of
enlightened absolutism in and even after the Press Freedom Period.

P.F. Suhm - a Free Intellectual

Peter Frederik Suhm was no doubt the leading intellectual in Denmark-Norway of
the 1770s. Simultaneously, he was one of the only representatives of the learned elite
to actually exploit the new publication possibilities offered by Press Freedom, ex-
pressing himself in easily written, popular pamphlets aimed at the new general mar-

74 [].L. Bynch], Et Brev til Hr. Konferentsraad Peter Frid. Suhm, Copenhagen, no printer indicated,
1772 (27 July 1772); and [J. L. Bynch], Et Digt over Frieheden. Skreven i et kummerfuld Fangsel af
[seal], Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1772 (4 August 1772).

75 The coup government of 1772 who gradually developed into Guldberg assuming similar powers
to Struensee in 1774, did not, however, reestablish the State Council on the same footing as before
1770. Initially calling it a “Cabinet Council”, they inherited to a large degree the Struensee group’s
ideal of Cabinet rule, and now there should be no overlaps between the Council and the Ministries.
This also paved the way for Guldberg’s appointment as Cabinet Secretary in 1774 with virtually
unlimited powers to rule in the King’s name.
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ket. Most other scholars, learned, clergy, officials, etc. did not venture into this new
market if not directly forced to do so (see chapter 10).

Suhm was middle-aged and already an established figure when Press Freedom
broke out. He had spent fifteen years in Trondhjem, Norway, from 1751 to 1766,
which gave him a life-long love of Norway and also a self-chosen role as a public rep-
resentative of Norwegian interests in politics of the double monarchy. He had gone
there in order to propose a young heiress, Karen Angell, and this marriage bolstered
Suhm’s economy so that he never had to apply for office but was able to enjoy a ca-
reer as a private scholar and free intellectual. In a number of senses, he was a man
of contradictions. He was at the center of a close-knit network of learned friends and
scholars in Copenhagen, with whom he very often disagreed: Luxdorph, Jacob
Langebek, Otto Thott, Guldberg, Kofod Ancher, and many more. On a series of
points, he was close to being a representative of radical Enlightenment with his
strong support to Press Freedom and his aversion against ranks and titles — but si-
multaneously he was as strong an opponent to Struensee as anyone. He was a royal-
ist, against licentiousness and attacks on religion — but simultaneously the author of
the first draft of a parliamentary constitution in Denmark-Norway, which would
have effectively dissolved absolutism, had it been accepted. He was an insider to the
1772 coup, but quickly developed a distaste for the post-coup government’s conser-
vative development and became its severe critic, both for its restrictions on Press
Freedom and for its rolling back plans for the emancipation of the peasantry. He was
the most intense celebrator of Press Freedom and often acted uninhibitedly in his
own writings, but did not hesitate, in several cases, to submit himself to censorship
as well as self-censorship. Despite his considerable intellectual span and his broad
recognition, he refused to accept state offices because he preferred to stay at home
and study, in his large house and gardens in central Copenhagen with a library ap-
proaching 100,000 volumes. Despite his constant defense of church and religion he
was skeptical against the majority of contemporary currents of theology and sup-
ported full freedom of religion. He celebrated, at the same time, radical liberty and
moral virtue, both as political ideals and personal aims. He championed honesty
and love to truth, but simultaneously kept a secret diary full of clandestine political
information and the wildest gossip which could not be published at the time. In gen-
eral, he stood out publicly as a fearless voice, even against close friends.

To Suhm, Press Freedom was only a short interlude in a 50-years career, but still
it played an exceptional role to him. It was here that his writings became popular
and connected themselves closely to political developments. In Luxdorph’s Collec-
tion, there are around 20 numbers by Suhm, mostly under his own name, but he
wrote considerably more during the period, and it is not always easy to see why
some have been characterized as Press Freedom Writings, others not so.
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Fig. 11: P. F. Suhm was the leading Danish intellectual of the 1770s but before this, he had spent a
period of years in Trondheim where he married Karen Angell, the heiress to a large fortune. The
stay had made Suhm aware of the problems of Norway in the Dual Monarchy, and he participated in
the foundation of the Norwegian Academy of Sciences. Also, when he returned to Denmark, he con-
tinued standing up for Norway, e. g., regarding economical issues and the demands for a Norwegian
university. During Press Freedom, Suhm developed radical political positions such as an unpub-
lished constitution sketch, a public patronizing of the King, and a political roman a clef attacking
Guldberg and - in semi-clandestine versions — an early catalogue of human rights. Peter Frederik
Suhm. Miniature by Jacob Fosie, n.d. © Frederiksborg Museum of National History, photo: Kit
Weiss.

Suhm became an early and strong supporter of the 1770 Press Freedom, and already
in the 1760s, avant la lettre, he appeared as one of the strongest Danish supporters
of press freedom. To him, press freedom was a crucial element of enlightened abso-
lutism, if not of even more daring political reforms, and his first effort in the Press
Freedom Period, in February 1771, addressed Press Freedom itself. We shall return to
this.
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Suhm’s Involvement in Radical Politics — a Democratic
Constitution Draft

Press Freedom, however, also provided the take-off for Suhm’s increasing involve-
ment in politics and the development of his radical political philosophy more
broadly. As mentioned, Suhm had, already in the 1760s during his stay in Trond-
hjem, emerged as a leading voice for Norway in the double monarchy, participating
in the establishment of a Norwegian Society of Science and Letters and a book series
there, and his second effort in Press Freedom was a political analysis of Norwegian
economy.’® That was controversial, not only for its many concrete proposals, like in-
stitutions for orphans and against venereal diseases (institutions the like of which
Struensee was busy implementing in Copenhagen), increasing the number of doc-
tors and midwives, planting of forests, etc. But even more so for its more general
idea of a new plan for the governance of Norway “like an artificial machine” with
cog wheels of different sizes interacting, in order to strive for the equality of different
estates. This aim would require a detailed charting of the whole of Norwegian soci-
ety, undertaken by a College of “native Norwegians”. This was extremely controver-
sial, for such a thing would form a germ of independent political governance of the
Norwegian state. Suhm also demanded the foundation of a Norwegian university,
the return of silver from Norwegian mines to the country’s own disposal and a tar-
geted effort against poverty among starving Norwegian peasants. At the same time,
a number of pamphlets was beginning to appear discussing Norwegian policies,
both in Copenhagen and in provincial cities and towns of Norway. Such debates had
rarely been seen before, and they form an important root of Norwegian indepen-
dence a generation later in 1814.

Suhm, in a certain sense, continued the Swiss 1750 to 1760s campaign of improv-
ing the general reputation of ancient Danish-Norwegian governance traditions and
even added his own contributions in a number of ways. In a historical piece on early
Danish history which came out in the Press Freedom summer of 1771, he based him-
self on and further developed the ideas of ancient constitutionalism:

The word farmer was, in those times, an honorable name [...]. They were not despicable and
poor, as those we call nowadays farmers, but they were to be regarded as our time, only they
were many more in number, and had, in certain ways, manorial rights, in that they, along with
the nobility and the more distinguished, selected and confirmed our kings.77

76 Peter Friederich Suhm, Om Oeconomien, szerdeles Norges af Peter Friderich Suhm, Copenhagen:
Brgdrene Berling, 1771 (7 May 1771).

77 P.F. Suhm, Historien af den danske Agerdyrkning og Landvaesen indtil Kong Haralds Dod Aar
1080 (in Samlinger vol 1 no.2, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1771 (1 July 1771); also in Samlede
Skrifterr. 1X, 1792, 126-127.
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This political analysis undoubtedly also flowed into Suhm’s increasing interest in
0Old Norse matters and conditions which came to the fore in the number of fictions
on such issues which he began to publish during Press Freedom, cf. below. But he
also struggled to improve current Danish political and cultural reputation as well as
conditions in a number of other ways.

In a French pamphlet coming out in the fall of 1771 with Friebourg as the pre-
tended place of print, Suhm strongly defended the level of Danish scholarship and
Danish arts in the mouth of a fictive, visiting Englishman.’® In a certain sense, it
formed a cultural supplement to Mallet and Roger’s defense of Danish absolutism
and a rejection of Molesworth’s old book — on another level. In great detail, Suhm
went through a number of Danish institutions, scholars, researchers, scientists, po-
ets, artists — clearly with a double intention: to address an international public to
convince about the level of Danish culture, but also to address a Danish public
which he deemed much too much infatuated with foreign cultural influence and in-
capable of appreciating the actual high level of culture of their own country. Part of
this had the reason, to Suhm, that “the Great” - that is, noblemen, courtiers, offi-
cials, and so on — spoke and read German and French much more than Danish. Writ-
ing in French was also an attempt to reach this elite and convince them to learn Dan-
ish language and culture. Among the plethora of names presented and discussed,
we find luminaries such as the medieval historian Saxo Grammaticus, astronomers
Tycho Brahe and Ole Rgmer, playwrights Ludvig Holberg and Charlotta Dorothea
Biehl, poet Johannes Ewald, politician J.H.E. Bernstorff, painter Johannes
Wiedewelt, theologian Ove Guldberg, politician and collector Luxdorph — and Suhm
himself. Obviously, he could not omit himself in order not to blow his English alias.
The long list of names naturally included many Norwegians, Icelanders, and
Sleswick-Holsatians, but also Germans, Swiss and French, even a Russian and an
Englishman, residing in Copenhagen, and Suhm’s claim for the level of Danish intel-
ligentsia is interesting also for its open, international character. Suhm’s cultural
Denmark-Norway appears as a closely integrated part of the “learned republic” of
Northwestern Europe, a picture which would disappear but completely over the brief
timespan of the next generation or two.”

Names and institutions of Suhm’s cultural Denmark-Norway, however, were not
unilaterally praised. In many cases, Suhm tempered his characteristics with criti-
cism, giving his praise more substance and simultaneously allowing him to publicly

78 [P.F. Suhm], Essay sur UEtdt Présent des Sciences, des Belles Lettres et des Beaux Arts dans le
Danemarc et dans la Norvegue par un Anglois, Friebourg [?], no printer indicated, 1771 (8 October
1771).

79 With the loss of Norway in 1814 and national romanticism entering the scene around 1800, the
so-called “Golden Age” of Danish culture of early nineteenth century with H.C. Andersen,
Kierkegaard, Grundtvig, the @rsted brothers, and many others was much more emphatically nation-
ally Danish and centered around Copenhagen than the international 1770s vista presented by Suhm.
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attack a number of institutions in need of improvement on different points, such as
the university, professional and military schools, libraries, theatres, etc.

The pamphlet appeared, in quick succession, in a number of alternative ver-
sions. One was supplemented with alleged notes by a Frenchman, many of them at-
tacking, correcting and even mocking Suhm’s claims. It was a sort of inimical
reprint, a counterargument.®® Another version, also anonymous, was translated into
Danish, also annotated but with a completely different set of notes, now summing
up to almost as much text as the main text itself.’! These notes went into extended
discussion with the main text in a more friendly way, correcting it on some points,
supplementing it on others. It seems probable that the author of the Danish annota-
tion was none but Suhm himself. Thus, he could address a Danish-reading audience,
and by presenting his points in a dialogue between two fictive voices, they gained
more seeming objectivity and credibility, cf. Suhm’s own principle that all things are
best investigated by conflicting viewpoints. The many competing versions of the
pamphlet, all anonymous, some pro and some con the original text, testify to the
bewildering possibilities of the new public sphere: copyright was not invented, and
anonymous pamphlets were open for anyone to copy, reprint, or distort for their
Own purposes.

The 1772 coup, however, would propel Suhm’s political engagements to a com-
pletely new level. Suhm was an insider to the Copenhagen elite and knew something
was brewing. He even had been prepared to participate in the actual coup events,
“But Guldberg did not keep his word. Maybe he feared that I would use the event to
introduce republican principles”, as Suhm wrote in his secret diary. Events seem to
support him about the reason for Guldberg’s hesitation to include him on the coup
night actions. Two days before the coup, on 15 January, Suhm was paid a visit by a
naval officer named Frederik Krabbe, familiar with the group of coup conspirators,
and he proposed to Suhm a daunting task. In his secret diary, Suhm relates what
happened. Commanding capitan Krabbe

said there was a plan underway to be realized towards the end of the week by night; but it
would not suffice to abate the present “Cabale” [conspiracy], one also had to make sure for the
future that nothing like this could ever happen again, because the King was weak, and the
Queen’s Crown-Prince would no doubt at some point become head of government, and he

80 In itself, this attack on Suhm appeared in two versions, one in bookprinter Claude Philibert’s
magazine Choix, (No. 3. 257-279, probably Nov. 1771), the other as an autonomous pamphlet: [P.F.
Suhm, critical notes ascribed to K. F. Hellfried] Essay sur I’Etat Présent des Sciences, Belles-Lettres et
des Beaux- Arts dans le Dannemarc et dans la Norvege par un Anglois. Nouvelle Edition corrigée, &
augmentée des notes critiques, Par un Danois, Copenhagen: Philibert, 1771 (4 December 1771).

81 [P.F. Suhm, extensive notes maybe by Suhm himself], Forsgg at beskrive den neervaerende Til-
stand af de grundige og skignne Videnskaber samt smukke Konster i Dannemark og Norge. Skreven
paa Fransk af en Engelskmand, oversat og foreget med Anmerkninger af en Dansk, Copenhagen:
Morten Hallager, 1771 (Dec. 1771)
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would be able to call back his mother, and she revenge herself. The only means was to restrict
government. Would I write a plan for this?%?

Suhm simply receives, from the small group of persons just about to take over the
Danish-Norwegian state, the offer of rearticulating the legal structure of Danish ab-
solutism from the bottom up. Of course, he greedily grasped the possibility, and in
less than two days he wrote a detailed sketch for a new constitution, radically re-
stricting the king’s power. It is an amazing document.®> Power should now be di-
vided between a constitutional King and an elected parliament. The sketch sets out
the essentials:

Sovereignty must be placed on a firm footing, so that it cannot be shaken, and no encroach-
ment can be undertaken into the welfare of the subjects. For this purpose, all bestowing of
titles must remain in the King’s power, but no-one could be fired without the consent of the
estates by law and sentence, no taxes levied without them; not main change in the economy of
the country and internal governance without them. A parliament of 48 persons, meeting in
Copenhagen, which should be renovated every three years, and the same persons not eligible
again but after nine years, should represent the estates. (79)

Absolutism should be kept in check by a democratically elected parliament. This
was constitutional monarchy. Suhm goes on to articulate his proposal in practical
detail with election procedures and geographical constituencies (“portions”) across
Denmark, Norway, Iceland, and Sleswick-Holstein. Electability to the parliament,
however, is not general:

Each portion should consist of three persons. To these could be elected nobles and non-nobles,
even clerics, yet no-one apart from bishops and priests. Noone could be elected in the country
without having real estate, and no-one in the cities without being a well-regarded official. In
each portion should be at least one from the country and likewise one from the cities. (80)

Also, suffrage should be limited: only clergy, deputies, estate owners, leading
burghers, official writers, town officials etc. could be voters. The counterweight to
sovereign power, in short, is an elite democracy, both as to voters and to electables.
Decisions in parliament are made after majority vote, and special procedures for ex-
ceptional crises are considered:

Would there be a strife among ‘portions’, then all provinces in Denmark should decide the mat-
ter after votes, the same for Norway, etc. Would there be strife among estates in each realm, all
three realms (the duchies being one of them), should decide after majority. Would there be
strife among the realms [of Denmark, Norway, and Sleswick-Holstein], God forbid, then the
vote of the third realm would be decisive. (81)

82 Suhm 1918, 70
83 “Fragment af et Udkast til en ny Regjeringsform”, in Suhm 1788-1799, XVI, 77-86.
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It is remarkable that in the presentation of estates, the nobility is not at all men-
tioned as an autonomous estate but is rather subsumed under a general “country
estate” along with peasants. Even if decidedly against Struensee, Suhm — nobleman
himself - shared his and his faction’s animosity against political privileges for the
nobility. Simultaneously, a clear division of power between parliament on the one
hand, and king, court, and State Council on the other is envisaged: “In Parliament
nobody could sit who had engagement at court or participated in the council. And if
any person from parliament was found to receive salary from the court, then his vot-
ers, in each of the three realms, should be able to vote him out” (81-82). Political
cases are now to be decided by conference between these two separate and indepen-
dent branches of power. Nothing could be decided in the absence of agreement be-
tween king and parliament. All things less principled than matters concerning “the
whole and the great” should be left as expedition cases to the Council and the Col-
leges (the ministries). A Supreme Court of 12 or 16 members is to be elected from par-
liament, constituting a tentative separation of powers also pertaining to the top end
of the judiciary. Particularly important issues like taxation and military should be
decided by qualified majority only. Suhm attempted to secure his construction
against coups by making parliament members immune to imprisonment, except af-
ter vote in Parliament and the Supreme Court combined. In general, no subject can
be imprisoned but after law and sentence.

The result is a bipartition of powers in an executive and a legislative-judicial
branch, even with some degree of independence of a Supreme Court. Even if limited
suffrage may appear archaic, one must consider the times: it is four years before the
American Declaration of Independence and the Constitution of Virginia, it is seven-
teen years before the French Declaration of Human Rights. Universal suffrage ex-
isted nowhere in the world, and when Denmark got its democratic constitution 77
years later, it was a close call that the lower house, the Folketing, got universal suf-
frage for all grown men, while the upper house, the Landsting, got strictly limited
suffrage privileging landowners.

The document shows the radical character of Suhm’s position, anticipating a se-
ries of modern principles like constitutional monarchy, division of powers, represen-
tation of all estates as well as all parts of the realm, majority decisions, rule of law,
etc. In politics, Suhm decisively formed part of radical enlightenment, even if he re-
mained considerably more moderate on other points, such as morality and religion.
Comparing him to Voltaire — at the time the most well-known representative for in-
ternational enlightenment in Denmark-Norway — Suhm almost appears as his com-
pletely converse mirror image. Both of them favored enlightened absolutism and
Press Freedom, but on most other points the two diverged. Voltaire supported relax-
ation of mores and harsh attacks on clerical institutions, but simultaneously he did
not at all favor democracy, he did not find common people were capable of becom-
ing enlightened, and absolutist princes should not receive advice from elected par-
liaments but rather from profound thinkers like himself. All in all, Voltaire was polit-
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ically considerably more moderate than the radical Dane. Suhm, on the other hand,
would protect morality and the institution of the church for social rather than for
theological reasons — even if he strongly supported freedom of religion. On such is-
sues, Suhm was the moderate. Bottom line, however, was that Suhm called, to a
much more radical degree than Voltaire, for democratization and a strong restriction
of sovereign powers by a constitution with a representative, elected parliament. Ef-
fectively, a full implementation of Suhm’s program would dissolve absolutism in fa-
vor of constitutional monarchy.

Already on the very day of the coup, 17 January, Suhm presented his constitu-
tion sketch to Guldberg, at whose home he dined both of the evenings the 17 and 18.
Suhm now appeared as a central ally of the coup group, if not simply as one of them.
But Guldberg flatly rejected Suhm’s constitution. As Suhm bitterly writes in his se-
cret diary: “I supplied Guldberg with my judgment on the change of government;
but he rejected it, accustomed to slavery”.®* Guldberg steadfastly stayed true to ab-
solutism in its original, definitely un-enlightened version.®> This disagreement
would form the first germ of an opposition which would, over the next years, drive
the two friends apart, Denmark’s leading intellectual and Denmark’s rising dictator.

It is tempting to pose the counterfactual question what might had happened if
Guldberg had accepted Suhm’s draft. The King was not in a condition to resist a re-
form based on Suhm’s outline, and even if the Queen Dowager Juliana Maria and
her son the Hereditary Prince would hardly have been enthusiastic, it is an open
question whether they would have had any real authority to oppose it, if Guldberg
had persuaded the involved top officers Eickstedt and Kéller among the conspirators
to put military might behind reform.

Suhm’s constitution sketch remained unpublished and was probably unknown
in the period apart from a few elite insiders, until Rasmus Nyerup republished it in
1799 in vol. 16 of Suhm’s Collected Writings, shortly after Suhm’s death. Even then,
25 years later, the piece was so controversial that attorney general Christian Col-
bigrnsen was close to opening a Press Freedom case against Nyerup for encouraging
to sedition and subversion of the Lex Regia. Seen in the context of the Press Freedom
Period, Suhm’s constitution shows that even then, it was spontaneously perceived
that there could be danger connected to the publication of certain viewpoints, so
that even favored elite authors like Suhm chose self-censorship, not unlike the case
with his provocative state novel Euphron two years later, cf. below.

84 Suhm 1918, 72.

85 Looking back, Guldberg in 1790 summed up his position: “... after the announcement of the Lex
Regia, no Danish subject can ever speak about a parliament without attacking sovereignty” — that
is, without committing lese-majesty. Quoted from Schiern 1872, 839.
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A Terrible Power, Absolute Power! — Suhm’s “To the King”

Texts like the constitution sketch, however, make clear which deep and often radical
ideas really drove Suhm, even if they became visible to the public only in moderated,
watered-out or more indirect forms in what he chose to publish. Thus, you can see
the constitution sketch as a hidden force behind the single maybe most famous pam-
phlet of the Press Freedom Period, Suhm’s To the King, which came out on 27 Jan-
uary, little more than a week after Guldberg’s rejection of Suhm on the day of the
coup. Suhm must have hastened back home through the Copenhagen winter night
from the dinners with Guldberg, intoxicated by the fall of Struensee and furious over
his servile friend — to grasp his featherpen in order to addressing the King directly.

To the King was only eight pages long, and it was distributed for free by the
Berlingske book printers. The same day, they published it on the front page of their
newspaper, and the day after, the text also appeared on the front page of Adresseav-
isen. It was talk of the town, and it was quickly republished across Denmark-Norway
and translated into Swedish, German, French, Latin versions, suddenly giving the
Danish historian quite an international reputation.®® Simultaneously, it further fer-
mented the international interest in the strange events unfolding in Copenhagen
during the spring of 1772. The brief pamphlet definitely brought the brewing discus-
sions of the character of absolutism out in the open — also because it formed, under
its celebratory surface, a slap in the face of the King.

The coup excitement and the political will to change from the constitution
sketch is palpable in the bold and acute text, directly and cheekily addressing the
King’s person. It starts out briskly: “Long enough have religion and virtue been
trampled underfoot; righteousness and honor all too long banished from our bor-
ders”. It may seem surprising, knowing the constitution sketch from a week before,
now to find actual political problems diagnosed in terms of religion and virtue. This
is typical of Suhm, however: politically liberal and radical, morally virtuous and reli-
gious. To him, the two presupposed each other.

But how had it come about that religion and virtue had been trampled under-
foot? “Yet You, O King, are innocent in this. A shameful conspiracy of wicked people
has taken power over your person; made access to your person impossible for all
righteous persons; You saw and heard things only through their eyes and ears” (3).

86 Til Kongen. Af Peter Friderich Suhm, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1772 (27 January 1772). The
Berlingske version appeared in both octave and quarto. The pamphlet text also appeared in the
Aalborg paper Jydske Efterretninger 7 February and in Christiania in Norske Intelligentz-Sedler, 12
February, just like a number of book printers published pamphlet versions: Thiele, an anonymous
Copenhagen printer, Trondhiem Adressekontor 14 February, Dedechen in Bergen 19 February. Sev-
eral German versions came in Copenhagen as well as Flensburg, a French version revised by Suhm
in Copenhagen — just to mention versions appearing in the King’s realm. Outside of the realm, Ger-
man versions of it were bound with many versions of the Zuverldssige Nachricht, the most
widespread German account of the events in Copenhagen.
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Everything was given as a prise to lewd robbers and blasphemers. Suhm verdict of
the imprisoned Counts is very harsh. This, however, might easily develop into an at-
tack on the King himself as well, for it was under his sovereign rule and his more or
less tacit agreement that the whole disaster has taken place. For this reason, Suhm
must concoct a theory so as to exonerate the King from guilt in order not to publicly
put the very principle of royal rule into danger: “While all this was happening, You
were pleased, for You thought that everybody was pleased, that the happiness of
Your subjects was increasing” (4).

This theory, protecting the King from appearing evil, achieves this aim at the ex-
pense of portraying him as rather naive or even somewhat impaired, to let himself
be easily fooled in this way. Contrariwise, the coup-makers are celebrated, first the
two well-known royal participants, then the anonymous actors who actually
planned and realized it: “Thanks to all those patriots, all those who from righteous
insights tore the blindfold from Your eyes, which prevented You from seeing” (4).
And it was a close call, for Suhm had seen subjects sharpen their sword against sub-
jects and peaceful people excited to be ready for murder — Suhm here taking over
the circulating urban rumors about Struensee’s evil plans: “Maybe Your city of resi-
dence would, within a few days, have become the victim of arson, leaving only a
pitiable ruin, and Denmark and Norway left unfortunate under the rule of that very
King who most strongly desire their well-being”. Suhm is really balancing his words
here in order to subtly accuse and defend the King at the same time. This gives place
for the main part of Suhm’s admonition to the King, a long series of imperatives
which, at the same time, forms an updated theory of absolutism: “From God and
your people You have received absolute power, You also owe to God and to that
your account for how you use it. A terrible power, absolute power! The larger the
power, the larger the obligations!”.

The theory developed here is in line with the Swiss reinterpretation of abso-
lutism: there exists a special understanding between King and people which implies
that he is responsible not only to God, but also to the people (“You also owe account
to God and to that” — where “that” refers to “the people”). In the newspaper versions
of the pamphlet, however, this insistence on the popular obligation of the King dis-
appeared; the word “and” was deleted so that the text became “You also owe to God
that account”.¥” Some anonymous editor seemingly had found it too dangerous to
equalize God and the people in a theory of absolutism. Here, competing absolutisms
fight in the detailed wording of Suhm’s pamphlet.

Suhm continues teaching important restrictions on sovereignty in his impera-
tives to the King: Select honorable men, and judge and fire no-one except after the
laws, he demands. Just as in the constitution sketch, Suhm is calling for rule of law

87 The Danish text goes like this: “Af Gud og Dit Folk har Du Eenevolds-Magten; Du er ogsaa Gud
og det Regnskab skyldig, hvorledes Du bruger den” - the disappearing word “og” here in italics.
This important detail was highlighted in the review in Fortegnelsen (vol. 2, nr 137).
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which may be the most crucial restriction of royal sovereignty. The absolutist king
is, in principle, free to act against the law, to pardon or increase punishment for con-
victed criminals, even arbitrarily suspend legislation if he so wishes. Suhm did not
introduce here his ideal of an elected parliament, but he does take the step to place
the King no longer under one, but under three different powers: God, the people,
and the law.

Let those unrightfully banished return and get their offices back, Suhm contin-
ues, “punish mildly those which are possible to treat with grace but punish right-
fully and without pardon those who have disgraced Yourself and us.” Suhm pushes
for a merciless treatment of the imprisoned Counts. Set limits to expensive entertain-
ment, pay state debts, let Norway have its own currency back, never let Norwegian
heroes be banished from the throne. Remove tough taxes or levy them more equally -
in that case Suhm himself will be happy with a tax raise so as to bear the burden of
the poor. “Then the land of sovereign power will be the land of Freedom, Happiness,
Abundance, Safety, even more than the free England itself, where self-interest and
wicked ministers could not prevent the voice of the people to reach the King” (6).
Remarkably, Freedom comes first among Suhm’s series of positive abstractions.
“Hark the truth from my mouth”, Suhm concludes, then we shall call you Christian
the Great, the Wise, the Good. Those thinking differently have sold themselves to
vice. Here, by painting the King’s enemies with the theological category of sin,
Suhm connects his analysis of the situation to the theological interpretation of the
coup which was developing in those days in the sermon campaign (see Chapter 9).
Suhm’s pamphlet came out Monday 27 January, the day after the massive priestly
campaign establishing the idea that the coup was a God’s miracle. Even the cool his-
torian Suhm does not hesitate to read the cosmological story of salvation into local
historical events, and just like the priests, he makes use of the scary effect of the
“Fermentation” rumors about planned bloodbaths, civil war, and ravage of the capi-
tal.

On his last page, Suhm turns away from the King and addresses God directly. He
seems to imply that he needs assistance from a higher realm to make the King obey
the presented series of imperatives. Now, Suhm sounds like the priests of the day
before: “Eternal God! You who rule over Kings, humans and worlds; You who with
Your breath have vanquished the ungodly and made their attacks into nothing, give
us reason and hearts to realize your wise governance, to realize your omnipotence,
to follow your holy laws.” It is a thanksgiving and prayer addressed to God. But in
his final words, Suhm prays as if on the King’s behalf: “Give our King the power to
stick to You, let Him realize that You are His King and He our father. Amen! Amen!”
(8). Suhm had reasons to doubt the faith of the King. In his secret diary, he notes
that when Bishop Harboe came to the young Crown Prince in order to prepare him
for confirmation, “he found him completely ignorant in the Bible, but well-versed in
Tindall” (38), that is, the early British freethinker and deist Matthew Tindall. So,
Suhm wages a double war in his “To the King”: he wishes to establish new, if infor-
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mal restrictions on the arbitrary aspects of sovereignty, and his wishes to oblige the
King on morality and religion. It is impossible not to read the pamphlet as an ex-
tremely rude lesson to the King. First the King was excused with his wicked advisors
blindfolding him. Now, it is more than implied that he has, hitherto, not been able
to “stick to” God, that he has never really realized that God is his King. The wicked
were able to blindfold him, only because he was already blind.

Few others than Suhm could possibly publish such a royal attack without facing
severe consequences. His estimated historian colleague Langebek had done some-
thing similar, albeit anonymously, with his “New Example” in August (see Chapter
9), but you need look no further than to the sad destinies of less privileged student
pamphleteers like Bynch and Thura in 1772 to 1773 to tell the difference. Suhm used
the unique situation and his high standing among the coup-makers to present an
attack on the King and on the standard interpretation of absolutism which would, in
almost all other situations, have posed a grave danger to himself.

The pamphlet contributed to create a new debating public addressing the status
of absolutism itself all across Denmark-Norway and contributed to ignite the interna-
tional interest in the dramatic political turmoil in Copenhagen. It does not appear
from the pamphlet text, but it is conceivable, in hindsight, that the pamphlet was
also intended as a first admonition to the new regime about to constitute itself
among Suhm’s friends in the coupmaker group.

That is the idea you get from a pamphlet from the fall of 1772, in which Suhm
delivers a detailed attack on the character of Struensee, To my Countrymen and Co-
Citizens, Danes, Norwegians, and Holsteiners.®® Pragmatically, such an initiative
seems strange: now, almost half a year had elapsed since the decapitation of Stru-
ensee. The intense spring interest in his person and destiny was waning and seemed
to have found its final burst in Struensee’s confessor pastor Miinter’s detailed narra-
tion about how he managed to convert the ungodly during his visits in his cell,
which came out in July-September (see Chapter 13). Next to nobody now dared de-
fend Struensee whose condemnation was unanimous in the Danish-Norwegain pub-
lic sphere, especially after Bynch’s July prison term for pretty meek comments about
Struensee. Why would Suhm feel a need to add his detailed attack on a problem that
was no more?

On closer inspection, the pamphlet is a sandwich. Hard and detailed Struensee
attacks in the intro and the conclusion only serve to frame what is really the pam-
phlet’s central aim: to argue for the conservation of certain among Struensee’s initia-
tives, such as Press Freedom, peasant liberation, the Royal and City Court. Such free-
doms and independence of the judiciary were central to Suhm’s reform vision of
absolutism. Again, Suhm used his high standing to do a thing which very few writers
dared in revengeful 1772: to actually recognize and defend certain among the de-

88 [P.F. Suhm], Til mine Landsmand og Medborgere. De Danske, Norske og Holstenere, Copen-
hagen: A.F. Stein, 1772 (16 October 1772).
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ceased Count’s political initiatives. Even Suhm could only do such a thing by simul-
taneously demonstrating, meticulously, aggressively, and in great detail his distance
to the fallen Count. On this reading, the pamphlet is Suhm’s way of attempting to
influence the new government, where the re-organized State Council headed by the
Hereditary Prince and the conservative Count Schack-Rathlou had already given sig-
nals to harbor a considerable skepticism against Press Freedom. So, the implicit ad-
dressee of the pamphlet would have been the new government in general and Guld-
berg in particular, Suhm’s closest friend among the coup-makers. He had refused
Suhm’s new constitution in January, but maybe he could still be persuaded to pre-
serve the most important of Struensee’s political achievements.

Press Freedom after Press Freedom — Suhm’s Politicizing
1774-1775

Around New Year 1772 to 1773, everybody could see Press Freedom was on the wane,
Lex Bynch had legally restricted Press Freedom, the court case against Thura was
underway, and still fewer Press Freedom Writings appeared. Suhm, however, would
continue a remarkable one-man-campaign for Press Freedom even after the further
legal restrictions of 1773, far into 1774. Initially, his campaign took Suhm’s new-won
success as a fiction writer as a springboard. In 1772, Suhm had won the prize of the
“Society to the Improvement of the Beautiful and Useful Sciences” for his anony-
mously published novel Sigrid: or, Love, the Reward for Bravery, one of the first to
use Old Norse material and inspiration for current fiction.® A number of further
works by Suhm elaborated this vein, mainly borrowing inspiration from Saxo Gram-
maticus’ twelfth-century Gesta Danorum on the early history of the Danes, for in-
stance Idylls and Conversations (1772) and Frode (1774), just like historical fiction
pamphlets like Conversations from the Land of the Dead (1773) and the surreal Adol-
phi Dream (1774) came out.’® These fictions never failed to include also more or less
direct representations of Suhm’s political viewpoints: his contempt for court life and
politics, his support to Press Freedom and liberty for the peasantry, his inspiration
from ancient Greek philosophy as from Leibniz, his high moral ideals also for politi-
cal rulers, his skepticism, despite support for the church, against theological cur-
rents of the time, and much else. This lonesome campaign, again, was possible only
because of Suhm’s special standing in the Copenhagen elite and his friendship to

89 [P.F. Suhm], Sigrid, eller Kierlighed Tapperheds Belpnning, published in Forsgg i de skignne og
nyttige Videnskaber, vol. 10, Copenhagen: Det smagende Selskab, 1772 (17 September 1772).

90 [P.F. Suhm]: Idyller og Samtaler, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1772 (30 October 1772); [P.F. Suhm]:
Samtaler i de Dgdes Rige, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1773 (22 January 1773); [P.F. Suhm]: Adophi
Drom, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1773 (2 April 1773); [P. F. Suhm]: Frode. En Fortelling ved Forfatteren
af Sigrid, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1774 (5 October 1774).
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Guldberg whose power did not cease to rise until he, as of October 1774, was named
Cabinet Secretary immediately under the King, with powers similar to those of Stru-
ensee in 1771. That friendship, however, would be put to the test by Suhm’s final and
most daring political effort, the state novel Euphron in the same year.’!

Euphron, placed in a remote time and place in a fictive monarchy, developed an
inventory of royal love, in-law issues, competing neighboring nations, political fa-
vorites, rape threats, high moral principle, and the like, which Suhm had cultivated
in his Old Norse fiction authorship. This time, however, it was directly used to fash-
ion a roman a clef which allowed for Suhm to fuse fiction and politics into an explo-
sive mixture. Euphron presents an unabashed allegorical attack on the development
of the Guldberg government and should eventually place Suhm under Guldberg’s
censorship. Euphron seems to be inspired by the French author J.-F. Marmontel’s
Bélisaire which had been prohibited in France in 1767. Its main character is the
Byzantine general Belisarius, based on an anecdote on Emperor Justinian I who is
said to have dismissed Belisarius despite his great efforts for the empire and reduced
him to a beggar. It had been read as a general warning against how those in power
treat their true servants — as well as an attack on Louis XV of France in particular.
Suhm’s title character of Euphron is exactly a wise, but now dismissed, advisor of
King Sapor of Carmania, an easily decodable version of Denmark. Euphron — Greek
for “righteous” — is a Stoic hero of infinitely high and unshakeable moral standards,
both for himself and on part of his daughter. The plot, in brief, goes that Euphron
has, for many years, been the top advisor of King Artarias, but has been sacked after
the ascension of Artarias’ son Sapor to the throne. Euphron had tutored the young
Sapor as a Crown Prince and had promised his father Artarias to keep him on the
right track and fence off tyranny. Sapor has married Queen Katun from neighboring
Mansuria (Germany) and hired a new advisor, Cosrou, from the same country, while
Carmania is increasingly becoming a dependency of Mansuria, which now domi-
nates state institutions and even plans to introduce Mansurian language. Euphron
has, with his wife Angelica, the beautiful daughter Irene, and she has become the
object of desire for King Sapor. He wants to marry her without divorcing Queen
Katun, referring to the fact that polygamy is allowed in Mansuria. Euphron, how-
ever, declines to break the law of the land and refuses to give his consent to the mar-
riage. The greater part of the novel follows the various initiatives of Sapor and his
favorite Cosrou to use bribe, persuasion, threat, or force to make Euphron give in
and accept to marry off Irene to Sapor. This takes place through many intrigues, and
Euphron stays strong in his rejection even if his wife and daughter eventually tend
to yield to Sapor’s insistence, and even if Sapor musters strong allies like the high
priest Senja and the Emperor of Mansuria himself, Drungar the Great. At a late point
in these intrigues, the old council member Phocas at Sapor’s court stands up to sup-

91 [P.F. Suhm]: Euphron. En Fortalling, Copenhagen: Lauritz Simmelkjeer, 1774 (28 November
1774).
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port Euphron. He is Euphron’s old friend, even if the two have often been in deep
and explicit disagreement over politics.

Finally, Euphron helps his daughter to flee while he himself is captured by royal
troops and sentenced to death. On the scaffold, he shouts: “Pray for King and father-
land!” From the multitude, now a shout is heard: “Euphron, our father, dies!”. This
makes the henchman throw away his sword to shout: “Damned be Cosrou and all
Mansurians! Down with the soft Sapor! Long live Euphron our King!” (65). Euphron
is now carried off by the exalted crowd while his devotion to obligation reaches an
absurd peak: he keeps insisting that the multitude must complete his own execution
because a royal order must never be neglected. The excited mass continues to drown
Cosrou in a wine barrel. Euphron, however, refuses to accept the title of king, and
Sapor, impressed by Euphron’s noble behavior as well as Phocas’ insistent speeches
at court, turns to his old teacher and promises to give up his pursuit of Irene. He
pledges to stay with Queen Katun and to govern, from now on, after Euphron’s prin-
ciples. Euphron then articulates those principles in a 42 bullet points document, as a
sort of constitution. Happy end: Irene marries Phocas’ son and Euphron retires to
the countryside to pursue his studies in a position as an eminence grise for Sapor’s
new government.

The keys in this roman a clef are not hard to disentangle.”> Euphron represents
Suhm himself; Cosrou is a Struensee variant, the King’s evil favorite from the neigh-
boring country, while Phocas is Guldberg, the disagreeing but honest friend. To
these central characters could be added that the royal couple Sapor-Katun shares
strong features with Christian VII and his Queen Caroline Matilda, just like Queen
Katun at a point entertains a close relation to the Struensee-character Cosrou. The
great Drungar shares some features with Frederick the Great; whether the high priest
Senja who married the royal couple, have more similarities than that with bishop
Harboe is less clear.

The most controversial among these keys is the identification of Phocas with
Guldberg, now virtually dictator of Denmark-Norway. At a late point, as mentioned,
Phocas enters the narration with a speech. He had, in many ways, “had different
principles than Euphron, among others that it was useful for the state that the peas-
ants remained in the condition and the suppression by their lordships, in which they
found themselves, and that this could not be changed without shaking the founda-
tions of state”. Phocas had, by adopting this viewpoint, been able to stay at court,
but now, finally, he speaks out for Euphron. He admits their disagreements but
adds: “I did complain that such a man should be dismissed and not enjoy the appre-
ciation which his righteousness deserved, but I kept silent. When a stranger, a
Mansurian, was elevated to the highest position, I complained that no Carmanian
should be found suitable; yet, I kept my complaints to myself” (49). Real-life Guld-
berg has not been pleased to read this implicit but correct claim that he had stayed

92 The historian Jens Mgller developed the key reading of the novel in Mgller 1973b-
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at court and kept silent all along the Struensee period. Now, however, Phocas finally
turns against Sapor and his Cosrou government.

Suhm’s own judgment is given through Euphron’s final speech, before he with-
draws to his country seat. Here, he celebrates selflessness and honesty, and goes
into detail:

Firmness of mind during good and bad times, humility in success, high-mindedness in failure,
patience, even happiness through suffering, neither fear nor longing for death, disgust with
appearing different from what one really is, quiet courage during danger, coolness through
surprises, pure fear of God without hypocrisy, a mind which is never seduced by the flashy
vanity of courts, by its deceptive temptations, by the flattery of courtiers and friends, a mind
which commits no wrongs against friends nor foes, which is shaken by nothing from its well-
considered positions — such properties constitute a hero. (73)

One reads Suhm’s personal moral confession in the mouth of Euphron.

What particularly would have agitated Guldberg, however, is that his alter ego
Phocas, in his final speech, turns to yield completely to Suhm’s heroic self-portrait.
Phocas now praises Euphron, his withdrawal as well as his rules of government left
behind. Indeed, Phocas now bows to Euphron’s principles on every single point: “I
myself am now ready to follow all of Euphron’s sentences, for even regarding agrar-
ian policy he has now brought me to other thoughts, which was formerly the only
thing on which we disagreed” (74-75). The long speeches of Euphron and Phocas
through the novel appear as a fictive conversation between Suhm and Guldberg,
Denmark’s top intellectual and its now de facto dictator — with Suhm himself win-
ning the discussion. In his first speech, Euphron/Suhm had portrayed Phocas/Guld-
berg’s rejection of peasant emancipation in very rude terms. And in Phocas/Guld-
berg’s last words, he is made to bow completely to Suhm’s principles. This is
contrary to what had happened in real life, in which the Guldberg government had,
in August 1773, rolled back Struensee’s initiative in the direction of liberation of
peasants — Struensee had changed the calculation of the amount of work owed by
peasants to landowners, from being the landowner’s privilege to an objective mea-
sure. So, Suhm presents a parallel world in which Guldberg was consistently more
liberal than in reality, finally yielding to Suhm’s argument. Mere teasing between
friends, or a stern public rebuke for keeping peasants suppressed?

If that was not sufficient to give Guldberg a fit of rage, Suhm also prepared no
less than two different versions of Euphron. The version we have discussed so far was
the public one, on sale in Copenhagen from December 1774. Suhm, however, also pre-
pared a private version to distribution only among selected friends. In that version,
Euphron’s “rules of government” which sealed the narrative by granting Sapor’s con-
tinued wise rule, were made explicit in a long and argued list of 42 bullet points.”

93 There is no difference between the title pages of the two versions; their size is 80 and 94 pages,
respectively.
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Again, the “Government Rules” form an astonishing document, and its first
seven points constitute a virtual declaration of human rights:

1. “Honor religion and its servants, and reward the better of them, for they are the firmest
pillars of state”.

2. “Value highly learned men; Your praise, the well and reputation of the country depend
upon them. Hire no-one to important office without him having competences”.

3. “Let anyone enjoy unrestricted freedom of religion, knowing that no-one but God judges
the hearts”.

4. “Everybody should have the freedom to think, speak, and write as he pleases; thereby the
kings will have the best means to know truth. Ministers are scared by this; they fear en-
lightened kings and would not wish that the complaints of people should have direct ac-
cess to the King or sent there by others but themselves”.

5. “Should any private man find himself offended by the abuse of this liberty, then laws are
open to him; just like to the King who should, however, very rarely and in significant
cases only, use the laws; for persecution for lese-majesty used frequently and in insignifi-
cant cases, descends into tyranny. Neither on such occasion, nor ever, should the regent
make use of any other road than that of court cases, for all other ways are despised, suspi-
cious, and handmaids of tyranny”.

6. “Keep balance between estates; use the nobility primarily for war and court positions, the
middle class to all civil and judicial offices, but give liberty to all”.

7. “Such liberty should be enjoyed by the peasant as well, and is not enjoyed by him yet,
alas, in your country. Freedom consists in cultivating your own land, in being judged by
law only, and in having unchained hands to live wherever in the country you may wish.
To realize this, you must first give the peasants of your own estates such freedom; then
you must incite landowners hereto, by encouragements and signs of honor; and finally,
buy gradually their properties and free the peasants. For by order you should not do this;
for everyone possesses his land by the same right as you possess your kingdom, and you
must have deeply engrained in your mind that a King have no power to do whatever he
wishes but no more, exactly, than what is right”.94

Coming before the American Declaration of Independence and the French Revolu-
tion, this list has been argued to be one of the first Human Right declarations.®® In
any case, it is a remarkably early such list, and rules 3) to 7) forms the core of Suh-
mian rights. As to 1), it is remarkable that Suhm’s argument for religion is a social
one: it should be respected for its contribution to stability of state, not because it is
true, because God demands it, or because the Bible or other revealed doctrine re-
quires it. In that sense, it is an argument of the Voltairean kind: “If God did not exist,

94 P.F. Suhm Samlede Skrifter, 111, Ksbenhavn, 1789, 106 on.

95 Cf. Mgller, Jens 1973a. Israel 2019 argues that, contrary to widespread belief, the Late Enlight-
enment lists of human rights do not grow out of Christian natural law and natural rights which have
no special focus upon individuals, but pertain to natural rights of states, churches, etc. He sees the
idea of individual human rights as being developed only in the 1770s in the interaction between
French and American radical Enlighteners. Here, Suhm’s contribution must be seen as part of this
development. Suhm does not give sources, but he was, with his large library, well-versed in con-
temporary European discussions.
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you would have to invent him”. Remarkably, it discreetly involves call for a weighted
judgment on the utility of priests: only “the better” among God’s servants should
receive support. Suhm wants to extend meritocracy to the clergy. Rule 2) celebrates
the learned in a broad sense, requiring honor and appropriate salary for them. Suhm
was economically independent, so this was not said out of self-interest. Suhm’s con-
ception of honor stems from Sneedorff’s On civil Government (1757): honor is what
makes virtue attractive; virtue without honor is a ship without sail. If honor does not
make citizens pursue virtue, virtue has no effect. Suhm thus has a theory of recogni-
tion as a motor in society and it is thus crucial which kinds of efforts are rewarded
by honors. 3) Unrestricted freedom of faith is remarkable. It is argued from a premise
in a certain sense Lutheran: that God alone judges the hearts. But no Danish
Lutheran had ever drawn any consequence in the direction of freedom of religion
from this idea — quite on the contrary, orthodox Lutheranism had, from this premise,
implied that the state church should do its utmost in order to control and even force
the faith of the believers, condemning ungodly and heretics with severe legislation
and punishments. Here, Suhm takes a radically libertarian position in a period
where deviant religious viewpoints were still subjected to harsh punishments, cf.
the destiny of Georg Schade (see Chapter 6). This condition had been relaxed during
Press Freedom, but in 1774 nobody could know how much of this liberty would re-
main under the Guldberg government. The Danish state church should not embrace
Suhmian standards until it was forced to do so by the 1849 constitution, and even
during negotiations of 1848 to 1849, the church fought to block all deviant beliefs
from gaining rights to public worship. Suhm has often been called conservative as to
religion; this is very far from being correct.®® He was a believer himself, with his own
rationalist, Leibnizian theology and wished to honor the church for social reasons,
but his toleration and his rejection of standard Lutheran forced belief is very far
from conservative. Rule 4), Freedom of Thought, Speech, and Writing, comes as less
of a surprise after Suhm’s consistent support to Press Freedom through many writ-
ings even long before Struensee. It is remarkable, though, that he sticks to this stan-
dard in a period where central parts of Press Freedom have been rolled back by the
October-November 1773 decisions; also, that he points to the ministers as a source of
censorship in absolutism, because they want a privilege on which information
should reach the monarch. This addition would particularly have annoyed the re-
cently appointed Cabinet Secretary Guldberg.

Rule 5) addresses the restriction of Press Freedom with respect to libel, both for
subjects and for the majesty. Suhm does not address the relevant punishment, but it
is important that he points to independent court ruling in such cases — indicating a
very important restriction of arbitrary royal sovereignty. Important is also the insis-

96 Suhm’s biographer Bruun calls him “socially liberal, but conservative as to religion” (Bruun
1898, 99).
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tence that the king should use this possibility very rarely if at all; the king should
cultivate a hard skin and not abuse this possibility to smother political criticism.

Rule 6) as to the balance between estates is connected to a claim for representa-
tivity in the State Council, a demand older than absolutism itself, but not realized in
contemporary Danish absolutism. In Suhm’s constitution sketch, this demand devel-
oped, as we saw, into an elected parliament. Such ideas, however, are not men-
tioned here.

Rule 7) The demand for freedom of peasants had been promoted by the Swiss
constitutionalists’ version of Danish absolutism, Reverdil in particular, and was one
of Suhm’s favorite issues; here he even proposes a practical stepwise procedure to
realize it. Again, this paragraph ends by making explicit the limitations on the king’s
power over private land — the inalienability of property rights — another proposed
restriction on absolutist sovereignty.

Although not daring to reintroduce his parliamentary ideas from the constitu-
tion sketch two years earlier — things had already developed far from the open space
of possibilities in the coup days of early 1772 — Suhm again wishes to place abso-
lutism on a clearer, explicitly restricted footing. The ensuing 35 rules are less princi-
pled but rather take the character of rules-of-thumb of different kinds. Still, a couple
of highlights should be mentioned: Suhm, on some points, advises economic liberal-
ism, as when he warns against saving money in the treasury: money lies better in
the pockets of the subjects — or when he demands the end of all monopolies. Taxa-
tion should be progressive, and state debts must be made public; in effect, Suhm
demands a public state budget.

A couple of paragraphs as to incitement structures are important. Rule 15) de-
mands good salaries for officials, along with severe punishment in case they “steal
from or offend” King or people. This combination of whip and carrot was emerging
as an important result of the discussions of “Shoe Brushes” and bribery during Press
Freedom (see Chapter 7). Rule 18) reveals central aspects of Suhm’s philosophical
anthropology: Suhm claims that prosperity ignites the industriousness of subjects
(as against competing claims that peasants work harder if kept in poverty), an idea
taken further in rule 34): “Honor and industriousness [...] are the bases of the state” —
human beings are driven by two fundamental, irreducible motivations: social recog-
nition and economic gain, and sovereign rule should deliberately use both as incite-
ment structures to improve the economy. As to governance, Suhm claims political
equality between different parts of the King’s realm, as well as estate representativity
of the State Council. Rule 38) claims that the central realm should enjoy prominence,
only when that has been brough on good footing, the King should turn to “faraway
lands”. Here, he must refer partly to North Atlantic dependencies like Iceland,
Greenland, the Faroe Islands, partly to Danish tropical colonies and trade stations in
the West Indies, the Gold Coast, and India. His metaphor that such places may be
branches threatening the tree of the state to topple seems to imply that they may
really constitute deficits rather than assets in the state budget. The ultimate implica-
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tion is not evident, but some degree of liquidation of the colonies and liberation of
the dependencies is a possible direction. Did Suhm, with his vast European horizon,
know the recently published, extensive anti-colonialist treatise Histoire
philosophique et politique des deux Indes, authored by the Diderot circle and pub-
lished in Paris 1770 under the name of abbé Raynal, which we know was for sale
with Philibert in central Copenhagen? Norway, however, was by no means a “far-
away land”, and Suhm’s list concludes with his demand for a Norwegian university,
supported by a statement which may also serve to summarize Suhm’s general phi-
losophy as to enlightened absolutism, addressing the King: “Your honor and benefit
is to rule over enlightened people”.

Thus, the 42 government rules form a succinct articulation of Suhm’s political
philosophy. They circulated in private only, but the special, elitist character of
Suhm’s network of acquaintances grants that most of the political top of Denmark-
Norway would have known them. Guldberg, we know, was not amused.

In a letter to the exiled economist and peasant emancipator G. C. Oeder of 28 De-
cember 1774, Suhm attaches the full, private version of Euphron asking Oeder what
he says “about our system or rather systemata? Which treatment against the peas-
ants! In my anger, I wrote the attached narrative Euphron, which is also for sale
here, yet without the rules; for else I would have come in conflict with our present
censor the chief of police. — We are and remain, alas, a people of slaves, and we
have hardly ever been more slaves than now”.”” Suhm presents the rolling-back on
peasant liberation as his pretext for writing Euphron, and it is clear that the absence
of the Rules of Government from the public version of Euphron is due to self-censor-
ship out of fear of the chief of police, and, behind him, the government. Later, in the
spring of 1775, there is a letter from Guldberg to Suhm, addressing some new texts
authored by Suhm. Here, Guldberg encourages Suhm’s writing: “Do continue work-
ing on those two other stories, and then, my best friend, you can more than atone
for Euphron, which I still hear about from time to time. For everything in the world,
and for all the friendship we have invariably shown each other, do never touch those
things again.”®® This is a letter between two old friends indeed, but it is simultane-
ously an order from the effective regent of Denmark-Norway to the country’s leading
intellectual. There has been some discussion of the weight between those two as-
pects: mutuality of friendship versus unilateral dependency of power — but Suhm’s
reaction was clear and speaks to the latter interpretation. He suddenly, obediently,
ceased publishing about politics, and even his ongoing project of Secret Observa-
tions, cultivated through years, he terminates definitively the very week after Guld-
berg’s angry letter. Suhm must have been caught in a conflict between his high
moral standards of honesty and pursuit of truth on the one hand, and his obligation
to obey royal command on the other, but in the end, he chose, or felt forced to

97 Quoted from Mgller 1973b, 496.
98 Mpgller 1973b, 496.
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choose, the latter. So, Guldberg’s order formed the end of one of the most spectacu-
lar products of Press Freedom: Suhm’s four-years adventure with radical politics.
Suhm now withdrew to his historical studies and popular fictions, remaining as pro-
ductive as ever for the next 25 years, but now without ever again interfering in the
broader public nor in the narrower elite with political upheaval.

Despite the fact that most of Suhm’s radical ideas only entered the political
mainstream much later, there is no doubt that he contributed to establishing a wider
support to the reinterpretation of absolutism in the direction of enlightened and
opinion-guided rule. The King’s mental weakness had made it evident to many that
such modifications of absolutism were needed, and Suhm strongly contributed to
keeping that debate open. There are also signs that some of his ideas influenced not
only later generations of intellectuals but also of rulers. Johan Biilow became cham-
berlain and the tutor of Crown Prince Frederik during his teenage years of the early
1780s, and we know that the ordered from Suhm a copy of Euphron’s government
rules for use in the teaching of the Crown Prince.*® This was only shortly before he,
16 years of age, ended Guldberg’s rule by the 1784 coup, supported by liberal offi-
cials like Biilow himself, A. P. Bernstorff, and, a bit later, the Duke of Augustenborg.
By the first Cabinet meeting in which the young Crown Prince took part, he brought
a document declaring that from now on, all resolutions would have to carry both the
King’s and his own signature. He swiftly managed to get the signature of the King on
this document, and when the Hereditary Prince discovered what was going on, a
physical fight broke out between the two Frederiks. The Crown Prince prevailed over
the humpback Hereditary Prince, and Guldberg’s fate was sealed. In a certain, indi-
rect sense, this would have been Suhm’s late revenge. In the end, his government
rules helped to instruct the Crown Prince when he pushed out Guldberg and ended
Cabinet rule. This new 1784 government did not immediately change Press Freedom
legislation, but the enforcement of existing paragraphs was relaxed, if not com-
pletely given up, and a new, informal Press Freedom period from 1784 to the early
1790s emerged. At the university, the young literary historian and Suhm disciple
Rasmus Nyerup appeared as a strong supporter of Press Freedom from the 1780s, to
play a strong role in the publication of Suhm’s Collected Writings in the 1790s.

During his intensely political period from 1770 to 1775, Suhm seems to have
meticulously weighted and estimated publication conditions and possibilities for
each single one of his efforts, changing between full Danish publication under his
own name, pseudonyms, anonymity, masked French publication with false title
page info, or accepting self-censorship or even censorship. His Secret Observations
represent yet another publication strategy: they seemed to be intended for posterity
and were never published in his lifetime; — they only saw daylight in 1918. Suhm’s
contributions to the ongoing reflections of an opinion-guided absolutism form, for
these reasons, so to speak, three concentric circles. The outer circle is his public fig-

99 Bruun 1898, 144.
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ure — nobody could doubt that this version supported central restrictions on abso-
lutism such as Press Freedom and Peasant Liberty. The middle circle was known to
an inside elite in Copenhagen, adding further restrictions on sovereignty such as
Freedom of Religion and Rule of Law. The inner circle consisted of pretty few per-
sons including Guldberg and probably a few others among the coup conspirators
who knew that his real and most radical point of view included severely constraining
or even abolishing absolutism by the introduction of a new constitution with an
elected parliament.

Due to the combined efforts of Bie, Brun, Bynch, Suhm, and others, nobody
could doubt that the Press Freedom Period gave Danish opinion a strong push in the
direction of a much more restrained absolutism following different mixtures of re-
strictions on sovereign power, all of them developing variants of enlightened or
opinion-guided monarchy. This was probably one of the strong reasons for the post-
coup government to tone down Press Freedom: it wished to reintroduce standard
pre-enlightenment absolutism with little or no restrictions on sovereignty but that of
a suitably selected State Council. Even so, they did inherit from the brief Struensee
period the idea that such a Council be subjected to Cabinet, which is what allowed
for Guldberg, from 1774, to assume the intermediate and effectively governing role
as Cabinet Secretary between King and Council.

Suhm’s embrace of the ancient constitutionalism myth in motivating his radical
policies were continued by historians like Tyge Rothe. In the new relaxation of Press
Freedom after 1784, new aggressive figures, coming of age during the 1770 to 1773
Press Freedom period, continued discussions of enlightening, updating, guiding,
and restricting absolutism: a new generation of radical authors such as Niels Ditlev
Riegels — who himself participated behind the scenes of the 1784 coup — Peter An-
dreas Heiberg, Michael Birkner, and Malthe Conrad Bruun.



4 Press Freedom Debates During Press Freedom

The most constant theme among the proliferating debates during Press Freedom
was that of Press Freedom itself. Particularly in the most frenetic publication year of
1771, Press Freedom was intensely debated. Opening the debate was none other than
Suhm.

The Suhm-Ancher-Sporon Debate on Press Freedom

As mentioned, Suhm had campaigned for Press Freedom already in the 1760s and
after its realization in 1770, he enthusiastically celebrated the new possibilities in a
brief essay Freedom to Write of February 1771, in which he simultaneously presented
his analysis of a free public sphere.!°° The brief piece opens with excitement:

Finally, the wished-for day has come, the time which I have been longing for so much, that
everyone can write what he thinks, that no ties and chains lie on reason anymore, that every-
one can show himself as he is. A laudable action of our graceful King, an action which you
must hope he keeps strongly, as it is his own action; that he, for the sake of the good writings
and the good thoughts it will bring to the light, overlooks the evil, the bad ones; for persecu-
tion of writings, even those which might deserve it, is the same thing as to prohibit writing; it
would be to tear down with one hand what the other had built up; it would be to smother
geniuses and by fear to make hands stiff and brains dull. (42)

Suhm realizes that this new initiative surpasses even the recognized source of lib-
erty, England, which does not respect privacy and gives despotic access to searching
people’s homes for papers, even if they are not known to be guilty, as he says. Even
truths, which Suhm personally would not like to see attacked should not be pro-
tected against attacks, for that would amount to abolishing Freedom of Writing.

This pertains to the classic issue whether it is possible to articulate, in legisla-
tion, a sharp borderline allowing the political policing of prohibited publications.
That is not possible, according to Suhm. He argues that the case of England shows
that arguments against truths serve only to position those truths “in a greater light”
than before, just like “bad writings disappear by themselves, only the good ones
stay forever” (43). Thus, Suhm’s picture of the public sphere is a sort of selection or
survival process, where bad writings perish while good ones prosper — not so far
from Oliver Wendell Holmes’ famous, much later “marketplace of ideas”.’°! A fur-
ther, important argument goes that bad writings, in their short life, may even pos-
sess the indirect virtue that they call forth good counter-arguments which might not
otherwise have been articulated: “A bad, despicable, evil, wicked writing often calls

100 “Skrive-Frihed”, in Samlinger no. 1, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1771 (18 February 1771).
101 US Supreme Court judge Holmes articulated this famous metaphor in a dissent in 1919; Healy
2013.
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forth good ones. If we had not had Philopatreias we would also have had to miss
Philodanus”, as he says with reference to Bie’s and Guldberg’s pamphlets in the on-
going Philopatreais debate which was unfolding as he wrote. The many actual bad
writings are only a result of the very recent declaration of Press Freedom: it takes
more time to write a good one than a bad one. Soon, good pamphlets will outnumber
the bad ones, Suhm prophesies. More people will now have the possibility of partici-
pating, and this will create a political public sphere, raising the Danish language,
which “the Great” (high nobility, royals, courtiers, people in high office) despise and
often do not know how to speak at all. This requires, however, that novice writers
learn how to distinguish private from public issues, and this, again, requires that
such participants be schooled in political science.

Suhm sees that Press Freedom calls for the political and social construction of
an enlightened public. This also makes him require information freedom in the sense
of public access to state matters — which had not at all been part of Danish Press
Freedom. Unlike the otherwise much more restricted Swedish press freedom of 1766,
which had opened access to a large swathe of government and administration docu-
ments, state matters in Denmark-Norway were still, during Press Freedom, secret af-
faires not accessible to public scrutiny. Suhm directly calls for the publication of de-
tailed public statistics regarding economy, customs, demography — an idea which
should be realized only after the democratic 1849 constitution and only really with
the annual publication of a Danish Yearbook of Statistics from 1896. Suhm con-
cludes his brief essay by nesting Press Freedom in his conception of Enlightened Ab-
solutism with a utilitarian argument: nothing could be “merrier for true patriots
than the idea that their honest and free-spoken thoughts may gain access to the
throne itself, where truth but only rarely may appear, and there find reward from a
father of the land who meticulously reflects and put into practice useful proposals,
mildly disregards the wrong and bold proposals, and silently ignores the hazardous
and harmful proposals.”

This jubilatory piece called forth a pair of counter-pamphlets in the first among
many germinating debates about the new Press Freedom. One of Suhm’s friends, the
law professor Peder Kofod Ancher was the first to respond, if anonymously.'°> He
went directly on the counter-attack: “I would never know what have moved you to
celebrate press, or as you call it, writing freedom, particularly in our times, as wicked-
ness and cheek have reached their highest peak. Now, to give everybody the freedom
to write all that he wants, that is to give a furious person a sword in his hand” (3-4).
To Ancher, there is no difference between a wounding weapon and a wounding ex-
pression. He does not distinguish utterances from actions. He does admit, though,
that there are countries where censorship is too harsh, for “great spirits [...] are an
independent people, who will not let themselves be forced. But does it follow from

102 [Peder Kofoed Ancher], Et Brev til Forfatteren af de kishenhavnske Samlinger, angaaende Skrive-
Friheden, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1771.
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this that the freedom to write should be completely self-determined and unre-
stricted?”. Ancher means no, he judges that “ungodly, outrageous, rebellious, defam-
atory writings” must be prohibited and that the actual surges of Press Freedom Writ-
ings are, with very few exceptions, but “shabby, despicable, shameful stuff” (7).

Here, Kofod Ancher is the progenitor of a long tradition, alive among Danish his-
torians far into the twentieth century, to dismiss the majority of the Press Freedom
Writings as so poor and disgusting as to merit no consideration at all. Ancher’s argu-
ment is that it might be correct, as Suhm contends, that bad writings will perish by
themselves, but that does not hold for “evil” writings, for they flatter evil tendencies
in readers which is why they will live on: “People in general do not seek the true but
rather the pleasant, they read for entertainment rather than learning” (13). On top of
this comes that Ancher, as a law professor, finds that it is actually possible to articu-
late a clear legal distinction between bad and good writings in other to prohibit the
former - as against Suhm’s contention that rooting out bad ones will inevitably de-
stroy good ones as well: “Should it not be possible to contain abuse without tearing
down the whole dike and thereby give evil its free course?” Ancher admits that even
if such prohibition might affect some good writings as well, it should be preferred to
total freedom, so he takes the choice of censorship with eyes open, so to speak. It is
a lesser evil that some good writings do not appear than it is with open access to all
evil writings, he claims. On this basis, Ancher finds that abuse of Press Freedom
must be legally defined: to argue against religion, against government, against
morality should be “carefully determined”, a task he finds “could, without difficulty,
be accomplished” (26).

It was regrettable that Ancher did not complete this allegedly easy task, the next
debater ironically remarked. The high-ranking university official Benjamin Sporon
republished, in May, the whole of Ancher’s pamphlet intertwined with his own
counter-arguments.'®®> Sporon came to the defense of Suhm, adding a couple of new
arguments: “You can rest assured, Mr. Author, that it is not so dangerous that some
may write what they want, as you say, than it is that others might do what they want,
without anybody daring or being able to give any information against it”. To Sporon,
the ability of Press Freedom to reveal secret or criminal actions outweighs, by far,
the appearance of bad writings. Suhm himself did not come back with a response to
Ancher nor to Sporon. It is a curious fact that Suhm who, more than anybody, cele-
brated public strife, only rarely answered his critics.

The opposed viewpoints of the two friends Suhm and Ancher are intimately con-
nected to their views of the absolutist state as a whole. Suhm had argued that Free-
dom to Write would give everyone possibility to show himself just like he is — and
that censorship, on the contrary, would lead to a non-transparent public sphere of

103 [B.G. Sporon], Et Brev til Forfatteren af de Kisbenhavnske Samlinger, angaaende Skrive-Frihe-
den, Paa nye trykt med Bemaerkninger til Forsvar for Skrive-Friheden, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling,
1771 (31 May 1771).
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self-censorship, hypocrisy, lies. To this, Ancher objects that “it is shameful, for one-
self and for others, even for the whole of the nation, that the true profile of evil writ-
ers can appear” — it would be better to contain the shame by not allowing this em-
barrassing sight at all. To Suhm, by contrast, the public sphere was a free space, in
which every participant was responsible but for himself - to Ancher, the public
sphere formed part of the national state, organically construed, so that shameful ut-
terances would immediately shame the country as a whole. To Suhm, the state con-
tained different estates, groups, and voices, and an important political purpose of
Press Freedom was to facilitate the ongoing expression and strife between such
forces in a peaceful manner. To Ancher, the existence of such differences in the state
was rather a disgraceful disease to be cured, a symptom of a deeper shortcomings of
the absolute state, which, in the meantime, should be concealed from foreign ob-
servers. Suhm, unlike Martin Brun, never giving up on Press Freedom, continuously
revised his overall theory of the public sphere, as we shall see below.

Press Freedom Self-Organizing

The learned exchange between Suhm, Ancher, and Sporon during the spring of 1771
proved only the beginning of a constant preoccupation with Press Freedom itself,
which would continue through the whole period. Many new authors celebrated the
new-won freedom, but others began to question it. Was the freedom too wide-rang-
ing? Should Press Freedom be restricted in certain ways? Which new norms should be
developed for behaving in the new public sphere? And what about the personal re-
sponsibilities of the writers? Writers began attacking each other’s use of the new free-
dom - warning that excessive use might soon be taken as occasion for dismantling
the new freedom again. Debaters began self-monitoring conditions of the new public
sphere. That debate, unlike most other Press Freedom debates, proved to be never-
ending. Invigorated, dampened, shifting, pulsating after changing political events
and conditions, the free debate of Press Freedom itself, about its character, demands
and conditions, seemingly had come there to stay, as an indication that the ongoing
self-reflection of Press Freedom about its own limits, ways, and purposes simply
forms a central part and ongoing striving for self-organization of Press Freedom itself.

Also in other respects, the new public sphere began a remarkable process of
self-organization. Debates with answers, responses, comments quickly began to de-
velop, branching out in new sub-debates covering still new thematic territory. Pre-
print censorship had, to a large degree, prevented debates from originating. Not
only did it keep the word to a small elite of learned authors, but the long and slow
process of reading, refusing, proposing changes, before eventually imprimatur
might be granted, effectively prevented any quick back-and-forth conversation to
take place. Now, a pamphlet of the typical Press Freedom size of 16, 24, 32, 40, or 48
pages could be printed in a matter of days, sold cheaply, and speedy debates could
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self-organize in a hitherto unforeseen tempo. Already by New Year 1770 to 1771, one
could, as a matter of course, refer to the existence of the new ontological category of
debates, e. g. “the Philopatreias debate”. To an eighteenth-century audience this fast
development of public debates was astonishing and completely unprecedented. No
governing instance, neither political, clerical nor civil, nor any single printshop, edi-
tor, or author were responsible for the sudden growth of debates; they rather formed
an emerging effect of new limit conditions allowing many collaborating free actors
to, taken together, constitute a new public sphere. The fact that it was suddenly pos-
sible to identify a number of debates with swift organization, the Brewer Feud, the
Moralism debate of Brun and Biering, Philopatreias, the Shoebrush Debate, the Lot-
tery Debate, the Whoring Debate, the Deathbed Feud, the Scribe Argument, and so
on, constitutes a hasty self-organization of the new public sphere as such. This new
opinion-forming is also co-constituted by pamphlet debates jumping into newspa-
pers and periodicals as well as by a level of oral exchanges, and information and
ideas flew back and forth between oral and written levels to result in circulating gos-
sip and rumors acquiring a new nervous speed. This ended up resulting in the dra-
matic change of popular perception of Struensee himself through 1771 (Chapter 9).

Self-organization also governed the establishment of a surprising degree of
agreement about the very existence of the new category of Press Freedom Writings.
Luxdorph gave his private collection that very title; he seems spontaneously to have
found that it was easy to distinguish which new publications were now made possi-
ble because of the September 14 legislation. New review periodicals saw the light of
day in early 1771, consecrating themselves to reviewing the new Press Freedom Writ-
ings, also recognizing the new category. One of them Fortegnelsen, appearing
roughly every second week (Fortegnelsen meaning “The Inventory”, beginning as of
18 February 1771), survived all three Press Freedom years, and there is a surprising
degree of overlap between its selection of writings and that of Luxdorph’s Collection.
The public seemed to know and agree upon what a Press Freedom Writing was.
Also, after the 1772 coup, new initiatives strove to track the flood of post-coup writ-
ings appearing, such as Critisk Journal and Aften-Posten. In March 1771, one of Stru-
ensee’s officials, H.P. Sturz, recognized this self-organizing quality of the new Press
Freedom sphere and picked, in a German pamphlet for free trade, a metaphor taken
from ancient atomic theory to describe it:

In the meantime, press freedom has given rise to an advantageous fermentation in the nation.
To me, this whole noise of spirits, as if awakening from a slumber, forms a pleasant spectacle.
It seems to me, just like in the nature of Lucretius, as a swirl of atoms, scurrying in all direc-
tions, but then quickly assembling to fly in circles, then sinking deep towards the ground, now
and then sending a blinding light out of dark chaos. - We must await which kind of world is
going to result from this.104

104 [H.P. Sturz], Gesprdche zweyer Miissiggdnger. Erstes Stiick, Copenhagen: P. H. Hoecke, 1772 (18
March 1772), 22.
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Sturz saw that the advantageous results from Press Freedom developed in surprising
structures and patterns in a self-organizing spectacle which could not be predicted.

“The Golden Age of the Press”

The overall mood during the spring of 1771 was jubilatory, even festive. One pam-
phleteer spoke about “The Golden Age of the Press”, and gradually, a new economy
was emerging. Small print shops in central Copenhagen were expanding, and a
number of newly minted authors were able to earn a considerable income from pub-
lishing, if not simply live from it. During the spring of 1771, an increasing number of
new debates, new pamphlets, new experiments was the main picture, accompanied
all of the time by a celebration of the new-found freedom. Struensee’s central role in
the new government was only slowly becoming known during the spring of 1771,
and most thanksgivings for Press Freedom were addressed to the King rather than to
his physician.

So was the case, for instance, with the most famous international reaction. At
home in Ferney close to the Swiss border, none less than Voltaire penned a long
poem in late 1770, dated 15 January 1771, celebrating Danish-Norwegian Press Free-
dom and the young Danish king behind it, Christian VII. The connection between
the philosopher and the King had long roots. Voltaire had not been present in Paris
in 1768 when the King had, on his own behalf, organized a meeting with a veritable
parnas of French Enlightenment philosophers (see Chapter 2), but already in 1766,
the recently crowned King had sent 1,000 rix-dollars to the philosopher as a token of
support to his struggle for religious toleration in the “Sirven Affair”.!%> Briefly after
the introduction of Press Freedom, the following news story could be read in
Adresseavisen: “Paris, October 15. His Majesty the King of Dannemark has honored
Mr. d’Alembert with a letter and shipped to him 200 Louisdors to the statue of Mr.
Voltaire. This gentleman has spent 14 days with Mr. v. Voltaire”. On the next page,
this elaboration follows: “It is now thought that the statue of Voltaire will be placed
in a garden or at an estate where some kind of Temple for the Muses or an Academy
will be erected”.'®® The Danish public could be in no doubt about the will of the new
Struensee government to further extend the royal connection to the philosopher. In
January 1771, the court received Voltaire’s welcome praise to Press Freedom and the
King, and the poem swiftly appeared for pamphlet sale both in a reprint of the
French original and in a clumsy Danish prose translation.!” Voltaire was well-

105 Christian VII in Paris: see Langen 2010. The connection Christian VII-Voltaire: see Hertel 1997.
106 Adresseavisen, 30 October 1770.

107 Voltaire, “Epitre a Sa Majesté le Roy de Dannemarck. Sur la liberté de la presse accordée dans
ses Etats”, Copenhagen: Pierre Steinmann, 1771 (Feb 18 1771); Voltaire, “Hr. F. A. d. Voltaires Brev til
Hans Majestaet Kongen af Danmark angaaende den udi hans Stater forundte Tryk-Frihed. Tilligemed
nogle Afhandlinger af beslegtet Indhold”, Copenhagen: L. N. Svare, 1771 (8 March 1771).
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known in Denmark, primarily as a playwright and satirist, maybe less so as a politi-
cal commentator.!%® Voltaire wrote, among much else,'*

Few kings transgress, like you, the limits

Which nature has prescribed their powers:

You give the rights to man and you permit to think.
Sermons, novels, physics, odes, history, opera,
Everyone may write all — and whistle he who wants!
You won’t allow, great King, tolerant and just,
That freedom degrades into debauchery;

And that is also the wish of all with reason:

To conserve good customs, they support;

If guilty you can be of your expressions,

Should one therefore prohibit speech?

An egghead in the slums composes a satire,

Does that reduce my right to think and write?

Do punish the abuse; but do permit the use.

Voltaire, in fact, did not go nearly as far as the Danish King and his favorite. The
French satirist finds that the Danish King will know how to punish excessive satires
and slander and thus — as against Suhm - claims that it is an easy or in any case
feasible task to distinguish use from abuse of Press Freedom. Voltaire was currently
enraged with the appearance of the anonymous, materialist volume Systéme de la
nature (by d’Holbach) the year before, and in his eulogy to the Danish King, he wel-
comes the sad fate of this work. The book had been prohibited in France, and
Voltaire applauds how it then “fell quickly back into dust”. All in all, Voltaire him-
self proved considerably more modest than the new Danish Freedom he eulogized.
In the same Danish pamphlet publication were also translated Voltaire’s argument
for Press Freedom from his Dictionnaire Philosophique of 1764 and his small parody
about the terrible dangers of reading from 1765, as well as David Hume’s small note
on Freedom of the Press, the first translation of Hume into Danish.

Voltaire would be counterargued in other pamphlets later in 1771, and already in
the mostly celebratory spring, when many authors saluted the new Freedom, skepti-
cal voices against the actual effects of Press Freedom began appearing. The anony-
mous Letter about some of the Writings having Appeared since Press Freedom claims
that if Voltaire saw the actual results of Danish Press Freedom, he would immedi-
ately retract his celebration of the Danish King.!'° The verdict of the author is harsh:
the dream of a future of better writings is vain. The enlightened public will soon be
bored by “impractical proposals, defamatory pasquils and meaningless rubbish”,
while the unenlightened will, at some point, have their “untimely passion for read-

108 See Hertel, 1997.

109 Translated from Voltaire 1833, 290-299.

110 [anonymous], Brev om nogle af de siden Trykke-Friheden udkomne Skrifter, no place or printer
indicated, 1771.
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ing” fulfilled, at least for economic reasons — and then the stream of publications
will shrink for lack of demand. The author reviews a number of the mostly read pam-
phlets — generally negatively. But the author willy-nilly displays an interesting prop-
erty of the growing Press Freedom scene: already at this point, a canon of the most
important publications is emerging. Bagge, Philopatreias and its replies, Philo-
danus, the Shoebrush pamphlets, the state debt pamphlets. Also, a certain qualita-
tive distinction is appearing: the author exclaims with all signs of disgust that he
will not at all discuss certain squalid products, such as pamphlets by Martin Brun
and Junior Philopatreias. A canon of such alleged low-class untouchables is appear-
ing all the same, as when the author mentions Brun’s Ole the Smith and Jeppe the
Watchman among those he will not mention.

During the spring of 1771, it also became increasingly clear that a number of
writings took advantage of the new liberty to launch rude personal attacks. Only
rarely, names were called explicitly, but the person attacked was described in detail
to a degree so that many if not all readers would be able to identify the target. That
was the case, e. g., with mayor Nissen in the Shoe Brush debate (Chapter 7). A pam-
phlet called The Beast of Gevaudan took a current event in the South of France where
a large, puma-like beast reportedly killed a number of locals, as a metaphor for field
marshal Saint-Germain and his alleged bloody onslaught of the Danish-Norwegian
army on the pretext of reforms during the 1760s.!"! This French-speaking Gevaudan
Beast had been accompanied by a local fox in order to guide him around in un-
known Danish territory — an easily decodable image of general Gahler — and when
the fox was pacified, he was replaced by a “very crafty and cautious marten”, that is,
general Rantzau. The marten was later caught and sent away, but the anonymous
author senses certain signs that the sneaky old fox is back. This was an easily decod-
able attack on the political party behind the current Struensee government, and it
was indeed correct that Gadhler the fox was now back in power in top of the army, as
Struensee’s leading state official and political partner. Later the same year, even the
beast of Gevaudan himself, Saint-Germain, would be called back to Copenhagen,
even if he did not get around to organize new events before the fall of Struensee
soon after, which would lead to his third and final ejection from the realm. In the
spring of 1771, the Gevaudan pamphlet showed that Press Freedom could also turn
against the new government itself. Similar attacks can be found in other pamphlets
ridiculing Pontius Pilatus as an image of a civil servant accepting bribes, or a Billy
goat as the picture of a social climber who is transformed into a suppressive monkey
as soon as he reaches the top. Here, however, the exact top officials attacked are
harder to identify today, even if they are described to some detail."’> Such pamphlets

111 [anonymous], Det Gevaudanske Dyr, Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1771 (19 March 1771).

112 Such as the anonymous Den forvandlede Gedebuk, The Hague (?), no printer indicated, 1771 (3
April 1771); and F. C. Scheffer’s Pilati Livs- og Levnetsbeskrivelse, Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1771 (13
May 1771).
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constituted a first harbinger of the attacks on Struensee which should intensify over
summer (see Chapter 9).

One of the first to modify his unbridled enthusiasm for Press Freedom in the
light of the increase of anonymous libel, was Suhm. In his secret comments to politi-
cal developments, he said that the purpose of what he referred to as “the Struensee
conspiracy” in introducing Press Freedom had really been to “get out those writings
they liked, and present only those for the King, and claim that they represented the
voice of the nation; the others they would keep silent about, and they also thought
they would not be many”- that is, to fool the King to accept their radical policies.!®
Suhm remarks that they did not succeed with this plan, for developments showed
they were unable to prevent writings against themselves. He even went so far as to
imply that the Struensee government “had some hired hacks at hand, among them
Bie of some talent, but of huge evil, who was used to deceive people in the most ne-
farious way.” Bie and other, early, critical pamphleteers should thus be paid influ-
ence agents for Struensee, a rumor not backed by sources, but which should con-
tinue to circulate during the Press Freedom Period.

Publicly, however, Suhm voiced more principled concerns. In No. 2 of his Collec-
tions during summer 1771, an essay on “Mixed Thoughts” addresses the issue of
moral claims versus moral actions.'’* Suhm speculates that those who write much
about morality very often practice those morals pretty badly, often even worse than
those who do not mention morality at all (155). He who speaks the most about moral-
ity thinks of himself as better than others for that very reason, fooling himself to be-
lieve he strictly follows morality, only because he mentions it all of the time. He
thinks he possesses a privilege on virtue and should, for that reason, be honored by
all. Suhm finds this is a central source of spiritual vanity among Christians. This
self-righteous, hypocritical social type Suhm now localizes among current Press
Freedom pamphleteers: “Fools and robbers complain about fools and robbers”. This
revised, gloomy picture of Press Freedom is underlined when Suhm continues to say
that as he first praised Freedom to Write — as he continues to do — libelous pam-
phlets had not yet appeared: “They attack persons, and for such attacks authors
even in the free England are sometimes punished, and printers there are obliged to
name authors. At least nobody can prohibit anyone from persecuting such printers
and authors using the law of the land. Freedom to write does not abolish good order,
civility, decency, and mores.” (156).

113 Suhm 1918, 48.
114 P.F. Suhm, “Blandede Tanker”, in Samlinger vol. 1 no. 2, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1771
1 July 1771).



“The Golden Age of the Press” —— 97

Fig. 12: The printshop J. R. Thiele was the publisher behind the sharp Gevaudan attack on the new
Struensee government in the spring of 1771, and the same year, as if illustrating the pamphlet,
Thiele also published this copy of a French copper: Depiction of the wild and cruel Predator called a
Hyena who has, in the area around Gevaudan in the Province of Languedok in France, most atro-
ciously torn apart many Human Beings (Afbildning paa det vilde og grumme Rovdyr, Hyane kaldet,
der i Egnen omkring Gevaudan i Provinsen Languedok). © National Gallery of Denmark.

Also, other pamphlets had begun to discuss this issue: had the Press Freedom law
made invalid all the restrictions of publication of the Danish Law of 1683? This had
not been addressed at all in the brief September 14 legislation text, giving rise to an
ambiguous legal status during early Press Freedom, and Suhm here seems to indi-
cate that the old paragraphs against libel would still be effective. The current explo-
sion of libel, to Suhm, is really due to moralists driving their moralism so far as to
attack persons. In short, Suhm claims that Press Freedom should be restricted with
regards to libel — simultaneously taking care to distinguish personal libel sharply
from attacks on general issues, represented for instance by the use of fictional
names. A modification proposal regarding libel along lines not far from those of
Suhm should actually be realized by the Struensee government in October, but now
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not without also potentially re-opening all of the tougher paragraphs of publication
restrictions from the Danish Law of 1683.

The Fall of 1771

If the spring of 1771 had had a clear Voltairean flavor, the fall of the same year
brought out counterarguments against him as well against his favorite genre of
satire. The Treatise on exaggerated Satires or concealed Pasquils appeared in Danish
anonymously but was really authored by the Prussian King, Frederick the Great.!” It
is well known that Frederick and Voltaire cultivated a close friendship, including ar-
guments and falling-outs, but even if Voltaire did not support full Press Freedom as
in Denmark-Norway, he would never accept the Prussian monarch’s close-to-total
rejection of satire which he found useful only in long-gone eras of real despots and
tyrants, that is, before the sixteenth century. Even more directly turned against
Voltaire was the satirical A Writing from the Devil to Mr. Voltaire, also published
anonymously — originally a pamphlet from 1762 by the Frenchman Claude-Marie Gi-
raud, in which Voltaire was mock-celebrated as the best ally of the Devil and praised
as his strongest force aimed against religion."'® A harsh Christian complaint over
Press Freedom appeared under the title of A Strange View Seen over Copenhagen',
claiming that “[tlhe Freedom to Write has undermined the dam of decency, and the
depraved taste of a curious nation has destroyed it completely”. The conclusion
holds local Danish Voltaire copycats responsible: “Let us hasten hither, to come to
the rescue of innocence which has fled into the arms of the true Christian; let us hide
its modesty from the viceful glances of our sybaritic Voltaires!” (15). It remains un-
certain, however, whether the anonymous pamphlet is indeed a sincere Christian
complaint, or rather a writer’s attempt to capitalize on the local market of Christian
pamphlet buyers, or even a parody of Christian criticism of Press Freedom.!
Another critical discussion of Press Freedom took the producers’ viewpoint
rather than that of the readers: An insignificant Conversation between a Writer and a
Publisher, at the Occasion of the Chitchat published in the Papers on the Freedom to

115 [Frederick the Great], Afhandling om overdrevne Satirer eller indkledte Skandskrifter, Copen-
hagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1771 (6 September 1771).

116 [C.M. Giraud], En Skrivelse fra Diaevelen til Hr. Voltaire, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1771.

117 [Martin Brun], Et merkvaerdigt Syn over Kisbenhavn, i Falge med den Allegoriske Drgm, Copen-
hagen: Borups Efterleverske, 1771 (14 August 1771).

118 There are indications that the anonymous pamphlets may have been authored by Martin Brun
in which case it is difficult to see it as a sincerely meant complaint. Not much later, Brun excelled in
servicing different market segments with different viewpoints, so if he authored the pamphlet, it
might be an attempt to cater for local Christian demands, or even a parody of a Christian protest
against Press Freedom.
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Write.! The two dialogue partners complain that under present conditions, both of
them face an economic incitement to produce bad rather than good publications.
Times have changed, traditional writings are no longer cherished at the coffee-tables
of ladies — one among many references in the Press Freedom Writings to a
widespread female readership in Denmark-Norway. But the taste of the ladies is
quickly shifting, now they are reading the new political pamphlets with all their
Greek “phile” pseudonyms. Now, they “phile from all sides and crooks; it is and will
be only philery. Philopatreias Senior as well as Junior, badness old and young, ev-
erything after the new and bad taste, now a Philodanus, then a Philatlethes, now a
Philocacias, then a Philocosmus. Yes, it was and remained for a time nothing but
phile-phile-phile-pomse [...]” (7). The regretful publisher ridicules the Press Freedom
current of proliferating “Phile-"debaters, and it seems as if he finds himself forced to
publish such writings to maintain his earnings. It has served his economy well,
though, and has even given him the economic muscle to publish a few really useful
things as well.

The author and the publisher agree that they are now caught between two ene-
mies: one is the traditional, rich publishing-houses servicing a popular market of
trivia and the other the new Press Freedom market of raging political pamphlet de-
bates. The middle road of serious quality literature suffers from this literary crossfire,
according to this pamphlet. So, this author does not at all agree with Suhm’s opti-
mism as to the growth of good and useful writings.

Some pamphlet voices attacked those who had written abject and shameful
things, for they were responsible for the new restrictions;?° others were even more
somber and derided Press Freedom Writings as a whole as an invasive cancer.’?! A
philosophy student named Rasmussen even argued that those responsible had but
acted out of selfishness, and should thank the King they had not been imprisoned
for that was what they deserved.!?? An increasing number of Press Freedom writers
did not really like Press Freedom at all. After the restrictions on Press Freedom of 7
October 1771, brooding pamphleteers faced an additional concern: to determine
whose carelessness, licentiousness or evil had prompted the regrettable fall of full
freedom.

Debates about Press Freedom would acquire a completely different character af-
ter the January 1772 coup, now anxious, strained, and fearful (see Chapter 14). As we

119 [anonymous], En ubetydelig Samtale imellem en Skribent og en Forlaegger, i Anledning af den i
Aviserne fremsadte Snik-Snak om Skrive-Friheden, under Artiklen fra Kisbenhavn og Stokholm, Copen-
hagen, no printer indicated, 1771 (6 September 1771).

120 [anonymous], De danske Skriveres Skiebne ved Skrivefrihedens Indskraenkelse, skreven af Philo-
mathes den 10 October 1771, Copenhagen: J.R, Thiele, 1771 (29 October 1771).

121 Gustophilus, Velment og ngdsaget Erindring til de Danske Fruentimmer, no place or printer, 1771
(9 October 1771).

122 Hans Georg Rasmussen, Betankninger over de danske Skriveres Arbeide, Copenhagen: J.R.
Thiele, 1771.
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know, Suhm continued his support to and even fight for Press Freedom long after its
formal disappearance through 1773, and the theory of the public sphere which be
began to develop in his “Collections” nos. 1 to 2 were further refined in no. 3 in April
1772, three months after the coup. Initially, his view of the Press Freedom period is
now considerably darkened: “The multitude of writings kills each other. The good
ones sink to the bottom with the mediocre ones, with the bad ones, while the very
worst sometimes float on top, because they are the lightest. Very learned writings
are for the few only”.!? Suhm’s old defense based on the gradual disappearance of
evil writings are considerably modified after the experience of 18 months of the real-
ities of Press Freedom. Now, it is rather the good writings which sink, reaching few
readers only, while the worst keep floating due to their easy accessibility. Suhm is
close to accepting the premises of his opponent Kofod Ancher’s counterarguments
from early 1771. Still, even given these admissions, Suhm stuck to his overall opti-
mism as to Press Freedom, summing up his public sphere theory by the one-liner
that “all things are best investigated by conflicting viewpoints™ (229).

123 P.F. Suhm, Samlinger, no. 3, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1772 (27 April 1772), 227.



5 Economy and Good Government

New Economic Thought during Press Freedom

Economic issues were central to the debates during Press Freedom, and the economic
debate spread to a whole series of topics not previously debated due to censorship.
Since mid-century, economics was developing into a modern science, but Press Free-
dom made the economic debate take an acute political turn. A new political eco-
nomic discussion took shape while the established borderline between the economy
of civil society and the economy of state and government was transgressed. Up to
now, the finances and policies of the absolutist state and government had been a
matter of secrecy, but Press Freedom made it possible to speculate on state revenues
and expenditures and critically comment on the economic policies of the govern-
ment. This new discussion often arose out of problems of daily life. The high prices of
bread and food provoked questions: were monopolies or speculation in the grain
trade causing shortage? Such speculation led to more general, upsetting questions
about whether the nation was in economic decline and how the situation could be
turned into growth and prosperity. Would a beneficial growth of population be the
result of liberating the peasants in the countryside? Or would more freedom lead to
social unrest and economic disaster? Would the new state lottery lead to a shortage
of labor and industriousness? Now, it became possible to make proposals for the gov-
ernment’s customs policy and regulation of trade, and the large foreign debt became
a hot topic: was it due to bad governance? And what, by contrast, would good gover-
nance be like? In this chapter, we examine the debates on these issues in the light of
their more cautious precursors from the period before the sudden political turn.

Economy and Politics. The Legacy of the 1755 Declaration

Economics — as a science, as well as a topic — had become modern in the limited
public created after 1755, when the government sought, on several intellectual
fronts, to strengthen the absolutist state (see Chapter 2). Several of the writers of the
expanding economic debate during the Press Freedom Period had participated in
the narrower and state-monitored public debate in the years after 1755.

A call for treatises to be authored on all sorts of topics pertaining to the common
good had, as mentioned, been issued from the government on the King’s birthday in
1755. The treatises should be mailed to Prime Minister A.G. Moltke, and the “most
useful of them” would be printed without regard to personal standing and without
cost to the author. The government thus launched a limited public debate on the
common good and lent its support to the communication of economic knowledge on
a larger scale than had previously been the case. It seems likely that the appeal of

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is
licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-005
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1755 was, in fact, a reason behind the growth in public debate of the 1750 and
1760s.12* At no time prior to the liberation of the press in 1770, such a quantity of eco-
nomic literature had been published as in the years 1756, 1757, and 1758.1% In accor-
dance with the international orientation of ministers A.G. Moltke and J. H. E. Bern-
storff after the appeal of 1755, the German economist Johann Gottlob von Justi was
called from the University of Gottingen to the administration of Copenhagen as an
advisor in economic affairs 1757 to 1758.1%

Several journals were published after the appeal, but the greatest achievement
was the state-financed Oeconomic Magazine for Denmark and Norway, which
launched publication in late 1757.% In the shape of a yearbook, it published re-
sponses to the general call for tracts on economic topics. The magazine attracted the
best authors, because it occupied a semi-official position on the market, offering
awards for the best contributions every year. It was edited by pietist theology profes-
sor and vice-chancellor of the University of Copenhagen Erik Pontoppidan, and eight
large volumes came out before his death in 1764, primarily containing papers on
practical economic issues.

In 1759, Erik Pontoppidan himself added the book Eutropii Philadelphi: Eco-
nomic Balance or Personal Suggestions concerning Denmark’s Natural and Civil
Wealth to the Happiness of its Citizens.'”® Pontoppidan wrote anonymously as “Eu-
tropius Philadelphus” — meaning the brother-loving good-mannered. This signaled
the combination of a pietism inspired from Halle with enlightenment ideas, and he
thus fused pietist social amelioration with political economics. He defined eco-
nomics as a concept covering two fields. On the one hand “Oeconomia Publica”,
that is “Oeconomia Cameralis”, or the public use of wealth; on the other hand, “Civil
Economy”, that is “Private Economy” (“Den private Oeconomie og Huusholdning”).
Public economy was not suitable for public discussion, however. Public economy
was the private domain of the King, but discussion of civil economy could enlighten
the public about the private economic conditions of citizens and the country. This
seminal distinction between public and private economy was dissolved by Press
Freedom. After 1770, Oeconomia Publica was suddenly up for open debate.

Peder Kofod Ancher, professor of law at the University of Copenhagen, criticized
unlimited Press Freedom (see Chapter 4) but he also participated in the debate on
state debt in 1771. In 1759, he had written a long introduction to the Danish edition
of J.F. Melon’s 1734 Political Essay on Commerce. Here, Kofod Ancher summarized

124 Maliks 2011, 184-199 and 206-226.
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128 Eutropius Philadelphus [Erik Pontoppidan], Oeconomiske Balance eller uforgribelige Overslag
paa Dannemarks naturlige og borgerlige Formue til at gigre sine Indbyggere lyksalige, Copenhagen
1759.
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the principal cameralistic, mercantilist theories concerning commerce, but he also
stressed that restraints were contrary to the spirit of commerce because liberty im-
proves trade, and so Melon counts as an early inspirator of the physiocrats. Anyway,
liberty was framed by the interests of the state.!®

The vicar Otto Diderich Liitken became a prominent conservative voice during
the Press Freedom Period on topics like the conditions of the peasants and lotteries.
In 1760, he had published Inquiries concerning the general Economy of the State.'*
According to Liitken, the discourse on economics dealt with questions of how to pro-
cure general wealth. To attain growth of national wealth, the government should
stimulate the production of food as well as the production of commodities necessary
for continuing such production. Different kinds of “luxury” should be prevented or
outright forbidden, while other kinds of commerce and manufacture were in need of
government support. If manufactures in Denmark were to compete on the market,
no restrictions on imports were to be imposed. The government instead ought to
temporarily subsidize new manufactures.

The issue of the proper size of the population was the most important question
in O.D. Liitken’s volume. On this issue, he opposed the opinion of his brother Fred-
erik Liitken, among others, who held that growth of the population was key to the
wealth of a nation. In his view, growth in production would cause an increase in the
population indeed, while growth of population, in itself, would not necessarily im-
prove anything. A policy aiming at unlimited growth of population might create
poverty or reduce the wealth of the nation and result, consequently, in harmful ef-
fects for commerce. His point of view was unusual at the time. The improvement of
agriculture was a favorite theme of discussion, and it was a commonly accepted
opinion that the contemporary living conditions of peasants constituted obstacles to
the growth of population and, more generally, to progress. O. D. Liitken did not men-
tion his sources of inspiration, but in his work he discussed, criticized, and opposed
the theories of government adviser von Justi.'!

A year after the general appeal was issued, the above-mentioned Frederik
Liitken, a former officer and at the time an inspector of customs, began to publish his
Oeconomic Thoughts for deeper Reflection.®? Nine small volumes appeared from 1756
to 1761 and were translated into German: Oeconomische Gedanken zu weiteren Nach-
denken eréffnet (1757-1759). Frederik Liitken was mainly interested in questions con-

129 J.F. Melon: Essai politique sur la commerce, 1734. Kofod Ancher’s introduction was titled On the
Utility of Commerce in Civil Society (Om Handelens Nytte for Borgerlige Stater), see Riising 1956, 101-
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132 F. Liitken, Oeconomiske Tanker til hgiere Efter-Tanke 1-1X, Copenhagen 1755-61. On Frederik
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cerning the growth of population and manufactures. His writings were, in a way,
hymns to human labor, and in his view, the increase of labor was the cause of in-
creasing wealth in England, which to Liitken was the Promised Land.'® In Frederik
Liitken’s case, however, one finds an open demonstration of the effects of censorship.
In the first volume of Liitken’s economic thoughts, Chapter 6 on customs was denied
publication by the censors. And the last volume, of 1761, began with an empty page
except for the text: “1. Chapter is omitted”. Frederik Liitken had transgressed the dis-
cussion of the economics of civil society and written about customs, which was his
previous field of office. Customs policy was the domain of king and government, how-
ever, and his chapters were censored. Professors at the University of Copenhagen ad-
ministered censorship and in Liitken’s case, it was Professor Kofod Ancher who had
to give the author his “friendly advice” before the book could receive its imprimatur,
permission to print. The censorship of Frederik Liitken demonstrates the nature of
the limited, government-controlled economic debate between 1755 and 1770. After
Press Freedom was introduced, issues of customs would jump to a central place in
economic discussions. They took their beginning in the debate triggered by the al-
ready-mentioned Jacob Christian Bie in the guise of the pamphleteer Philopatreias.

Jacob Christian Bie — Poet, Provocateur and Pamphleteer

Jacob Christian Bie was born in Trondheim in 1738. He was educated as a lawyer in
Copenhagen in 1764, but he wanted to live as a poet and author and published in-
dustriously between 1758 and 1774. Press Freedom presented Bie with new opportu-
nities, which he was among the very first to exploit.

Bie had no office or funding from the patrons of the literary world. He tried to
make a living from his pen by writing and publishing weeklies and poetic fables. In
1765 he had published the weekly Novitianus while at the same time making his de-
but as a poet under his own name in the popular fable genre of the time with Original
Moral Fables.* From the very outset, he was controversial.

Bie dealt, in his fable “The Beaver”, with a topical scandal at the court in Copen-
hagen. The Norwegian Count Christian Conrad Danneskiold-Laurvig, with libertine
inclinations, had abducted the young actress Mette Marie Rose from The Royal The-
ater and kept her in hiding in his city mansion. After indignant protests from her
father, another royal actor, Laurvig was forced by the King to set her free. In “The
Beaver”, Bie took Laurvig’s side against Minister of State A.G. Moltke, the court, and
the King, whom he incautiously accused of hypocrisy. The Moral Fables had been
approved by the censor with C. G. Kratzenstein’s imprimatur — perhaps because Bie

133 See particularly the chapter “Om nytten af Arbeidet” (“On the utility of Labour”), second part,
1757, 33.
134 Jacob Christian Bie, Originale Danske Moralske Fabler i bunden Stiil, Copenhagen 1765.
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had dedicated them to his wife Ann Margaretha Kratzenstein — but it helped just as
much. The book was seized, and it subsequently circulated in handwritten copies.®®

What was written about scandals at court was politically controversial. This ap-
plied to the literature about Louis XV’s court in France, as it applied to Frederik V’s
court in Copenhagen.” Bie’s fable spread rumors of hypocrisy and immorality at
court, and his punishment was harsh. He was to be incarcerated indefinitely on the
small Baltic prison island Christiansg. Bie, however, managed to escape abroad and
was able to return to Copenhagen with impunity after Frederik V’s death the follow-
ing year. Now, in 1766, he took up writing for the weekly Skjaldtidende at the Ad-
dress Office, which also published his monthly magazine Den poetiske Nouvellist in
1767, where he continued to challenge the limits of the public sphere.'” He praised
England’s freedom of writing and printing: “What have you, England! driven to such
a height? /[...] / Because you always enjoyed Freedom of writing and printing!”."*

Philopatreias — the First Big Press Freedom Debate

In December 1770, Bie made his first appearance in the Press Freedom Period with
the pamphlet Philopatreia’s Remarks, On the dear Times and Decay of Trade, On the
Courts of Justice, and On the Revenues of the Clergy.”® Under the patriotic
pseudonym: lover of his fatherland (Philopatreias), he discussed contemporary eco-
nomic greed and inequality, injustices in the judiciary, and the laziness and incom-
petence of priests. We already touched upon his attacks on noble interference in pol-
itics. Philopatreia’s down-to-earth, disrespectful, and at times amusing critique,
which constantly called for debate, granted the pamphlet a long history of influence
that surpassed any other single pamphlet in the early months of Press Freedom.

The most-read newspaper in Copenhagen Adresseavisen (The Address Paper)
published excerpts from Bie’s pamphlet on its front page in no less than two issues
in mid-December 1770. A pamphlet could not achieve greater publicity. In the begin-
ning, anonymity was real, and no one knew who might hide behind “Philopatreias™.
Rumors in Copenhagen were sure that supporters of the new Struensee government
were behind the pamphlet.

135 “The Beaver” — “Om Baeveren” ibid. 31-33. The handwritten copy in The Royal Library: Ny
Kongl. Saml. 1042, 8.

136 Darnton 1995.

137 That is, Skaldic Times, and The Poetic Novelist, respectively.

138 Den Poetiske Nouvellist, 1767, 20.

139 [J.C. Bie], Philopatreias trende Anmerkninger. 1 Om de dyre Tider og Handelens Svaghed. 2 Om
Rettergang. 3 Om Geistlighedens Indkomster, Sorg: Lindgren/]. G. Rothe, 1770 (11 December 1770). An
English translation was published in the West Indian colonial city St. Croix (now Virgin Islands) in
1771: [J. C. Bie], Philopatria’s Remarks, I. On the Dear Times, and Decay of Trade. II. On the Courts of
Justice. III. On the Revenues of the Clergy, St. Croix: Daniel Thibou, 1771. Citations in tbis chapter are
drawn from the St. Croix edition.
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Fig. 13: From [). C. Bie] Philopatreias trende Anmarkninger, Sorg 1770: Lindgren/ ). G. Rothe. ©
Royal Danish Library.
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Fig. 14: From [). C. Bie] Philopatria’s Remarks, St. Croix 1771: Daniel Thibou. © Royal Danish Library.
The largest debate during Press Freedom was triggered by the appearance of ). C. Bie under the pen
name of “Philopatreias” in a 1770 pamphlet with three challenging attacks on grain-producing
landowners, lawyers, and priests. Rumors had it that Bie was financially supported as a propagan-
dist for the new government. The reputation of his pamphlet reached the Danish West Indies where
it — as the sole example of Press Freedom Writing — was translated into English and published in
St. Croix in 1771.
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In line with the legacy of the limited publicity before Press Freedom, ‘economy’ was
the first topic Bie discussed as Philopatreias. He had written about economic issues
before and in his Original Moral Fables one fable was simply called “Economy”.°
The fable attacked hypocrisy in the economic debate. ‘Economy’ was presented in
the figure of a woman who studied nature and society alike. In a town, she visited a
bookstore, and she rejoiced that every other book on the title page shouted Economy,
Economy! Knowledge of economics was bought for gold. But outside the bookstore
and the world of books, it was different. Here, she met the state in the shape of a sick
man who had been deceived by financial advisors who thought only of self-interest,
and she had to write a prescription in order to cure selfishness. In his new shape of
Philopatreias, Bie took things further and made his critique political, suggesting a
recipe aimed at the government of the nation.

Philopatreia’s first remark was entitled On the dear Times and Decay of Trade. In
the preface, patriotic rhetoric flourished, utility, truth, patriotism, and the common
good merging into a higher entity, while selfishness was subject to hatred: “Hatred
is as inseparable from patriotism as truth ... the selfish believe, they have a right to
enrich themselves at the public cost, so they hate him who attacks them in those
advantages, which through long practice they have been taught to regard as just”.!!

It was precisely ‘self-interest’ or selfishness that was behind the dear times and
the high prices of grain. Bie found the fundamental cause of the problem among the
large landowners who, at the same time, had too much influence in the country’s
government. Philopatreias did not back down from directly attacking members of
the government: “It fares indeed wretched badly with every branch of trade in a
country, when they who are too powerful, have their fingers therein; for then are
permissions and prohibitions shaped to their own interests, and the publick may go
the D....1”. The weightiest cause of the time of high prices was, according to Bie,
“that those who own the greatest possessions, have long had too much influence in
the government of this country. [...] Ministers ought to be ministers, and tradesmen,
tradesmen; otherwise the first are all in all, the last, beggars: this is one of the princi-
pal causes to the immoderate height of the prices of grain.”’*? This was a stinging
criticism of the State Council in the very month in which the new Struensee govern-
ment was finally dismantling it.

What if some of the landowners would be ruined by falling prices of grain? Only
a bad surgeon, Bie argued, would not cut off a little limb to save the whole body, but
he assured those who had acquired lands at the highest prices that their ruin could
easily be prevented if they divided their possessions into small lots and sold them:
“purchasers will not be wanting; thereby they will not suffer, and the lands will be
incomparably better cultivated. For a peasant of any prudence who tills his land

140 J.C. Bie, Originale, 1765, 38-43.
141 Philopatria’s Remarks, 3.
142 Philopatria’s Remarks, 6.
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himself, reaps more from every ton of hard corn, than a proprietor, who sees with
other eyes, and often sees but very little, because he has too much to oversee”. A
larger production associated with the creation of granaries could stabilize the price
of grain.!3

Bie turned to the discussion of trade, and asked: What makes Amsterdam flour-
ishing, opulent and powerful? In Amsterdam, the ships stood like a forest on the wa-
ter, while the Port of Copenhagen in comparison looked like a desert. He found the
reason: Trade is too restricted; duties are too burdensome; and the manner of col-
lecting them totally wrong. The solution was free trade, and Philopatreias prayed
that it would please the King to allow the free import of grain and other goods. He
concluded: “In short; break up, as far as possible, all monopolies, lower the duties
on all necessities, and give a free trade; so will the prices of everything fall, popula-
tion and public welfare increase, and the therewith intimately connected strength of
the King remarkably flourish”.}** With Philopatreias, free-trade liberalism acquired
a strong voice in early Press Freedom.

Bie’s last two Remarks were, like the first, composed over the theme of self-inter-
est versus patriotism, and the second remark dealt with the courts of justice. Selfish-
ness was associated with wealth, and he accused the judiciary of preventing the
poor from achieving justice. It was especially the lawyers who distorted the proceed-
ings. The lawyers’ economic interest prolonged the handling of cases with endless
procurator tricks and the art of turning black into white: “Costs are increased, and
time prolonged. The richer sort, who can bear this, they keep the field [...] Hence it
comes, that a poor man must often suffer injustice, because his adversary is rich,
and that he dares not assert his right”.!*> Legislation was not the problem, however,
but process itself: “We have a law, the best, the most upright, and that improved by
the ordinances of the wisest of Kings; but the mode of process is much too costly
and perplexed with intrigues and precedents”. Bie called for a reform that should
make it possible to conduct proceedings without economic ruin and legal distortion.
Lawyers were to become consultants who advised plaintiffs for cheap fees.!4®

In Philopatreia’s third remark, the incomes of the clergy came under attack. The
income of a vicar was not at all commensurate with his work. So, “The clergy ought
to have a fixed salary.” This proposal of a prescribed payment was followed by a
massive attack on the clergy. On Bie’s critique of religion and the Philopatreias de-
bate concerning Religion, see Chapter 6.

143 Philopatria’s Remarks, 7.
144 Philopatria’s Remarks, 11.
145 Philopatria’s Remarks, 13.
146 Philopatria’s Remarks, 16.
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Philopatreias Continued and Abandoned

Bie published no less than three further anonymous pamphlets during December-
January 1770 to 1771, following up on the success of his first breakthrough pamphlet.
While Bie worked as “Philopatreias” with publisher J. G. Rothe, he wrote as “Anti-
Philopatreias” against his own pamphlet for the publisher and printer J.R. Thiele.
Already on 24 December, 1770, Anti-Philopatreias’ Three Remarks were for sale.'*

This masquerade was not Bie’s own invention. It was modelled on the English
Spectator tradition, which had been introduced by Jgrgen Riis in Denmark in 1744 to
1745 with his Danish Spectator and Danish Anti-Spectator. Jorgen Riis’ social critique
and attacks on the clergy were an important forerunner of Bie. In his new disguise,
Bie was able to comment further on the economy and the courts of justice by satiri-
cally ridiculing the opposite viewpoint, defending the rights of priests to grow like
fattening calves, just like he ridiculed the new current of pamphlets (including his
own): they were no comets but mere falling stars.

In Philopatreia’s first Sequel he continued with four new remarks: On Trade, On
the Military, On the Examination of Witnesses, and On the Rise of the Sciences.'*® In
the last remark, England was again Bie’s ideal model. In England, the sciences flour-
ished, and qualifications created honor and careers. The message was that Press
Freedom and good government paved the way for the development of the sciences
and the nation.

Bie promised several further sequels to Philopatreias but instead, in January
1771, he suddenly chose to leave the role of Philopatreias behind with the pamphlet
Philopatreias’ Palinodie or Poenitentze Sermon.'*° Palinodie and Poenitentze mean
revocation and repentance. Bie tried to quell the pamphlet storm he had occasioned
by now revealing the character Philopatreias and his pamphlets as a satire, a mere
joke. He had only published it to make money, he now claimed. He felt exposed and
he was afraid of the consequences of his attack on the church and the clergy which
continued calling forth a stream of counter-pamphlets. And what was worse: a pend-
ing case of blasphemy was threatening him. In July 1769, he had given a sermon in
the village church of Hvidovre outside Copenhagen. On the surface, he gave a cor-
rect sermon, but it contained ambiguities open to sexual double-entendre. Bie was
accused of blasphemy in the summer of 1771, and he was sentenced to six years in
prison.

147 [].C. Bie], Anti-Philopatreias trende Anmaerkninger 1. Om de dyre Tider og Handelens Svaghed, 2.
Om Rettergang, 3. Om Geistlighedens Indkomster, Copenhagen: J. R. Thiele, 1770 (24 December 1770).
148 []. C. Bie], Philopatreias forste Fortsattelse, indeholdende fire Anmaerkninger. 1. Om handelen. 2.
Om Krigsstanden. 3. Om Tingsvidners Forelse. 4. Om Videnskabernes Opkomst, Copenhagen: J.G.
Rothes forlag/Bgrsen, 1771 (11 January 1771).

149 []. C. Bie], Philopatreias alvorlige Palinodie eller Poenitentze-Praediken over hans trende Anmaer-
kninger, no place or printer, 1771 (4 February 1771).
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With his Palinodie, Bie tried to terminate the debate he had triggered, but with-
out success. The Philopatreias debate continued to grow unabashed. It was not until
after Struensee’s fall and execution, however, that a satire on Philopatreias was pub-
lished in April 1772.1°

Philodanus versus Philopatreias

A thorough discussion of Jacob Christian Bie’s pamphlet on economy and free trade
was announced in Adresseavisen already on 21 December 1770: Philodani Examina-
tion of Philopatreia’s Remarks. It was only ten days after Bie’s Philopatreias had
been announced. Within a few days, the pseudonym Philodanus — Lover of Den-
mark — had written a large pamphlet against Bie’s first remark on trade. Just two
weeks later, a sequel followed, discussing the remarks about the courts of justice
and the incomes of the clergy. The rapid and thorough response of Philodanus was
decisive for triggering the development of the ensuing Philopatreias debate.

Philodanus came from the royal court in the anonymous shape of theologian
Ove Guldberg, who was a teacher for the heir presumptive, Hereditary Prince Fred-
erik. During 1771, Guldberg ascended to Cabinet Secretary to the Prince. He was Bie’s
first critic and the only one Bie mentioned with respect, even fear. His fright of Philo-
danus suggests that Bie was aware that the criticism came from a circle at court
which was opposed to Struensee’s contemporary reforms.

Guldberg presented political alternatives to Bie’s critique. When Bie attacked the
egoism of the great proprietors as the cause of high prices, Guldberg blamed the bank
in Copenhagen for issuing too many banknotes. Monetary policy was thus central to
Guldberg’s way of thinking: there were too many circulating banknotes, and like the
Spanish silver from America, excessive currency created inflation. High prices could
be balanced by reducing the quantity of banknotes. While Bie called for free trade as
a solution to the weakness of commerce, Guldberg criticized the monopoly of colonial
trade companies and called for a freer trade, but not free trade. In the discussion of
Philopatreias’ critique of the courts of law, Guldberg admitted that Bie was right:
there might be judges who, for their unfair handling of cases, deserved punishment.
Guldberg agreed that lawyers tended to prolong lawsuits to increase salaries. But in-
stead of completely abolishing lawyers, like Bie, Guldberg suggested alternative legal
reforms: he requested better remuneration of lower court judges, so skilled lawyers
would apply for such positions and become independent of their wealthy clients.
Good, honorable judges would stop the misbehavior of lawyers. !

150 [anonymous], Tre Forslage og Planer til det Geistlige Reformations-Verk, som ikke kom i Stand i
Struensees Tid, Copenhagen: P.H. Hgecke, 1772.

151 [Ove Guldberg], Philodani Undersagelse af Philopatreias Anmaerkninger. Iste Hefte, Copen-
hagen: A.F. Stein, 1770 (21 December 1770).
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Fig. 15: Before Ove Guldberg became the central figure of the post-coup government during 1772-
1773 and took part in the dismantling of Press Freedom, he had himself been intensely active in
Press Freedom debates, e. g., under the pen name of Philodanus. The bust of Guldberg from around
1772 testifies to the intellectual house teacher’s swift ascension to political power in the second
half of the Press Freedom Period. Ove Guldberg, bust by Luigi di Guiseppa Grossi, ca. 1772. © Fred-
eriksborg Museum of National History, photo: Kit Weiss.

Philocosmus versus Philodanus

Ove Guldberg’s reaction to Bie’s thoughts on free trade led the secretary of the Royal
Danish Agricultural Society, the above-mentioned Christian Martfelt, to enter the de-
bate. Ove Guldberg had written his not so small pamphlet against Bie in a hurry.
Now, Martfelt authored no less than 459 pages of political economics as a rejoinder
to Guldberg’s 60 pages — the single most voluminous Press Freedom Writing. Mart-
felt wrote under the pen name of “Philocosmus”, Lover of the World: Philocosmi Re-
marks on Several Important Political Matters occasioned by Philodani Enquiry.'> The
book was published in May 1771, printed in “The Golden Age of the Press,” as stated
on the title page.

152 [Christian Martfelt], Philocosmi Betaenkninger over adskillige vigtige Politiske Materier i anled-
ning af Philodani Undersggelse, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1771 (21 May 1771).
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Fig. 16: Martfelt’s meticulously elaborate answer to Guldberg on state economics had, as its title
copper, “l decide about Debt and elevate the State”. In the center of the picture, an allegorical fig-
ure with a Janus head glances back and forth. On his head, he wears a rich sheaf of grain with the
balance of justice. In his left hand a writing titled “New Customs and Duties Rules 1772, that is,
the new set of laws which should be passed by Christian VII from whose altar smoke is ascending
as a sign of blessing from the Old Testament deity. In his right hand, a shining key symbolizes the
new law as a promise of future wealth. Against him leans a quicksilver barometer, around him are
seen merchant ships, a plough, the staff of Asclepius, and a handful of fish as signs of science,
trade, agriculture, health, and fishery. Bottom line: the new legislation will lead to fertility, healthy
economy, and justice. In a certain sense, the figure symbolizes Martfelt himself who demands, in
his booklength pamphlet, a new taxation policy to the improvement of state finances. From [Chr.
Martfelt] Philocosmi Betankninger. © Royal Danish Library.
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Martfelt chose to appear as a cosmopolitan in contrast to Guldberg’s national patrio-
tism, and he stressed the necessity of information and knowledge of international
economic and political conditions. Martfelt had traveled in the Netherlands, Eng-
land, and Ireland, from where he kept extensive travel journals and a network of
contacts. After returning home in 1768, he had used his network in the establish-
ment of the Royal Danish Agricultural Society 1769 to 1770.1>3

Agriculture in England and Dutch trade served as ideals for Martfelt, but the po-
litical context of economic success was crucial as well. In republics, the path to polit-
ical insight was open through publicity, while in a monarchy, the road to knowledge
was closed with secret councils and lack of public discussions, and it was not possi-
ble to be trained in political economics at the University of Copenhagen. During his
discussion of Dutch customs policy, Martfelt provocatively concluded: “I wish one
would become a Republican in this, in order to support and maintain the monarchi-
cal Throne” .

Martfelt completely rejected Bie’s Philopatreias, but at the same time he agreed
with Bie that proprietors of land had too much influence in government and did con-
tribute to the high prices. He mocked Guldberg as a stranger to the economy and
trade of the country. Similarly, Martfelt was in line with Bie on the issue of publicity
concerning customs policy. Customs became a cornerstone of the scheme for trade
that Martfelt unfolded in the second part of his book. His “Plan for the Trade”
summed up the previous many pages in no less than 90 brief bullet points.”*® There
were two fundamental principles in Martfelt’s plan: government determination of
the price of grain by import as well as export, and the introduction of a new customs
and consumption policy (“consumption”, that is, consumption taxes). Martfelt be-
lieved that the price of grain should be decided by law so that the economy became
independent of fluctuations in the market. Article 4 of his plan stated that the price
of import and export of grain was to be determined by taking its average price be-
tween 1710 and 1739, compared with between 1740 and 1769, which were periods of
different physical and political nature for the state. It was unclear how exactly the
import price — dependent upon the supply and requirements of foreign companies —
could be legally enforced in this way, but to Martfelt it was clear that a fixed grain
price was the cornerstone of economic balance.

Once the task of the price of grain was settled, the positive effects of the new
customs and consumer policy would strengthen the state. Customs should not de-
pend on government needs nor greed for revenue alone, as this might ruin trade. It
was better to increase revenue through taxes on consumption. Duties on raw materi-
als for manufacturing and crafts were to be reduced, while consumption taxes
should be placed solely on the last link of production: finished consumer goods.

153 Hertel 1919, 76—-80; Christensen 1996, 136—139.
154 [Christian Martfelt], Philocosmi Betaenkninger, 84.
155 [Christian Martfelt], Philocosmi Betaenkninger, 367—429.
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Lower tariffs would strengthen domestic production and create better conditions for
the manufactories. At the same time, increased consumer taxation would enable the
control of expenditure and contribute to the fight against opulence, an issue which
not only worried Martfelt but was on the minds of many other writers, such as Suhm
or Brun. Martfelt used his experience from England and Holland in arguing these
ideas, which lacked in detail what the proposals had in rhetorical impact.

The first article of his scheme for trade proposed professionalization of govern-
ment administration. University-trained officials should be employed in the depart-
ments of government administration when they were gradually educated in politics —
that is, after the necessary modernization of the University of Copenhagen. Business
schools and vocational education were to be established. Statistics on economy and
population developments should be prepared regularly. Martfelt’s ideas were anti-
aristocratic: the nobility should have absolutely nothing to do with trade projects,
and it should not be involved in company trade and supplies for manufactories.
Martfelt feared too much aristocratic influence on the monarchy because the inter-
ests of the nobility were not those of the common good.

In his final summary list, economic proposals followed each other without any
overall theoretical plan. Martfelt aimed for a new development, but he involved
many traditional means and solutions. Special industries should be monopolized in
various towns: thus, wool manufactories had built Leyden, and the city of Harlem’s
development was created by silk production. Wise and prudent guilds should man-
age such monopolized industries.

In the Royal Danish Agricultural Society, Martfelt was occupied with questions
of agricultural improvement, but strangely, rural economy was poorly represented
in his general doctrine of political economics. Martfelt was more concerned with the
determination of the price of grain than with grain production itself.

Martfelt’s Failure and Fall

Martfelt left the role of Philocosmus in August 1771 and began using his own name.
He now suggested that a new Royal Commission for the Reformation of Economy
should carry out his policy.”® The ecclesiastical Reformation had proved a blessing
for the country, Martfelt claimed, and he believed that a political reformation of the
economy was as necessary as the Reformation of the church, because many contem-
porary political conditions could be compared to the clerical abuses in the pre-Refor-
mation past. Press Freedom contributed to this new reformation, but Christian VII
could accelerate the political reformation needed by creating such a Royal Commis-

156 Christian Martfelt, Forslag til en Kongelig Reformasons-Kommission i Hensigt at forfatte en ret-
skaffen varig Plan for Ekonomie-Kommerse- og Finantsvaesenet i Dannemark, Copenhagen: A.F.
Stein, 1771 (12 August 1771).
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sion. It should consist of no less than three and no more than seven persons, and it
should not include members of the government and the administration, but rather
consist of modern “politicians”, that is, by disinterested intellectuals known to the
public.

Martfelt summed up the 90 articles from Philocosmus’ scheme for the trade in
43 proposals for the Commission. He set out a timetable for the Commission’s work:
which issues needed to be addressed immediately and which might wait. Not sur-
prising, the fixing of grain prices, customs, and consumer tax legislation were
among the most urgent cases. Martfelt’s suggestions were well received by the critics
of the journal Laerde Efterretninger (Learned News), and the Kritisk Journal. The re-
viewer of Fortegnelsen found no need to refer to the proposal at all because he could
not imagine that anyone who wished anything good for the nation would have left
the proposal unread.

Martfelt’s Royal Commission for the Reformation of Economy, however, was
never realized. His proposal was translated into German in August 1771, but the Stru-
ensee government did not respond to his proposal. After the fall of Struensee, how-
ever, Martfelt was employed in the new government administration. He became a
member of the Department of Economy and Commerce in January 1773; here, Mart-
felt worked to realize parts of his trading plan, not least the issues of consumption
taxes and the fight against “opulence”.

But Martfelt was fired by his superiors.”” His dismissal in the summer of 1774
was most likely connected with Martfelt’s strong views on grain prices, grain trade,
and especially their immediate effects on Norwegian policies. From September 1773,
the Department worked on plans concerning Danish grain sale to Norway. The result
was a ban on the import of foreign grain to the southern regions of Norway, as the
Norwegian market there was of great importance for Danish grain exports. The criti-
cisms that Philopatreias as well as Philocosmus had raised regarding the ‘self-inter-
est’ and detrimental influence of the large landowners in the government’s trade
policy were to the point concerning this new ordinance on Norway, Martfelt claimed.
He now set out to criticize the policies of the Department and the government in a
booklength argument. He was dismissed on 10 June, and he had the book printed
immediately after, with a dedication to the Crown Prince dated 30 June 1774. It was
only reviewed, however, in Learned News ten years later in 1784 and became a sub-
ject of discussion only in 1785.

The reason was that the book was, in July 1774, suppressed by Ove Guldberg,
who was busy cementing his powers in the Cabinet and directly threatened Martfelt
with punishment if he published the book. Martfelt, in the shape of Philocosmus,
had praised Press Freedom but he was now silenced by an act of personal censor-
ship. Ove Guldberg had, through 1773 to 1774 acquired a central position in the Cabi-
net and would not accept that the government’s economic policy was undermined
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by alternative proposals. A rumor that Martfelt was also behind a 1773 pamphlet de-
fending the exiled Queen Matilda in Celle hardly helped his case (see Chapter 13).
Guldberg now decisively put an end to the free debate of state economy, which had
been initiated by Jakob Christian Bie and the Philopatreias debate four years earlier.

Junior Philopatreias — from the West Indies to Antisemitism

The public debate about past delusions and current abuses of power by both govern-
ment and local authorities, initiated by Jakob Christian Bie, continued not only
among government officials and intellectuals. It grew a popular if not populist
branch with Junior Philopatreias, presenting himself as a younger version of the
pseudonym rising to fame over the turn of 1770 to 1771. With Junior Philopatreias, we
are decidedly in Grub Street. Various topics from the economic and intellectual de-
bate became, in his pen, a form of popular economy in the print culture of Press
Freedom. Behind the pseudonym stood the writer Sgren Rosenlund, who had acted
as lawyer in the Danish West Indies, but now lived, after returning from the colony,
in poverty in Copenhagen. During his stay on the island of St. Croix in the West In-
dies from 1764 to 1766, he had developed the idea that the Danish King should ac-
tively colonize Crabben Island, located between St. Croix and Puerto Rico and be-
longing to the West Indies under the Danish King. In Copenhagen, Rosenlund
authored a proposal to the government for this colonization plan. In his view, such a
settlement would create large revenues, and he fantasized about streams of gold
from the West Indies to Copenhagen.® Sgren Rosenlund took these economic fan-
tasies further when Press Freedom offered him a new opportunity to make a living
as a writer.

Jakob Christian Bie’s Philopatreias had opened his eyes to the opportunities of
Press Freedom. In the wake of Bie’s breakthrough, he swiftly wrote Junior Philopa-
treia’s first Part and had it published in January 1771.° The pamphlet consisted of
five remarks that commented on and supplemented Bie’s three remarks. Rosen-
lund’s remarks were composed with the recurring theme: Comparison of the old and
the new Denmark. The comparison between then and now was a history of decay,
where the economic balance had been better in Denmark of old, before the destruc-
tive influence of the trade from the German states and before the modern monetary
system. Sgren Rosenlund agreed with Ove Guldberg’s Philodanus regarding the
harmfulness of paper money and his criticisms of the bank in Copenhagen. Junior

158 National Archives, 365. Generaltoldkammeret — aldre del. Vestindisk-Guineisk Renteskriver-
kontor, 555a, Sgren Rosenlund, “Allerunderdanigst Forslag til Crabben Eylands Optagelse... 6. Junii
1767”.

159 [Sgren Rosenlund], Junior Philopatreias forste Deel, fem Anmeerkninger, Copenhagen: Borups
Efterleverske, 1771 (21 January 1771).
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Philopatreias did not follow Philopatreia’s demands for free trade in his first remark
about the high prices and trade, because Denmark had experienced enough destruc-
tive free trade under the Hanseatic regime in former times.

Rosenlund’s second pamphlet discussed why Denmark’s manufactories went
bankrupt and what could be done to help trade in Copenhagen.'®®© Why didn’t Den-
mark have flourishing manufactories as in England? The reason, according to Junior
Philopatreias, was that foreign producers appropriated the king’s money and left the
country, while Danish producers were despised by the government. The question of
the cause of high prices of firewood was the topic in the Junior pamphlet that created
the most debate. The winter of 1770 to 1771 was extremely cold, and the rocketing
price of firewood was a current everyday financial problem. While Bie’s criticism of
the high prices of bread had focused on grain speculation of the nobility, Rosenlund
accused the municipal authorities in Copenhagen of fraud with the prices of fire-
wood.

His reviewers felt he must be either drunk or crazy because his style was inco-
herent, rambling, and confusing.'®! With a reception like that, one may wonder that
he was able publish a booklet every second week through the spring of 1771. Evi-
dently, readers did not share the established critique of Junior Philopatreias. His
oral style in which one topic was quickly giving place to another was appealing to
the new popular readerships created by Press Freedom.

In the booklet Det danske Ophir he returned, in the summer of 1771, to his start-
ing point from 1767: the proposal for colonization of Crabben Island.!®?> Ophir was, in
the biblical tradition, the name of King Solomon’s Mines, and in Rosenlund’s eco-
nomic vision the West Indies would make Denmark as rich as Spain had been.

Sgren Rosenlund’s participation in the Philopatreias debate defended his
pseudonymous namesake and role model, Bie. But there were also differences. Bie
had presented opulent landowners, greedy lawyers, and lazy priests as enemies of
society. Sgren Rosenlund created his own imagined enemies, which became central
to several of his writings. Xenophobia and anti-Semitism were his basic elements.

Among the imagined enemies he constructed, The Revelation of the Plots of the
Jews took the lead.!®® Rosenlund attacked a local Jewish goldsmith for violating the
regulations of the goldsmiths’ guild in Copenhagen. On this basis, he developed,
over three booklets, a conspiracy theory in which Jews in general were accused of
usury and fraud and eventually of all the economic misfortunes of the monarchy.
The driving force in The Revelation of the Plots of the Jews was Rosenlund’s rage
against Jews. He was unable to corroborate his anti-Semitism, but the accusations

160 [Sgren Rosenlund], Junior Philopatreias fire Anmeerkninger, Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1771 (28
January 1771).

161 Jacob Baden in Kritisk Journal; Fortegnelsen vol. 1, no. 22.

162 [Sgren Rosenlund], Det danske Ophir, no place or printer, 1771 (16 July 1771).

163 [Sgren Rosenlund], Jodernes Raenkers Aabenbaring, no. 1-3, no place or printer, 1771 (18 March
1771).
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grew exponentially from script to script. In the first booklet, the accusations were
basically about the alleged theft of Jews and their abuse of privileges within the
guild system, especially in the goldsmiths’ guild. In the second booklet, Jews were to
be forbidden to buy houses and farms. In the end, Jews became harmful to trade,
crafts, learned professions, the government, and for the country as such. Reviewers
distanced themselves from Rosenlund’s accusations, but his general contempt and
insult of Jews proved not to be an issue for pamphlet debate.

The unlimited freedom of the press created the condition for Junior Philopa-
treias. Suddenly, it was possible for Rosenlund to write about anything that might
attract attention, and the hack writer had direct access to the press. From January to
April 1771, he published a new pamphlet every second week. But the unlimited free-
dom to ridicule and defame in the press also put an end to Junior Philopatreias. The
doctor Peter Christian Abildgaard published, under the pseudonym of Rosentorne, a
series of funny satires, which were merciless travesties of Sgren Rosenlund’s pam-
phlets and their style.'®* His pseudonym “Rose Thorns” discreetly indicated that he
knew of Junior’s true identity as Rosenlund, meaning “Rose Grove”. Abildgaard was
soon joined by others ridiculing Junior Philopatreias. Seren Rosenlund was not af-
fected by censorship or editorial gate keeping. His rogue economics was struck by
satire and the implicit threat of breaking his anonymity. Thus, unlimited freedom of
the press was the framework for the greatness as well as for the fall of Junior Philopa-
treias.

Freedom and Slavery of the Peasants

Press Freedom added a new, political dimension to the existing discussions of im-
provement of the rural economy. The discussion of agricultural improvement had
begun after the 1755 invitation continued and was, from 1770, institutionalized in
the Royal Danish Agricultural Society. Issues of crops, agricultural machinery and
systems of cultivation were examined in debate and in dissertations. But a very cen-
tral question concerned the rights of the landowners over peasants and their labor.

164 Rosentorne’s three pamphlets ridiculing Junior Philopatreias: [P.C. Abildgaard], Et velmeent
Brev og [...] paa den almindelige Fornufts Vegne af Rosentorne, no place or printer, 1771 (12 March
1771); [P. C. Abildgaard], Junior Philopatreias Besvarelse til Beelzebul Fukssvanser, som svigagtelig og
saare underfundelig kalder sig Rosentorne, no place or printer, 1771 (25 March 1771); and [P.C.
Abildgaard], En Sandfaerdig og tilforladelig Beretning om Junior Philopatreias Dad og paafulgte Be-
gravelse. Samt Beskrivelse over hans Parade-Seng og en Samling af Vers og Gravskrifter som i adskil-
lige Sprog ere forfaerdigede. Tilligemed en Liig-Tale, som blev holt ved hans Begravelse af Mag.
Klerkerup [...] Rosentorne. Kollekolle, no printer inicated, 1771 (8 April 1771). Junior Philopatreias’
brief reply to Rosentorne: [Sgren Rosenlund]: Tienstlig Giensvar til den unge Pasqvillant Rosentorne
kaldet, no place or printer, 1771 (19 March 1771).
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The peasants’ obligation to work for the proprietors, the so-called hoveri
(villeinage or corvée), had generally been expanding in the second half of the eigh-
teenth century. Demand for labor was increasing for proprietors because general
economic growth led to growing demand for agricultural commodities. Growing pro-
duction, in turn, required an increase in the villeinage of the peasants on the estates.
The question was if there were to be a limit to hoveri, to corvée, to forced labor?

At the same time, the peasants were subject to state legislation on military ser-
vice, which bound the peasants to remain at the estate where they were born: the so-
called Stavnsbaand (adscription). Landowners were obliged to enlist soldiers for the
military. To secure manpower for the militia and labor force for the estates, the ad-
scription was introduced in 1733, preventing peasants from migrating to seek other
means of living. It was not abolished until 1788, and during the Press Freedom Pe-
riod, male laborers between four and 40 years-old could not legally leave the manor
house with which they were employed.

The combination of military legislation and the proprietors’ rights to peasant la-
bor had not been subject to public debate and criticism until Press Freedom created
the opportunity to analyze and criticize peasant conditions. That opportunity was
seized by the anonymous author of a pamphlet with the concise title Brief Considera-
tions on the Abolition of the Hoveri.'®® The pamphlet was among the very first writings
to be published after the introduction of Press Freedom. It was advertised for sale in
Copenhagen at the beginning of October 1770, but it was printed in Aalborg in Jut-
land, far from the center of Press Freedom in Copenhagen. The pamphlet raised a
debate in Copenhagen, which was answered at the printing house in Aalborg. It was
an atypical development, just as it was unusual for a debate to address conditions
that did not have the city or state as a main subject.

The author took his point of departure in Montesquieu’s L’Esprit des loix, which
was published in Danish translation during early Press Freedom, in 1770 to 1771.166
In book 15 of the work, one could read Montesquieu’s ironic consideration Of the
Slavery of Negroes, which was quoted in the pamphlet on the abolition of the peas-
ants’ corvée: Slavery was possible only if God had not given blacks a soul. The dis-
cussion of forced labor service of the peasants in Denmark made the anonymous au-
thor associate to the slavery of the blacks in the colonies. In the pamphlet, he
argued for the complete abolition forced labor service of the peasants to the
landowners. Their physical work was to be replaced by a rent payment in cash.
When implemented, Denmark would be able to compare itself to England, which
was the author’s ideal. And in the author’s description of the actual state of affairs,

165 [anonymous], Korte Betragtninger over Hoveriets Afskaffelse i Danmark, Aalborg: Holzberg,
1770 (9 October 1770).

166 Montesquieu, Om Lovenes Natur og Aarsag, part 1-2, Copenhagen, 1770, part 3, Copenhagen,
1771.



Freedom and Slavery of the Peasants —— 121

the conditions of Danish peasants were described as slavery and compared to the
Danish West Indies with slaves toiling on sugar plantations.

The pamphlet was well received by the reviewer of the Kritisk Journal in Copen-
hagen, who supported the criticism of the excessive corvée at Danish manor
houses.!®” But the pamphlet would provoke a fierce debate in both Aalborg and
Copenhagen. In Aalborg, an anonymous proprietor defended his rights over the
peasants and accused the pamphleteer of attempting to create a rift between peas-
ants and landowners. Who had given him the right to call the peasants slaves and
the landowners tyrants? From the age of four, the peasants were servants owned by
the landowner. The proprietors had acquired their rights over peasants along with
their duty to provide soldiers and pay taxes to the state.'®®

The author of the pamphlet on the abolition of the corvée replied, in a new pam-
phlet, that the government had, with Press Freedom, encouraged patriots to write
about obstacles to the common good. True patriots were to promote the common
good, and the pamphleteer did so by telling the truth, calling the proprietors tyrants
and the wretched peasant slaves.® In Copenhagen, an anonymous writer also re-
sponded to the debate. He considered the pamphlet from Aalborg an irresponsible
abuse of Press Freedom. It would be a disaster for the country if the corvée and the
Stavnsbaand adscription were canceled. It would change the entire state and the
economy of the whole country would collapse. Liberated peasants would seek the
life of the city or leave the country altogether. The state would lose work force and
the countryside would become desolate.!”°

The backcloth to the fierce debate was that Struensee’s government was simulta-
neously working on a reform of the peasantry’s corvée or forced labor service.
Economist and botanist G. C. Oeder became the leading impetus behind a law of 20
February 1771, which set new limits on the extent of the forced labor service by pro-
viding an objective measure of the amount of labor involved instead of leaving it to
the whim of the individual estate owner.

As part of the economic reform policy already from 1755, G.C. Oeder had been
invited to Denmark by the government to lead the work on the publication of a major
botanical work: the Flora Danica. Botany and economics were closely related topics
in the eighteenth century because of the agricultural and economic potentials of
botanical research, and Oeder developed into an economist. In 1769, he wrote a
short and clear treatise on the necessity of fundamental political-economic reforms
of the rural community. The publication was anonymously published in Frankfurt &

167 Probably Jacob Baden; Kritisk Journal, 1770, 47, 369-370.

168 [anonymous], Patriotiske Tanker udi Anledning af et Skrift kaldet: Korte Betragtninger over Hov-
eriets Afskaffelse i Danmark, Aalborg: ].P. Holzberg, 1771 (8 April 1771).

169 Eleutherius, Korte Betragtninger over de saa kaldede patriotiske Tanker, Aalborg: J. P. Holzberg,
1771 (2 October 1771).

170 [anonymous], Tanker ved at igiennemlaese Betragtningen over Hoveriets Afskaffelse i Danmark,
Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1771 (28 January 1771).
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Leipzig, but Oeder’s role as the author was known in the Danish government. He en-
joyed Minister J.H. E. Bernstorff’s protection, however, and at the end of 1769, a
translation was published in Copenhagen: How Freedom and Property could be pro-
vided to the Peasantry.\*

Oeder addressed the question of freedom and property as an arithmetic prob-
lem - as a purely theoretical question without mentioning specific countries. Only
theoretically, before the introduction Press Freedom, he would discuss “despotism
among landowners”. It was Oeder’s central view that the best agricultural system
would exist in a state where the land was divided into lots cultivated by the peas-
ants. They were to possess their land as private property, and they should pay rele-
vant duties and taxes in cash rather than in labor or naturalia. Oeder described the
development from slavery and forced labor duties to freedom and property in histor-
ical stages. His political project consisted of shortening the historical development
from the actual condition of the corvée to the ideal stage: “Ownership of the farm
against taxes to the landowner without corvée, and with complete civil liberty.” The
prince was to pave the way by fixing the corvée.

This was exactly what Oeder was furthering in the Land Commission with the
law of 20 February 1771. Oeder was the architect behind Struensee’s new legislation,
and his historical vision of freedom and property was now on the political agenda.
The Danish version of Oeder’s book was advertised in Adresseavisen as written by
“Finants Rath Oeder” on 11 March 1771, and soon the book became the subject of
another Press Freedom debate.

The above-mentioned vicar and economist O. D. Liitken became Oeder’s notable
opponent in the debate. Liitken had written economic treatises in the period after
1755; particularly important was his aforementioned book from 1761 on the develop-
ment of the population. In early 1771, he attacked Oeder in a pamphlet, arguing that
liberation of the peasants was unthinkable, abolition of the corvée was an impossi-
bility, and even its limitation was harmful.'’? Liitken’s arguments followed his eco-
nomic theory of population. The abolition of forced labor service would not give rise
to growth of the population, production, and prosperity. On the contrary, the peas-
ants would work less if they were not forced by the corvée. The peasants would also
become stubborn and get rebellious ideas — uprisings as in England and Ireland
could be the result.

At the end of the pamphlet, Liitken took the reader on a journey into the future
after the abolition of the corvée. As a result of Oeder’s vision, beggars will fill the

171 [G.C. Oeder], Betenkning over det Sporgsmaal: Hvorledes Frihed og Eiendom kunde forskaffes
Bondestanden i de Lande, hvor de fattes begge Dele, translated from German by Barthold Johan
Lodde. Copenhagen: Schubothe, 1769; announced 13 February 1770, and again on 26 November
1770.

172 [0.D. Liitken], Anmaerkning over et ved Lodde oversat Skrift, under Titul: Betaenkningen
hvorledes Friehed og Eyendom kunne forskaffes Bondestanden, med et dertil foyet Anhang, Copen-
hagen: A.F. Stein, 1771
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roads and “all things are found to be in such a perverted and confused state that it
cannot continue for long”. Liitken agreed with the dystopia that the anonymous
critic of the Aalborg pamphlet had put forward. Peasants would invade the city and
the countryside would become barren.

Oeder responded to Liitken’s attack in a German pamphlet Zusdtze zu dem Be-
denken iiber die Frage: wie dem Bauernstande Freyheit und Eigenthum [...] of 1771, in
which he explained further his concepts of liberty and property.'”> The property he
was talking about was the relevant rural estate only and not property in general. But
civil liberties were universal. Oeder repeated his strong concept of civil liberty from
the original pamphlet, and liberty was rarely defined more explicitly during Press
Freedom:!"

Civil liberty is an expression that I often use and will therefore briefly explain what concept I
have thereby. I hereby understand the freedom of everyone to promote and enjoy his prosper-
ity, to the best of his knowledge, in any way that can exist with the maintenance of the society
under whose protection he lives. [...] Whether one is poor or rich, we could all be free, and I
regard this freedom as the right of anyone to be born.

The farmer was not free because he was tied to his homestead and unable to seek
happiness for himself. In his response, Oeder left all caution behind. Thanks to Press
Freedom, he could now freely compare conditions in Denmark-Norway and
Sleswick-Holstein, and especially the estate system and the landowners in the
Duchies received a harsh assessment. The situation of the peasants in Sleswick-Hol-
stein was on a very low stage in the development towards freedom because they
were completely subject to landowners: the peasant was “Knecht des Gutsherrn”.
The peasants in Denmark were in a better condition after the recent regulation of
forced labor service, while the condition of peasants in England was an ideal: “In
Britain, labor services (Frohndienste) and all kinds of personal inferiority are abol-
ished by parliamentary acts” (95). Zusdtze ended with demands for the partition of
the big estates and the complete abolition of the Stavnsbaand adscription. The pre-
condition for free contractual relations was the introduction of personal liberty.
Oeder’s book was met with great enthusiasm in the republic of letters. In 1769,
the Danish “Society for the Improvement of the Beautiful and Useful Sciences” had
launched a competition on the prize subject “On the Happiness of the Farmer in the
Enjoyment of Freedom and Property”.'”® The prize was won by a poem submitted by
the Norwegian Hans Bull in competition with the Danish author Charlotte Dorothea

173 [G.C. Oeder], Zusdtze zu dem Bedenken iiber die Frage: Wie dem Bauernstande Freyheit und
Eigenthum in den Ldndern, wo ihm beydes fehlet, verschaffet werden konne?, Frankfurt und Leipzig,
no printer indicated, 1771 (11 September 1771).

174 [G.C. Oeder], Betaenkning, 1769, 55.

175 The society had been organized in 1759 under the Danish title of “Selskabet til de skignne og
nyttige Videnskabers Forfremmelse” and, as of 1761, they published a (roughly) annual book includ-
ing, among other writings, selected answers to the Society’s prize questions.
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Biehl. Both poems were published by the Society in 1771. Hans Bull praised the inde-
pendent Norwegian farmer in patriotic terms. Charlotte Dorothea Biehl dedicated
her poem On Freedom and Property to the historian P.F. Suhm, who had inspired
her to “paint freely the hard violence, / which throws down in slavery the farmer”.'¢

Fig. 17: The author and playwright Charlotte Dorothea Biehl became part of the debate on the
corvée with her poem “On Liberty and Property” of 1771, criticizing “the hard violence/ which sup-
presses peasants into slavery”. Later, she produced in retrospect a particularly harsh judgment of
the coup-plotters of January 17 1772. Charlotte Dorothea Biehl, miniature by Cornelius Hgyer, ca.
1775. © Frederiksborg Museum of National History, photo: Hans Petersen.

Suhm, as we heard, gave the discussion of the oppression of the peasants a histori-
cal dimension. In 1771, he described the peasants as free citizens in the early Middle
Ages before they came under the power and oppression of the lords, as he wrote in
his Collections: “The word farmer was, in those days, an honorable name [...]| They
were to be regarded as our lords, only that they were many more in number, and
had, in certain ways, manorial rights in that they, along with the nobility and the
more distinguished, selected and confirmed our kings”.'”” Forced labor service of the
peasants was not part of the ancient constitution and could and should be abolished
(see Chapter 3 on “ancient constitutionalism”).

176 Charlotte Dorothea Biehl, “Om Friehed og Eiendom”, Forsgg i de skignne og nyttige Vidensk-
aber, V, 1771, 161-173.
177 P.F. Suhm, Samlinger 1. vol. 2, Copenhagen: Brgdrene Berling, 1771 (1 July 1771), 98.
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The debate between Oeder and Liitken continued in the Magazin for Patriotiske
Skribentere, where they discussed the effects of the limitation of the corvée.!”® Several
writers joined the peasant discussion in the Magazine, but the two entrenched main
positions in the public did not change during Press Freedom. On one side stood a lib-
eral, intellectual, urban public supporting, in general terms, the peasants and de-
manded freedom from forced labor service and adscription. On the other side stood
the landowners’ vested interests in the peasants allied with the fear of many citizens
that social chaos and disaster would be the result of radical liberating reform. It was
city intellectuals against country noblemen. At the political level, however, the pen-
dulum swung back in favor of proprietor interest under the new government after the
fall of Struensee. A new law of 12 August 1773 overthrew Struensee’s and Oeder’s par-
tial emancipation of peasants from 1771. Under the 1773 law, the corvée was once
again determined according to local regulations and traditions.

Lottery and Gambling

A lottery was introduced at Copenhagen City Hall on 18 July 1771 and quickly became
talk of the town. Even before the new lottery was a reality, a patriotic discussion
about the general economic consequences of the lottery broke out. Lotteries as such
were nothing new."”® During the eighteenth century, individuals or associations had
been allowed to set up lotteries to raise money for specific purposes. But the new lot-
tery was different. The revenue did not go to a specific purpose or to the support of a
charitable institution, but to a private leaseholder and to shareholders, while the
state would receive a fixed annual amount for the license.

The initiative came from one Georg Ditlev Frederik Koés, a former glazier from
Sleswick who had lived in Berlin for some years and made a living as a banker. He
had discovered that many foreigners — including Danish subjects — had lottery tick-
ets in the Prussian state lottery, and he wrote to the Danish King with a proposal to
establish a lottery in Denmark, so that His Majesty’s subjects did not gamble away
their money in a foreign lottery. The idea of establishing a lottery was thus not Stru-
ensee’s invention, but he negotiated further with Koés, approving his scheme and
supporting the implementation. Struensee, however, wanted the lottery to be run as
a joint stock company, with stakeholders among the King’s subjects — with one ex-
ception, namely himself.’®° Koés was given the exclusive right to run the Royal Dan-
ish Lottery for six years against an annual payment to the state, and stakeholders

178 Magazin for patriotiske Skribentere, hvori politiske, moralske og historiske Materier uden Bekost-
ning indfores. Published from January 1771.

179 See Miers 2004, Brenner 1990, Duckley 1986.

180 Struensee ordered 47 stocks in the lottery and payed 4,700 rix-dollars in cash to Koés, while
promising to pay the remaining 18,800 rix-dollars — which he never got around to do.
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were invited to buy shares. The whole business was to consist of three lotteries in
Copenhagen, Altona and — in time — Wandsbeck in Holstein.

The lottery could be played with bets from eight shillings to several hundred rix-
dollars. The smallest bet of eight shillings enabled people with modest incomes to
play in the lottery: in 1771 a laborer would earn 24 shillings a day during the summer
months, while a pound of coarse rye bread cost about 1%/ shillings. The first to men-
tion the lottery during Press Freedom was the optimistic and encouraging anony-
mous booklet Thoughts on the Privileged Lottery for the General Benefit of the Country
already in March 1771.1% One could easily get the idea that it was a commissioned
work or even a marketing teaser. The author described “all the usefulness” that the
lottery would do in the future when millions of rix-dollars would flow to the trea-
sury. With the revenue of the lottery, it would be possible to provide for the poor at
no expense to the inhabitants of the city. It was also important that the money spent
remained in the country. But soon it was evident that such support of the lottery did
not stand alone. From the very beginning, the critique of the lottery opened a debate
that would outlive the end of Press Freedom.

The economist O. D. Liitken immediately authored the counter-pamphlet: Proof
that the Progress of Lotteries is the Fall of Europe and the Destruction of States.'®?> The
disastrous predictions about the results of liberation of the peasants, which Liitken
had prophesied in the discussion of the peasants’ forced labor service, faded in com-
parison with his fears pertaining to the lottery. Not only would the lottery bring about
the downfall of Denmark, but the whole of Europe was to decline. The downfall of
Europe would be caused by the advancement that lotteries had made through the
eighteenth century. Lottery was a foolish Southern European invention, which the
Nordic countries now imitated, a self-inflicted torment worse than cattle plague, in-
deed, the lottery was no less than “the very worst invention ever created in the
world”. The lottery threatened European civilization. Europe’s privileged position in
the world was due to “industry, working with hand and with head”, while other con-
tinents had spent their time on “games and laziness”. The European states were built
on diligence and industriousness, but with the staging of blind lottery happiness as
desirable, the belief in industriousness that was the basis of prosperity of the nation
was undermined. The lottery would destroy the population, and Liitken trembled
with “fear and anxiety” for the future. He saw with horror a scenario in which the lot-
teries undermined European mentality. Diligence had been neglected and the leading
position which Europe had acquired through hard work had been destabilized.

181 [anonymous], Tanker over det alleene Privilegerede Lotterie til Landets almindelige Nytte, fattige
Borns Opdragelse, og det fattige Veesens bestandige Underholdning i Kipbenhavn, Copenhagen: A. H.
Godiches Efterleverske, 1771 (8 March 1771).

182 [0.D. Liitken], Beviis at Lotteriers Fremgang er Europa Fald og Staternes ddelaeggelse, Copen-
hagen: N. Mgller, 1771 (20 May 1771).
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Liitken knew where to place the responsibility for the future disasters. The intro-
duction of the lottery was due to the “recommendation by one bad-benevolent min-
ister” — that is, Struensee. But the European lottery was overall an “invention of the
Jewish cabale”. Liitken did not refrain from invoking the anti-Semitism widespread
at the time. Jews were not infrequently associated with misfortunes and exploitation
of Christians, so it was an obvious step at the time for Liitken to associate the lottery
with Jews. And in common sense, Jews could not be patriots. In addition, it was ap-
parently predominantly Jews who had, as middlemen, sold lottery tickets to the for-
eign lotteries.!® Liitken was not the only voice who claimed a relationship between
Jews and the lottery. In another anonymous text, a Jew tried to lure men from the
city to buy lottery tickets. Fortunately, a clever student interfered in the Jew’s en-
deavor and managed to convince the citizens that they should not buy.!8*

The fatal influence of the lottery on the common people was a central concern of
his criticism. Liitken stated in his pamphlet that fortunately peasants did not yet par-
ticipate in the lottery (11). If they got a lottery ticket and won a prize, they would all
leave the countryside and run to the collectors. The same reasoning is found in
Causes for the Lottery’s Deportation from All Kingdoms and Countries, where it was
presented in detail how great the damage would be when - not if - the common peo-
ple in the countryside and in the city would take part in the lottery. Sailors and sol-
diers would become criminals, journeymen and apprentices would steal tools and
materials from their masters, and the peasants would fall into large debts. After a
few years, the proprietors would not be able to pay dues and taxes to the king be-
cause the peasants became impoverished.'®>

The social and psychological consequences of the lottery were also addressed in
the publication Patriotic Thoughts on Occasion of the Lottery. Written on the 1st of
March by Philoplebis.’®® On his travels, the author had seen the unfortunate mental
influence of lotteries and gambling on the players, to which was added their bodily
weakness. Gamblers no longer had their free will and were making themselves the
“unhappiest and most worthless People in the State”. The writer drew a portrait of
the gradual deroute of a gambler and concluded that lotteries led to “fraud and blas-
phemies, to drinking, swearing and lying”.

On 18 April, the lottery began in Altona, and on 11 July, the first drawing in
Copenhagen took place at the City Hall on Gammeltorv. Despite the warnings of writ-
ers, many citizens of Copenhagen took the game to heart. A contemporary observer

183 [0.D. Liitken], Beviis at Lotteriers Fremgang er Europa Fald og Staternes ddelaeggelse, Copen-
hagen: N. Mgller, 1771 (20 May 1771) 14.

184 [anonymous], Almuens dine opklarede i Anledning af den Daarlighed at vove sine Penge, Copen-
hagen: N. Mgller, 1771 (21 May 1771).

185 [J.F. Baumgarten], Aarsager til Tall-Lotteriernes Forvisning af alle Riger og Lande, Copenhagen:
N. Mgller, 1771 (15 March 1771).

186 [anonymous], Patriotiske Tanker i Anledning af Tal-Lotteriet Skrevet den 1ste Martii af Philo-
plebis, Copenhagen: J.G. Rothe, nr.8 paa Bgrsen, 1771 (18 March 1771).
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wrote that Copenhageners became obsessed with a kind of lottery rage. According to
the writer, the lottery addiction lasted until the autumn of 1771, when “the reason-
able” began to realize that one could only lose by playing in the lottery and therefore
refrained from playing. But “the simple common people” continued to squander
“their own and often the money of others in this unfortunate lottery, from which it

now seems almost impossible to pull them away”.'®’

Fig. 18: One of the many losers in the lottery tears asunder his ticket in desperation, stamping his
feet on the pieces. In the background, his family complains of starvation, while the house cat is
more capable of taking care of her progeny. The miserable Lotto Player (Den ulykkelige Lotto-
Spiller/ Le malheureux Joyeur de Lotto), anonymous copper, n.d. © Royal Danish Library.

After the fall of Struensee in early 1772, the critics were free to place the responsibil-
ity for the misfortunes of the lottery: It was all Struensee’s fault. The tyrant had in-

187 Bruun 1901, 372.
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deed fallen - but the lottery continued as before. Several voices tried to persuade the
new government to stop the lottery, but it would not give up a good revenue. On the
contrary, the government wanted to get its hands on the profit that had hitherto ac-
crued to Koés and the shareholders. On 13 April 1773, the state repurchased the
rights to operate the lottery from Koés for an astronomical amount. Koés was
awarded a title as Financial Councilor, and thanks to his profit he bought land prop-
erty and a country estate. For patriotic writers, it was not difficult to spot the reason
behind the lottery project: self-interest.

The dystopian ideas about the corruption of gamblers and the downfall of state
and nation continued after the fall of Struensee. A pamphlet from 1773 took an eco-
nomic-patriotic perspective, in which the author claimed that the lottery had de-
prived thousands of citizens of their welfare and led to suicide, while crafts, produc-
tion, trade and growth suffered.'®® With the criticism of the lottery, patriots did not
respond to delusions and faults of the past. On the contrary, they turned against the
delusions and mistakes of a modern age and the consequences for the society in the
future. This pamphlet, however, made authorities intervene. Nikolaus Friborg’s
anonymous piece was one of the first victims of the new restrictions of Press Free-
dom in the fall of 1773, as it was prohibited by police director Feedder and the Hered-
itary Prince and subsequently confiscated. Friborg had called lottery profits “blood
money”, and the State Council did not favor ridicule of its newly-acquired source of
revenue. With state ownership, open discussion of the lottery was no longer wel-
come.'®

The National Debt — Economy and Constitution

Under the government of Frederik V, the national debt had grown from around 2.3
million to almost 18 million rix-dollars, which was the size of the debt in December
1770. State revenue did not correspond to expenditure, although an extra poll tax
had been levied since 1762. When Struensee and his associates close to the King dis-
solved the State Council in December 1770, they set up a new commission called the
Secret Conference, the aim of which was to control state finances and reduce the
state debt. The conference worked until the month of June 1771, and Struensee re-
quested a written report from each member, among whom new appointees like Gah-
ler and Rantzau.!®®

In February 1771, an anonymous publication cut the Gordian knot of national
debt. It bore the title: Report on whether a Descendant in Government is bound to pay

188 [Nicolaus Friborg], Til Kongen! Om Tallotteriets onde Folger i de Danske Stater, Copenhagen:
A.F. Stein, 1773, 7.

189 The confiscation of Friborg's pamphlet, see Holm 1890-1912, vol. V, 1, 161.

190 Holm 1890-1912, vol. 1V.2.1, 159-163.
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the Debt of his Predecessor.’”® Who might be the author? Several guessed Count
Rantzau as the responsible, implying that the pamphlet might be a test by the new
government to check public opinion on the canceling of debt. Rantzau was a mem-
ber of the council, but the Report did not stem from the Secret Conference. Behind
the pamphlet was Jens Reimert Schumacher who, as administrator of the extra tax,
was acutely aware of the debt problems of the government. In his contribution to
Press Freedom, he demanded a radical new economic policy.

Fig. 19: In the German version of Schumacher’s pamphlet against the payment of state debts, the
symbolism is hard to miss with the title “Onus remotum” — the burden removed. A divine pen tips a

191 [Jens Reimert Schumacher], Betaenkning hvorvidt en Efterkommere i Regieringen er forbunden at
betale sin Formands Gield, Copenhagen: Mummes Boglade nr. 5 paa Bersen, 1771 (18 February 1771).
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heavy rock away from the crown. The burden — state debt — is being cleared away by Press Free-
dom. From [Schumacher] Bedenken wieferne der Nachfolger in der Regierung pflichtig ist die Schul-
den seines Vorwesers zu bezahlen © Royal Danish Library.

The basic assumption in the Report was the enlightenment idea that it was the pur-
pose of the state to create happiness for all of the people. That assumption was the
reason behind the question in the title. When the people were in fact unhappy and
plagued by distress, misery had to be investigated and challenged. When a new re-
gent took up his post in a situation with heavy taxes exhausting the welfare of the
monarchy, it would raise the question of debate: “whether that duty extends to a
Regent to pay the debt of his ancestors”. The Report described the debt created by
the state as the result of the cost of luxury and bad government. A cameralist or mer-
cantilist economic way of thinking was prevalent in Schumacher’s pamphlet: The
difference between domestic debt and foreign debt was central to his argument. By
the payment of domestic debt, money remained in the country and contributed to
the income of the citizens, while money was lost by the payment of a foreign debt.

The loans of the former government had not been necessary to save the state
from ruin. Only such a reason could justify raising foreign debt. When the debt was
incurred to enrich selfish ministers, to carry out dubious projects or to satisfy bad
ambitions, the regent had violated his rights. Schumacher thus concluded that
Christian VII had no obligation to pay the national debt because that debt was not
legitimate but a result of earlier abuse of power. As the new regent, the King was not
bound by the errors of the old government but obliged, instead, to rule for the well
of the people. The law of nature set limits to the power a man could exercise, and
the regent had to obey the law of nature. It was not the right of the sovereign “to sep-
arate the subjects from all that they own, to pledge, sell, or behead them” (15). A
king was “entrusted with the most important office in the State, namely, the office of
overseeing and governing everything for the common good”. Schumacher inter-
twined his attack with current political theories of opinion-guided absolutism,
which had taken, in Denmark, its distinctive form in Jens Schielderup Sneedorff’s
dissertation from the Academy in Sorg: On civil Government 1757.1°2 Monarchy was
the best form of government to secure the common good, that is, if the king took
advice from the public.

When Schumacher argued the thesis that the state debt of the old government
was not an obligation of the new government, he provocatively proposed that the
table should be cleared for a new policy. The second part of the pamphlet consisted
of a “Proposal of Means by which the Public Debt can best be Paid”. He reviewed the
budget of the government in six points to find possible ways and savings that would
help improve the finances of the state. Taxation was a good solution to the payment
of domestic debt when the tax was imposed on importation of splendor and luxury.

192 J.S. Sneedorff, Om den Borgerlige Regiering, Sorg, 1757.
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The wealthy had to pay the most. Personal income tax was reduced by Schumacher
in favor of progressive taxation on the expenditure of the wealthy.

Agrarian reforms and other economic reforms ought to strengthen crafts and
manufactures to increase exports and reduce imports. Schumacher proposed that
parts of the foreign debt could be ‘imported’ and exchanged for investment and thus
become part of domestic economic circulation. Thus, the sharp attack on the abuse
of power of the past ended with a brighter political-economic vision for the future.

The reception of the pamphlet was naturally focused on the provocative refusal
to pay the national debt. In his review in the Kritisk Journal, Jakob Baden at first felt
convinced by Schumacher’s pamphlet. But then he felt “a secret unwillingness to
give his opinion applause”. If the advice of the pamphlet was followed, Baden feared
that it would open the door to autocratic tyranny and arbitrary government. Often-
times, a prince did not realize what was in the best interests of the state: “But how
often can he, fascinated by a cunning favorite, believe that it is for the good of the
State, that which is for its perdition? Is it not to teach a prince what Machiavelli
taught him: that he should not keep his word when keeping his word would hurt
him?”.1%3

Professor of Law at the University of Copenhagen, Peder Kofod Ancher, pub-
lished an anonymous answer to the anonymous Report, thus emphasizing the im-
portance of the pamphlet in the new public debate. He struck the core of the general
political perspective of the debate by asking the question: who can judge whether
the king’s use of power is useful or harmful? Kofod Ancher answered himself: an
absolute king “is perfectly entitled to use his power to his own will”.®* It would be
dangerous to delegate this power of decision to others. In short: Jacob Baden ac-
cused Schumacher’s attack on the old government as being Machiavellian, while Ko-
fod Ancher emphasized and defended the legitimate despotic potential of abso-
lutism. Economic policy was subject to discussion in a situation where the old
government had been dissolved and no one knew yet what the new government
would bring. In this situation, Ove Guldberg joined the debate. He wrote nothing
less than a whole state novel: Azan, or the Prince freed from Debt."*

In this novel, Guldberg created a fictional scene in which he could discuss the
economic problems of the monarchy and present his political solution. In Guldberg’s
fiction, Azan was a young king who had taken over the throne from his father. By his
death, the old King had left Azan a debt that corresponded to the total income of the
kingdom for three years. Some of Azan’s advisers discouraged him from paying the
debts of his father because he was not personally responsible for the policy of the

193 Kritisk Journal, 1771, no. 12-13, 96.

194 [Peder Kofod Ancher], Erindringer imod den nylig udgivne Betenkning, hvorvidt en Efterkommere
i Regieringen er forbunden at betale sin Formands Gield, Copenhagen: J.R. Thiele, 1771 (22 March
1771), 13.
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late King. The situation required the summoning of an assembly. At the gathering, a
representative of the people expressed the view from Schumacher’s pamphlet in the
novel: the new King was not bound by his father’s debts. The popular representative
believed that the people had the right to refuse to pay a devastating debt and thus
set a limit to the despotism and abuse of power of the absolute monarchy. Faced
with this position at the council, a representative of the King articulated the political
theory of absolutism: the people had transferred unrestricted powers to the King, as
enshrined in the constitution [Lex Regia, the Royal Law]. The King had the right of
the people over the people. People and Prince had incurred the debt together, and
although it was the result of failed policies, the people had to accept it. The old King
was dead, but the people and the royal power were immortal. The new King was the
head of the people who thus had to accept payment of their national debt.

In the novel, the representative of the people bowed to the political theory of
absolute monarchy. In his fiction, Guldberg admitted the Press Freedom debate on
state debt to be useful for political discussion: the spokesman of the people had the
possibility to make clear his criticism but during the debate, he had to realize the
necessity of paying the national debt.

Schumacher’s discussion of the national debt and Guldberg’s state novel con-
tained an echo of the enlightened environment that had been established at the
Academy in Sorg in the middle of the eighteenth century. Jens Schielderup Sneedorff
had been the central representative of the reception of European enlightenment at
the Academy. At the centenary of absolute monarchy in 1760, he said that he be-
longed to “the only people who have given themselves unrestricted monarchs”, but
in return, “our unrestricted monarch had made all the people his advisors”.'*® This
notion of an absolutism based in public opinion was now tested by Press Freedom.
Ove Guldberg, also formerly at the Academy of Sorg, judged that public opinion was
important, whatever he might think of its claims. He strove with great energy to in-
fluence the formation of the public opinion with his anonymous contributions to de-
bates during Press Freedom — until he himself became a leading force in its abolish-
ment after the 1772 coup.

Perspectives of Political Economics

The economic debate during Press Freedom was, first and foremost, a sharp political
break with what had been allowed to discuss in the past. From an economic theoret-
ical perspective, the debate was based mostly on established economic thinking,

196 Jens Schielderup Sneedorff, Samtlige Skrivter, 1775-1777, VII, 504.
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with German Cameralwissenschaft, led by Johann Gottlob von Justi, as the most im-
portant inspiration.'’

During the Press Freedom Period, the economic debate inevitably led to discus-
sions about legislation and good government. The discussion of national debt
quickly became an inquiry into the form of government, natural law, and political
reform. The discussion of the corvée and the conditions of the peasants led to de-
mands for civil liberty. Questions about the lottery sparked a discussion about
morality and civilization. The liberty of economic issues to be publicly explored, in
short, triggered political perspectives that soon came to overshadow economy itself.

The primary economic debate of Press Freedom, to sum up, took place between
Jakob Christian Bie, Ove Guldberg, and Christian Martfelt. It was complemented by
the discussion between O.D. Liitken and G. C. Oeder. In economic discussions, they
met no competition. In the spring of 1771, the printer Thiele had attempted to launch
a journal, Den danske Oeconomus — The Danish Economist — in the wake of the
Philopatreias debate.!®® The articles were anonymously authored by one “E.” and
discussed high prices, distillation and liquor trade, guilds and poorhouses, though
without adding much new to the debate. The book-printer gave up, and the un-
known author E. handed over his second volume to another book-printer, but with-
out success.

Christian Martfelt summarized and concluded the debate initiated by Bie and
Guldberg. He created his own original version of what he called cameral science, or
“political mechanics”. In the conclusion of his ‘Plan for the Trade’, he explained
that the plan should govern the state as an economic machine in which “Politics is
the Great Wheel, and the Regent, or his wise Laws, is the Driving Wheel”. Martfelt
defined politics as the science to make proportional all the physical and moral parts
of the state in order to achieve “the greatest relative advantages of most citizens in
the state and see them and the state in safe possession of a good fortune”.’*®

As mentioned, Martfelt had gained practical and theoretical experience on his
travels in Holland and England. But his writings reveal few traces of the new current
of French economic thinking that was reaching Denmark during the Press Freedom
Period. Knowledge of the French economists who later became known as the Phys-
iocrats spread only slowly in Europe along with the spread of the great Encyclopédie
through the 1760 and 1770s. So, in 1772, the “economistes” were presented in Copen-
hagen by the Swiss printer and booktrader Claude Philibert. He was the editor of the
francophone Copenhagen magazine Choix de nouveaux opuscules which was to reap

197 J.G. von Justi, 1755. During his time in Copenhagen von Justi published: Volistindige Abhand-
lung von denen Manufacturen und Fabrikken, 1-2, Kopenhagen und Leipzig 1758-61, followed by
Gesammelte Politische und Finanzschriften, 1-3, Kopenhagen und Leipzig 1761-1764.

198 Den danske Oeconomus, 1-2, Copenhagen, 1771.

199 [Christian Martfelt], Philocosmi Betaenkninger, 430—431.
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the fruits of Press Freedom.?*® He published the large article Les Moyen d’arreter la
misere publique — on the means to stop public misery - in his magazine in August
1772.%°! The author was the German economist Johann August Schlettwein, who also
introduced French physiocratism in the German states with this article, printed in
Frankfurt and Karlsruhe the same year.?2 The version from Karlsruhe was reprinted
by Philibert, and the subscribers, comprising court officials, civil servants and the
Copenhagen bourgeoisie, could read here about the commodity-producing peasants
as “la classe productive”, who with the “produit net” laid the foundation for pros-
perity against the ruling misery of “la classe sterile”. According to Schlettwein, the
current economic crisis would create “les révolutions les plus éclatantes dans la
politique”, if economic policy was not changed.

Philibert’s French magazine did not stand alone. The new, radical economic the-
ory was presented in a Danish translation by the German physician — and one of
Struensee’s friends from Altona — Johann Albert Heinrich Reimarus with his paper
on Die wichtige Frage von der freyen Aus und Einfuhr des Getreides, the important
question as to the free im- and export of grains.’® It was published in Danish in
Copenhagen in August 1772 with free trade as the central message and Francois
Quesnay as its key source. Thus, during the latter part of Press Freedom, breaking
news in economic theories were presented in Denmark. The history of the effects of
this new economics, however, belongs to the period after Press Freedom.

200 Choix de nouveaux opuscules, sur toutes des sujets intéressantes & amusans; par une societé
danoise, 1-5, Copenhague, 1771-72. The list of subscribers - including Struensee — see volume 1,
xiii—xviii.

201 Choix, V, 1772, 17-71.

202 Tribe 1988, 127.

203 J.H. A. Reimarus, Det vigtige Spgrsmaal om Kornets frie Ud- og Indforsel, undersggt efter Naturen
og Historien, Translated by P.T. W[andall], Copenhagen: F.C. Godiche, 1772 (14 February 1772).
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New Anti-Clerical Strategies

Until Press Freedom was declared on 14 September 1770, censorship was adminis-
tered by the Academic Council of the University of Copenhagen, at the time the sole
university of Denmark-Norway.?** Control over publications thus fell to the learned
society, incarnated in the University Council. Faculty structure of the university still
adhered to the traditional ranking with theology as the leading faculty, followed by
law, medicine, and philosophy, in that order. Thus, theology professors at the uni-
versity were the leading figures in the Council processing manuscripts for publica-
tion. They ensured the Church’s firm if indirect control of the public sphere, and cen-
tral state institutions like the two Chancelleries, Danish and German, respectively,
also followed theological advice when prosecuting offenders of the restrictions on
publication, as was evident in the Georg Schade case of 1761. Schade had published
a huge deist treatise on reincarnation in Altona, which was condemned by city au-
thorities in the independent twin city of Hamburg, when Schade tried to market his
book there. The city council of Hamburg also reported the case to the Danish author-
ities in Copenhagen. They reacted by ordering the arrest of Schade in Altona and
banishing him for life to the tiny islet of Christiansg in the Baltic Sea south of Swe-
den. This took place by decree from the government in Copenhagen, without a court
case, and Schade remained banished years later when Press Freedom was an-
nounced, even if his punishment had been reduced to confinement on the larger is-
land of Bornholm.?*

Press Freedom, however, suddenly introduced hitherto unknown possibilities
for discussing religious ideas and institutions in the open. This did not, however,
imply that Freedom of Religion was introduced. The state Lutheran church practiced
forced infant baptism for all new-born subjects (all the way up to the democratic
constitution of 1849), with small exemptions for Jewish and Huguenot minorities in
Copenhagen and a few other larger towns. The century before had seen strong state
campaigns against so-called Crypto-Calvinism and Crypto-Catholicism in the realm,
and practice of Catholicism in particular was considered a severe heresy with pun-
ishments all the way up to execution.?’®

But all of a sudden, with Press Freedom many issues of clergy, church and reli-
gion could be discussed openly. Luxdorph himself contended that only one single

204 There was a university in Kiel since 1665, but that belonged to the Gottorp parts of Holstein,
ruled by Holstein dukes, and not part of the Danish king’s realm. It only became part of Danish
Holstein in 1773.

205 See Georg Schade, Die unwandelbare und ewige Religion, Stuttgart: 1999 (1760). On the Schade
case, see Mulsow 1998. See also Mchangama and Stjernfelt 2016, 128 on.

206 See Lausten 2004; Rian 2014, 363 on, 370 on.

3 Open Access. © 2022 Ulrik Langen and Frederik Stjernfelt, published by De Gruyter. This work is
licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110771800-006
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anti-religious pamphlet against Lutheran dogma really appeared during the Press
Freedom period, even if it had been, Luxdorph claims, the intention of the Struensee
government to encourage such criticism. The one piece of anti-religious writing to
which Luxdorph referred was the Holsatian Count von Schmettau’s series of Bldtter
(Leaves or Pages) a conclusion later echoed by the influential nineteenth-century
theologian and poet N.F.S. Grundtvig. Here, however, it is important to emphasize
that direct attack on theological dogma like von Schmettau’s was far from the only
new way of challenging and discussing state Lutheranism and its church in Press
Freedom Writings. A number of other important factors pertaining to church and re-
ligion were activated, such as the distinction between forced belief vs. freedom of
religion. The state church had, ever since the 1536 Danish Reformation, striven to
shape or even force the belief of the king’s subjects by a series of different means,?”’
which is why claims for freedom of faith would immediately constitute attacks on
the privileged position of the Lutheran state church, if not necessarily attacking
Lutheran dogma directly.

A related distinction is that between the state church and its dogma on the one
hand and marginal, Christian sectarians, dissidents, and heretics of different sorts
on the other hand. Recently, radical pietists had constituted a challenge to the Dan-
ish state church, as did other sorts of enthusiasts and mystics, such as the Herrnhut
sectarians. Finally, all such sorts of skepticism or criticism against the state church
and its dogma and position could find articulation also through much more delim-
ited or precise attacks on selected aspects of the church: particular dogma, individ-
ual clerics, institutional details of church organization, etc. It may be hard to discern
when such a piece of particular criticism is really intended as focusing on an explicit
detail or whether it is rather intended to be read, implicitly, as a metonymy for larger
and more sweeping complaints or challenges of church and religion in general. In-
deed, Christian defenses against Press Freedom Writings of this sort often plays out
exactly this argument: that a criticism of some clerical detail must be suspected of
being really a masked and dangerous attack on church and religion as such, if not
an outright outburst of atheism. All of these anti-clerical strategies mentioned can
be found at work in the Press Freedom Writings.

Philopatreias’ Attack on the Clergy and its Incomes

A strong example of a precise criticism which came to be interpreted as a broader
attack can be found in the very first large debate of the Press Freedom Period, the
above-mentioned Philopatreias debate. “Philopatreais” (Greek: Lover of the Father-

207 Including forced infant baptism, confirmation as the prerequisite for legal rights to own prop-
erty, etc., examination in the catechism as prerequisite to confirmation, forced church attendance,
forced participation in the Eucharist, etc.
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land) was the pseudonym chosen by the already well-known if not infamous writer,
the Norwegian Jacob Christian Bie.?°® The three remarks of his Philopatreias pam-
phlet targeted the nobility for keeping flour prices too high, the lawyers for artifi-
cially dragging out processes to drive up salaries, and finally the clergy for earning
too much. The priests ought to have a fixed salary only, Philopatreias claimed. They
should stop burdening the poor with extra payments for weddings and funerals and
all the other official tasks properly belonging to their office. This concrete proposal
for a change in the structure of pastoral duties, Bie accompanied by a massive attack
on the clerical estate. Maybe the clergy should not be poor, such as the disciples of
Jesus had been, but it should be possible for Danish priests to fulfil their duties with-
out being dressed in silk and without the personal possession of horses, carriages,
and lackeys. Some priests, he added, were no better than usurers with their specula-
tion in interest:

It is not said that a Priest shall live in extravagance: our tables teach us far otherwise. The dis-
ciples of our Lord were poor, were meek, were diligent; their successors ought to be also. [...]
Affluence begets indolence, a desire of pleasures, and oftentimes pride; [...] The revenues of
the clergy are too great a drawback on the publick increase [...]. Would all the Jews, who are
the agents for the priests of market-towns, but speak the truth, we should then come to know
many usurers in holy orders.?%?

The number of priests should be diminished, and “were the revenues of the Clergy
but docked a little, assuredly we should find more learned, though fewer double-
chin’ed Priests”.%° Finally, Bie attacked the clerical robe. Did this sophisticated
dress code not taste too much of Catholicism? What if the Lutheran clergy dressed
more modestly, like the Reformed priests?

Bie did not hesitate to parodically answer his own proposals in a new pamphlet
under the opposite pen name of “Anti-Philopatreias”, now ironically defending the
economic status of the clergy. Did not the priests deserve rewards, did they not de-
serve to grow like fattening calves? Simultaneously, he continued Philopatreias’ ar-
gument in a new pamphlet with new attacks on trade, on the military, on witnesses
and on the sciences — and finally, he decided to leave the debate by declaring all his
pamphlets for mere jokes.”! This, however, didn’t stop the debate Bie had ignited,
and the issue of the clergy and its income which he had raised, proved to be the
most combustible of all.

208 [J.C. Bie], Philopatreias trende Anmaerkninger.
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Among his critics was the theologian Ove Guldberg, house teacher and soon
Cabinet Secretary at Queen Dowager Juliana Maria’s small court. We heard about
how he published several pamphlets under the name of “Philodanus” (Lover of Den-
mark), and in his second booklet, he defended the clergy as seen from the viewpoint
of its utility for the state.?? As a theologian, Guldberg supported a cautious version
of theological rationalism, but surprisingly, his defense of the clergy was political
and social, rather than theological. State officials, in general, should be there in or-
der to improve and maintain state security, happiness, and honor. No state could
exist at all without religion, Guldberg contended, and he challenged freethinkers to
name but one state without religion and morality which had not perished. That was
the reason why the Reformation King Christian III had originally decided to give the
clergy their present status as an estate of state officials, useful and never stubborn,
never deviant or dangerous for the state, according to Guldberg. It was a wise politi-
cal move to make the clergy a part of the state, he claimed. Simultaneously, priests
were given farms to cultivate in order to make them role models for the peasants to
emulate.

Guldberg’s utility argument on behalf of the clergy was presented calmly and
reasonably, but other debaters proved more aggressive. The anonymous F***g
(probably the industrialist P. A. Pflueg) had a fit of rage exactly when it came to
Philopatreias’ treatment of the clergy.”®> When Bie attacked priests for becoming cap-
italists by means of their six-monthly tithe payments and even for being usurers em-
ploying Jews as middlemen, F***g found that such a claim called for police action
against Bie. This, in turn, prompted editor of the literary periodical Kritisk Journal
Jacob Baden to try to calm down F***g: Press Freedom should be maintained, and
instead of threatening other authors with the police, one should muster serious ar-
guments against contested claims and contribute to the dissolution of prejudices,
which would, in the end, also be to the benefit of priests. In Baden’s view, the utility
of the clergy was primarily to be found in their function as the state’s overseers and
monitors of congregations, to remind subjects of their obligations, and to keep possi-
ble sedition in reins. The theologican F.C. Scheffer added that the central role of
priests in any republic must be the dissemination of virtue in the population and he
went on to paint the typical priest in colors completely opposite to those of Bie: a
dutiful, hardworking official refusing to indulge in secular interests.?’* Other theo-
logical critics of Bie played the more aggressive atheistic card: his real intention be-
hind Philopatreias was really not church policies at all, but to demonstrate and
spread his own indifference to religion.

212 [O. Guldberg], Philodani Undersagelse af Philopatreiases Anmaerkninger. I. Om Rettergangen. II.
Om Geistlighedens Indkomster. Ildet og sidste Hefte, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1771 (7 January 1771).
213 [F. A. Pflueg], Om Philopatreias trende Anmeerkninger. I et Brev til en Hoi Herre fra F***g, Copen-
hagen: H.J. Graae, 1770 (24 December 1770).

214 F.C. Scheffer, Tanker om Geistligheden i en Stat. Ved Fr.Chr. Scheffer, Copenhagen: Borups
Efterleverske, 1771 (18 March 1771).
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All in all, Bie had concentrated his criticism on the salary of the clergy, but dis-
cussion quickly broadened to the social utility of the clergy. Simultaneously, rumors
began to spread that Bie’s publishing activity was really a harbinger for anticlerical
political initiatives from the new, supposedly anticlerical or even atheist govern-
ment. It had already canceled a number of Christian holidays — what would be next,
a reform of tithes payments? Was Philopatreias a probe to test whether other social
groups would be ready to step up to protect the clergy if such a reform was intro-
duced? Bie’s proposal of a fixed salary, in any case, was increasingly taken serious
by pamphleteers like Laurids Jaeger and Baden who argued that such an idea might
contribute to mitigate the large differences of priestly income in rich and poor
church congregations and to emancipate priests from agricultural labor.?> Others,
such as J. A. Dyssel, claimed that such a new structure would completely reduce the
clergy to beggars and would destroy their important role as agricultural trendsetters
spreading inspiration of new cultivation methods.”® This debate continued all
through the golden year of Press Freedom 1771.

Those debaters, however, who attacked Philopatreias for using the clergy’s
salary as a mere pretext for a broader attack on church and religion as a whole, may
have been aware that a court case was being prepared against Bie exactly during his
time as an active pamphleteer in the winter of 1770 to 1771. A couple of months be-
fore Press Freedom, Bie had given a sermon in the village church of Hvidovre outside
of Copenhagen on 6 July 1769. The local dean and schoolmaster had allowed Bie to
preach on the Song of Solomon 3.1. “By night on my bed I sought him whom my
soul loveth, but I found him not”. On the surface, Bie gave a correct sermon, but the
version found in State Council Minister Otto Thott’s papers makes it possible to read
the sermon as both comic and frivolous.?” Based on Luther’s comparison between
the relation of Christ to his church and the relation of a groom to his bride, Bie had
compared the two sacraments of the church with the bride’s two breasts, and unsub-
stantiated rumors had it that he had continued to initiate prayers for a number of
named prostitutes from Copenhagen. In any case, during the summer of 1771, the
verdict fell, and Bie was sentenced to no less than six years of imprisonment. Later,
the sentence was prolonged to life after the addition of another case concerning a
practical joke with the bookprinter Thiele in which Bie had copied the King’s signa-
ture in a mock privilege. It is hard not to get the suspicion that such severe punish-

215 The first of Jaeger’s many anonymous pamphlets: Et kritisk Brev til Philopatreias, om Geistlighe-
dens Indkomster, i Anledning af hans Tredie Anmaerkning. [...] Fra Philodaneias, Copenhagen: A.F.
Stein, 1771 (8 February 1771); Baden, Svar til Philopatreia angaaende de Geistliges Indkomster, af
Philalethes, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein, 1771 (11 January 1771).

216 J. A. Dyssel, Pro Memoria til Philopatreias fra Mag. Johann Arnd Dyssell. Den Kongelige nye Op-
fostrings-Stiftelse til Bedste. Sandby i Lolland d. 5. Jan. 1771, Copenhagen: A.H. Godiches Efter-
leverske, 1771 (23 January 1771).

217 Bie’s sermon in the church of Hvidovre, 6 July 1769, Royal Library: Thott Collection, 410,
quarto.
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ments for what appear to be little more than two rude jokes also served as a public
condemnation of Bie’s ignition of the Philopatreias debate and the novel, open de-
bate about priests and their salaries which inevitably spread to the much more deli-
cate question of the overall utility of clergy and church as such.

Count von Schmettau’s Deism and the Case against Him

More theologically informed criticism of the Lutheran state church also appeared
during Press Freedom. The Holsatian Count Woldemar von Schmettau had been a
central figure in the top of the Danish-Norwegian army in the 1760s but had resigned
as chief commandant of Norway in 1767 after disagreements with the Danish Chan-
cellery and the French army chief Saint-Germain and his ambitious military reform
plans. Withdrawn to his estate in P16n in hilly Eastern Holstein, Schmettau devoted
his retirement to sophisticating his knowledge of Latin, Greek, and Hebraic in order
to be able to attack the priesthood on their own scholarly turf. He had observed that
a standard defense line of theologians against criticism was to ridicule the attacker’s
lack of linguistic knowledge, arguably barring the attacker form really understand-
ing sublime theological detail. Clearly encouraged by the declaration of Press Free-
dom, Schmettau laid out, in a series of five issues of his periodical Bldtter (Leaves
written for the Love of Truth) during 1771, his severe attacks not only on a host of con-
temporary theologians and their Bible interpretation, but also on the Bible text it-
self.’®® He considered Scripture full of contradictions, inconsistencies, odd details,
and human inventions, and he chastised theologians for trying to hide such errors
behind far-fetched interpretations. Against this, he demanded freedom of research
in the theological faculties. Theologians should, like scholars in other fields, be pre-
pared to accept the liberty to investigate religious matters apart from any pre-given
list of dogmas. For instance, referring to the saying that “Ezekiel’s sandwiches are
not the most tasty”, Schmettau attacked a number of theological interpretations of
Ezekiel 4.12, in which the Lord imposes, via the sayings of the prophet, the Israelites
to eat nothing but bread prepared with human excrement during the 390 days when
they await the fall of Jerusalem.?’® Schmettau discusses a number of theological at-
tempts to explain away this unappetizing story — in Michaélis, T.C. Lilienthal, F.C.
Lange, Gottfried Less, P. A. Boysen, etc. — by saying, for example, that human excre-
ment is just a metaphor for ill-tasting barley-cakes, or that the bread itself should
not contain excrement but just be baked on a fire from dried human dung, etc. Argu-

218 [Woldemar von Schmettau], Bldtter, aus Liebe zur Wahrheit geschrieben, 1-5 (Nos. 1-3, Plon:
Werth; Nos. 4-5, Liibeck, no printer indicated).

219 Ezekiel 4.12 was a standard discussion point in the Enlightenment and had been ridiculed by
Voltaire among others. Schmettau was evidently an admirer of Voltaire, and it seems probable he
got the idea from him.
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ing that Hebraic “baking” etymologically means “kneading a substance”, Schmettau
finds that Ezekiel really demanded the Israelites to mix human excrement into the
dough of their bread and that the twisted explanations of the theologians thus devi-
ate from their Lutheran obligation to stay true to Scripture.

Fig. 20: The most thorough critique of State Church Lutheranism during Press Freedom was proba-
bly the Holsatian General Count Schmettau whose pamphlets, however, were hardly for sale in
Copenhagen, rather being printed for private distribution in Holstein and the North of Germany.
This did not prevent the government from prohibiting Schmettau’s publications because of their
natural religion and deist claims that both the Bible and its protestant interpreters were ripe with
superstition. W. H. von Schmettau, painting by Peder Als, 1766-67. © Akademiraadet, The Royal
Academy of Arts, Copenhagen, photo: Frida Gregersen.

Schmettau’s point is not to seriously claim his own interpretation as the truth about
what happened outside of Jerusalem, rather to illustrate the far-fetched nature of
theological beating around the bush, and his arguments are hard to read without
sensing the bubbling of an underlying irony on Schmettau’s part. In five consecutive
issues of his Bldtter, he went on further to the New Testament, attacking again a se-
ries of inconsistencies and pointing to the then provocative fact that the four Evan-
gelists were not eyewitnesses and wrote their accounts long after the events.
Schmettau goes directly into the core of Christian belief when he observes that the
Bible offers no proof that resurrection really took place. There were no witnesses,
nobody touched the allegedly resurrected person, and the most reasonable explana-
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tion is that the resurrected Christ was but a phantasy projection on part of his believ-
ers. Schmettau himself seems to have been a sort of deist, believing in a natural god
without incarnation in Christ, seemingly inspired by the British Deists, particularly
Anthony Collins.?° Real, divine revelation to Schmettau consists in two things only:
reason and creation. They are the two holy gifts from Schmettau’s god which are at
the disposal of humans. Those who demand miracles in order to believe are like kids
who prefer toys to the real thing. The core of the New Testament is really moral wis-
dom stolen from ancient Greek philosophers, and the main purpose of religion
should be to inculcate, in believers, ideas of how to live a good and moral worldly
life: by admitting that the happiness of our fellow man is as important as our own,
and that all rational beings should strive in common for the public good. Schmet-
tau’s line of argument seems to be inspired by Spinoza’s Tractatus which followed
the same trajectory: bible criticism, rejection of miracles ending in a social-utility
theory of religion.”!

In the course of these Enlightenment deist developments, Schmettau had
claimed, in his Bldtter no. 3, that the narratives of Joseph, Maria, and the angel
Gabriel in the New Testament were but a series of novels, that is, that immaculate
conception was another mythical story. It was just some intelligent Jew who had let
his poetic imagination run wild based on the single Old Testament saying “Behold, a
virgin has conceived” (Isaiah 7.14). That proposition of Schmettau’s caught the eye
of Superintendent (that is, Bishop) Adam Struensee of Rendsburg when he traveled
his diocese for inspection during the summer 1771, and he filed a complaint Decem-
ber 1°* over the first three issues of the Bldtter. This holds the special irony that
Adam was none other than the father of J. F. Struensee, at the same time approach-
ing the end of his short and intense rule in the royal Cabinet in Copenhagen. So,
Adam effectively set out to fight his own son’s Press Freedom legislation by opening
a legal case against Schmettau’s Bldtter.”? This had the immediate effect that further
publication was prohibited, and Schmettau had to move the printing of the remain-
ing two issues of Bldtter from P16n to Liibeck, outside of the reach of Danish authori-
ties. Even then, no. 5 of the series ends abruptly, and it is clear from typesetting that
Schmettau’s plan had been to continue the series with a no. 6 and probably even fur-

220 Schmettau names, in the passing, a handful of freethinker inspirators, such as Fontenelle,
Shaftesbury, Voltaire, Edelmann, Helvétius, and Anthony Collins. The latter assumed the nickname
of “freethinker” and was, among the early eighteenth-century British deists (Blount, Tindal, Toland,
etc.), the most cited in the Press Freedom period.

221 Spinoza: Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, Hamburg [really Amsterdam] 1670

222 This was made possible by the restrictions on Free Speech introduced by the Struensee gov-
ernment 7 October 1771 because of provocative September pamphlets (see Chapter 9). The restric-
tions did not mention protection of religion against Press Freedom but rather focused upon libel and
pasquils, but it remained unclear how much of Press legislations of the Danish 1683 Law was now
reactivated, so Adam Struensee and the administration may initially have taken it as a test case of
where the new limits were. Quickly, of course, political developments strengthened the case after
the coup of 17 January 1772.
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ther. No. 6 never saw daylight, however, maybe because of the considerable legal
struggle into which Schmettau now found himself thrown. The case would last al-
most two years and was only settled in the spring of 1773. Authorities quickly real-
ized that von Schmettau had also organized local prints of translations of Voltaire
and a pamphlet on the Swiss mystic Martin Zadek, so suddenly they found them-
selves on the trail of a whole current of dangerous, illegal, freethinking material.’>

In the meantime, it is astonishing to follow the byzantine network of clerical,
legal, and governmental institutions involved in the attempt to punish von
Schmettau from late 1771 and into 1773: the local Dean Quirinus Capsius in P16n, Su-
perintendent Struensee in Rendsburg, the Konsistorium of Plon (a clerical court),
the superior Konsistorium in Gliickstadt, plus central Copenhagen authorities: the
German Chancellery responsible for the Sleswick-Holstein duchies, the State Coun-
cil, and the military leadership, the Generality.?* Briefly after the opening of the
case, the Struensee government was overthrown in Copenhagen, and the intense ac-
tivity in the case seemed to be further fueled by the new coup government’s hesita-
tion against or even dislike of Press Freedom. Resolutions, decisions, orders, and
fines flew back and forth between these many instances, attempting to force
Schmettau to admit guilt and accept the payment of a fine. During these drawn-out
exchanges, legal threats grew from fines to large fines to the mentioning of severe
possibilities like punishment for blasphemy, which would involve execution with
torture. As Counts Struensee and Brandt suffered a similar punishment in April 1772
during this maze of legal argumentation, this would have served to underline the
potential gravity of the matter to Count Schmettau.

Von Schmettau, however, proved a hard, self-confident, and well-argued oppo-
nent, sharp-witted and very conscious of his legal rights. The bookprinter Werth in
Pl6n had only witnessed that he received the manuscripts from Schmettau, not that
he was their actual author who consequently remained unknown. Schmettau had
never offered the writings for sale in public, so they had never been published, alleg-
ing they were printed for his own private distribution only. The first issues of the
Blditter, which Adam Struensee found in P16n, had been printed before the restric-
tions of Press Freedom 7 October 1771 (valid in the Duchies of Sleswick-Holstein
from 18 October) so they were not covered by actual legislation. Schmettau be-
longed, as a general, under a military court, not a clerical court, and even apart from
that, a clerical body like the Konsistorium had no right to process any secular cases
but marriage issues. German states allowed for the publication of writings dis-

223 [Woldemar von Schmettau], Orthodoxer hichsterbaulicher theologischer Beweis von der Gewiss
zu erwartenden Erfiillung der wichtigen Weissagung des neuen Schweitzerischen kleinen Propheten
Martin Zadeck, Bergedorf, no printer indicated, 1770; [F. de Voltaire:] Predigt der Pastor Bourn
am Pfingst-Feste gehalten zu London 1768, no place, printer nor year indicated; [F. de Voltaire:],
Rede des Preussischen Majors von Kayserling an die Katholischen Konfdderirten zu Kaminiez gehalten
1768. Aus dem Polnischen, no place, printer nor year indicated.

224 The von Schmettau case, see Nyerup (ed.) 1791, 49-86; Birkner 2006.
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cussing religion, then why not a Denmark with Press Freedom? If the law, as claimed
by authorities, aimed to protect religion against attacks, then why did it not protect
Schmettau’s natural religion? The various state instances, so he claimed, played a
double role of prosecutors and judges and thus did not offer any sort of fair process.
The government had preempted the final decision by curtailing Schmettau’s military
state pension paid from Copenhagen, which he claimed they had no right to do, and
he required his money back.

This intricate communication war between Schmettau’s barrage of complaints
and answers from the many different official instances involved lasted all through
1772, and only in the spring of 1773, the Danish and Holsatian authorities seemed to
tire out. Schmettau’s writings remained confiscated and prohibited, but any proper
legal punishment of the general proved more difficult than expected. What is more,
around the turn of the year 1772 to 1773, the post-coup government in Copenhagen
had made its last efforts to reinstate pre-print censorship, and seemingly gave it up,
probably because they observed that the current of Press Freedom Writings was
dwindling anyway (see Chapter 14). The decisive argument for closing the
Schmettau issue without a formal court case, however, seems to have been a wish to
end the protracted process without arousing the public: by passing a verdict on von
Schmettau, however well-deserved, the post-coup government would risk a public
outcry and, on top of that, the danger that the court case would function as a virtual
marketing campaign for Schmettau’s writings in Copenhagen. Thus, it was consid-
ered, in the end, safer to let sleeping dogs lie. Colonel Koller of the army leadership,
himself part of the coup group, seems to have influenced final government decisions
in the case and let a little bird tell von Schmettau that he was off the hook. Von
Schmettau now was free to pursue his exploration of deism, and he went on to ac-
quire quite a reputation as a leading freethinker in the North German states during
the 1770s and 1780s. Thus, he continued to write about natural theology, education,
pedagogy, the emancipation of Jews, etc., publishing, among other things, a new se-
ries of writings called Auch Fragmente in Danish Altona between 1782 and 1784, re-
ferring to the “Fragmentenstreit” resulting from Lessing’s controversial publications
of fragments by the deceased theologian and freethinker Samuel Reimarus’ secret
deist writings. If anything, the protracted case against von Schmettau served to fur-
ther ignite his desire to publish.

Even if Luxdorph took an intense interest in the Schmettau case (he possessed
his own, heavily annotated copy of the Bldtter and left a detailed account of the tra-
jectory of the case against him), he did not include the Bldtter in his collection of
Press Freedom Writings. This probably indicates they were not circulating in Copen-
hagen; they were probably never sold anywhere, and apart from possible private
correspondents among Schmettau’s friends in Copenhagen, they did not influence
the new public sphere at the time rapidly developing in Copenhagen. They indicate,
however, the new limits to free speech which the post-coup government struggled to
impose from 1772.
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Does Hell Exist — and If So, How Long Does It Last?

Schmettau, however, was far from the only manifestation of Enlightenment deism in
the Press Freedom period. In the Sermon Campaign after the 1772 coup (see Chapter
10) we find clerical warnings against deists lurking around in Copenhagen, and the
busy pamphleteer Martin Brun displayed a strong fascination with deist and espe-
cially atheist viewpoints, indicating he was encountering such ideas among his fel-
low students in the Latin Quarter of central Copenhagen (see below).

A small feud - played out in bulky pamphlets — explicitly addressed deism in
the new public sphere. In September 1771, a large, anonymous pamphlet appeared
under the Danish title The Doctrine of the Eternity of Hell subjected to Scrutiny, and
its Terrible Implications proved by a Self-Thinker. Reflections on the Doctrine of Origi-
nal Sin.?? It is a thorough, learned, and logically constructed text contributing to an
old, heretic discussion of whether Hell exists, and, if it does, whether the punish-
ment of sinners there will be eternal or not. The pseudonym “A Self-Thinker” directly
announces the unknown author as a freethinker.

Already the church father Origen had seen a problem in the tension between a
benevolent and omniscient God and eternal punishment in Hell, which the majority
of human beings was poised to suffer. In the seventeenth century, Leibniz and J. M.
van Helmont had taken up discussion of the status of Hell, and in Holland, the very
existence of Hell had been hotly debated ever since Balthasar Bekker and Frederik
van Leenhoff voiced skepticism around 1700.%% In the Danish-Norwegian realm, the
radical pietist Johann Konrad Dippel had claimed that Hell is an internal condition
of the sinner rather than damnation to a certain locality.?”” Such issues had not pos-
sible to debate openly in authoritarian Denmark, but in the Press Freedom Period
those discussions sprung up. The basic argument of the Self-Thinker asks: what is
the purpose of God’s activities? That purpose cannot be found in lifeless nature, but
also not in God’s own honor, for in that case he would be dependent upon the appre-
ciation of his creations, he would be a mere “being thirsty after vain recognition”.
So, living creatures like ourselves are the only possible purpose of creation. And this
purpose only succeeds if the life of those creatures holds more pleasant than un-
pleasant moments. Again and again, through the history of Christianity, however,
human beings have fallen from their high destiny, even after the Flood, even after
the appearance of Christ, even after the Reformation, even after the discovery of
America which was just a pretext for the alleged Christians to commit a bloodbath

225 [anonymous], Den laere om Helvedes Evighed provet, og dens skraeksomme Folger viste af en
Selvtaenkende. Betankning over den Laere om Arvesynden, Copenhagen: J. R. Thiele, 1771 (6 Septem-
ber 1771).

226 Cf Israel 2001, 380-82; 411-413.

227 Dippel had been banished for life to Bornholm in 1719 but escaped after international pressure
seven years later, see Mchangama and Stjernfelt 2016, 135 on.
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on the natives. The author paints a somber and sad historical fate of Christendom,
leading to the deist conclusion:

No, I do not think that virtue is tied to any country, just like eternal bliss should not be avail-
able for adherents of any single belief system alone, but I am much more completely convinced
that everybody who will, can be virtuous, and that every virtuous person may hope for a
blessed eternity. I only conclude that which I rightly believe to conclude, namely that as sins
and delusions have, in the essential truths of natural religion, always prevailed over virtue and
truth, or as the number of virtuous has always been lower than that of the sinners, then the
number of blessed must be just as much less than that of the damned. (12)

But if that is the case, the amount of suffering in Hell by far surpasses the sum of
bliss in Heaven, and this goes against the claimed purpose of creation.??® Atheists, at
least, may console themselves by looking forward to the end of suffering in death,
but believers face suffering in this life as well as a high probability of suffering in the
next life. But if God is indeed almighty, why could he not convert and save the sin-
ners even after death? Eternal Hell as we are taught about it, is not a proportional
punishment for sins. The Self-Thinker is implicitly arguing from a proportionality
conception of punishment, such as Cesare Beccaria had argued in his 1764 Enlight-
enment classic Dei Delitti et delle Pene.’”® Thus, the word “eternal” in the Bible must
rather mean “perfect”, the Self-Thinker concludes — God has measured a perfect,
proportional, finite punishment suitable for the finite sins of each person in this life.
Consequently, punishment in Hell must be finite. It must end at some point.

After this deconstruction of Eternal Hell, the Self-Thinker continues to the doc-
trine of Original Sin. If humans are really created evil, how could they, in divine pun-
ishment, be made responsible for sins committed? It is rather the weak intelligence
of humans, given to them by God, which is responsible for sin. Human drives and
tendencies have their base in sensuous presentations which, in themselves, are
good but may be corrupted by education, bad examples, voluptuousness, or poverty.
Love to oneself is, taken in isolation, good. But it must be tempered by sympathy for
the happy or unhappy destiny of our fellow man. Thus, human beings are not, as
the doctrine of Original Sin argues, completely corrupted from the outset, but may
themselves take a long step in the direction of virtue, even if revelation is there to
help it further on the way. From an orthodox Lutheran viewpoint, such claims would
constitute the dreadful heresy of semi-Pelagianism, claiming that the individual had
the ability to contribute to salvation. The Self-Thinker thus goes against the prob-
lematic doctrines of predestination in most Protestantism: it is not God’s pre-deci-
sion who shall be saved, and neither Original Sin in creation nor the Eternity of Hell
after the last judgment are ultimate destinies of man.

228 Such a conclusion would actually follow from Luther’s idea that the fraction of believers to be
saved is small, a tenth or maybe a thousandth, while the vast majority is evil and must go to Hell.
229 See Cesare Beccaria 1986, ch. 6: “Of the Proportions between Crime and Punishment”.
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Fig. 21: Among the visual representations of the imprisoned Cabinet minister Struensee in the
spring of 1772, there are several examples of devils taking care of him. Struensee had been striving
for the royal crown, the text claims, and now the Devil is actually in the process of crowning Stru-
ensee, for “God does not put on him the Crown / But should he be crowned to his honor / and
somebody be present there / the Devil himself must do it”. The literal belief in Hell and devils, how-
ever, was waning in the period, such as the Press Freedom debate on Hell witnessed. Was it not
unjust to punish sinners with an infinite sojourn in the flames of Hell when they had committed the
sins of a finite life only? The Power of the Devil in the World (Disevelens Magt i Verden), anonymous
woodcut, n. d. © Royal Danish Library.
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Now, is the Self-Thinker a rationalist theologian, such as he appears in his pam-
phlet, a firm believer taking two further, natural steps in the ongoing self-cleansing
of protestant Christianity by dissolving two remaining pieces of superstition from
the core of correct belief based in Scripture? Or is his rationalism rather a theological
cover for a far-reaching deist attack deep into the core of Christianity itself, just as-
sumed to ensure that the Self-Thinker enjoys protection as a decent man of faith? It
is not easy to decide in the absence of knowledge about the identity of the pseudony-
mous Self-Thinker, but it is pretty evident that in the text, two core Enlightenment
ideas are discreetly smuggled in: the almost hedonist claim that the aim of creation
is to maximize happiness, and the quasi-Rousseaist presumption that natural hu-
man beings are born good and only corrupted by circumstances. In that sense, it is a
theological text with Enlightenment contraband.

The deist, serious or ironic, did not escape counterattacks. No less than two the-
ologians published long, detailed answers to the Self-Thinker’s attack on Eternal
Hell and Original Sin. One pamphlet by Martin Peter Ohm quickly appeared under
his initials “M. P.0”, the other by the newly examined theologian Henrik Ussing a
few months later under his own name. 2° M. P. O. argued that eternal punishment
cannot be abolished without offending another of God’s attributes, namely, his holi-
ness. To save disbelieving sinners would be to defame his own holiness. God could
not possibly force sinners into a condition in which they do not wish to be. Nobody
has an excuse for sinning, for everyone has received the offer to become a believer,
even the proudest and most reckless freethinker. The Self-Thinker is dangerous, for
his laxness as to punishment will have terrible effects for virtue: it will tempt people
to sin if they believe they have an extra shot at grace after death. As to Original Sin,
M. P. O. admits it is a subject difficult to understand. Here, you must rest on revela-
tion. An infidel simply cannot and will not subject himself to God’s law — but simul-
taneously, M. P. O. claims the infidel actively rejects the offer to be helped out of his
condition. M. P. O. thus vacillates between predestination of who is saved, on the
one hand, and the free will of the individual to accept or reject God’s offer, on the
other.

The long debut text of the young Ussing — who should later develop into a bel-
ligerent figure involved in many strifes, penalties, and even banishment - is consid-
erably clearer than M. P. O.’s orthodox call to Scripture.?®! Ussing spends 50 pages on
each of the Self-Thinking’s two issues, but he clearly isolates the two main hypothe-
ses for attack: the utilitarianist assumption that the happiness of creatures is God’s
prime purpose, and the idea that inborn tendencies of humans are good. As to the

230 M.P.O. [Martin Peter Ohm], Ngdvendige Erindringer til Forfatteren af Skriftet om Helvedes
Evighed og Arve-Synden ved en efter Skriften taenkende M. P.O., Copenhagen: P.H. Hgecke, 1771
(14 October 1771); and Henrik Ussing, Billige Tanker om Helvedes Evighed og Arvesynden i Anledning
af en Selvteenkendes Skrift om disse Materier offentlig meddelte, Copenhagen: P. H. Hgecke, 1772 (15
April 1772).

231 Ussing, see DBL 1. ed. 1904; see also Mchangama and Stjernfelt 2016, 969.



150 —— 6 Church and Religion in a Free Public Sphere

former, the Eternity of Hell, God must indeed punish sins for the sake of His own
honor, Scripture explicitly says so; as to the latter, the Self-Thinking’s claim of abol-
ishing Original Sin is nothing but a concealed defense of vices, for it rests on the
erroneous idea that reason should be able to conquer will. It is not, and unpunished
will would result in nothing but vice. In the middle of the text, however, Ussing
leaves, for a moment, his arguing style and launches a direct, personal attack on the
Self-Thinker: “Some places, it is as if the author will hide his intentions, but you
need only a little thinking comparison to see that he does not seek anything but
weakening the doctrine of Original Sin, yea, even to deny it completely, which also,
as rude as it is, is not far from his other principles, and I wish he did not already
have all too many learned brothers amongst us, who entertain and disseminate the
Crypto-Socinian and wholly Naturalist religion, which sneak around us in dark-
ness!” (47) Here, Ussing claims to look through the Self-Thinker’s pious appearances
and diagnoses him for what he finds he really is: a through-and-through naturalist,
and a disguised Socinian (that is, an adherent of the sixteenth century Italian re-
former Fausto Sozzini who had preached a strictly monotheist or unitarian Christian-
ity, denying the divinity of Christ). Ussing claims that he has been driven to write
this pamphlet because he has heard people in Copenhagen praising the Self-
Thinker’s pamphlet as a masterpiece, and even if Ussing does not flatter himself to
be able to convince the Self-Thinker himself, he hopes to be able at least to address
some of his acolytes.

The small feud over Hell reveals a number of interesting things. Now, under
Press Freedom, openly professing deist and naturalist viewpoints in a cheap pam-
phlet everybody could buy was a distinct possibility of the new public sphere. Georg
Schade was still imprisoned in Bornholm for his deism of ten years earlier; only the
year after, he should be released on Struensee’s initiative. But now, viewpoints simi-
lar to Schade’s could be voiced publicly in Copenhagen with only the harmless dan-
ger of being counterattacked in writing by two pedantic theologians. Theological de-
bate had traditionally been practiced, if at all, within the confines of academia,
among the learned, and visible from outside only in few, expensive published works
for a small, scholarly elite. Theology available for the masses in the market of cheap
writings had assumed the shape of pedagogical catechisms, house postils, sermon
publications, etc., disseminating standard, popularized views of the state church af-
ter meticulous censorship — not in any sense an open infight over theological posi-
tions such as we find in the debate over Hell.

Furthermore, the priestly reactions were a sign, among many, that most theolo-
gians were not satisfied with the new freedom, even if they themselves had to turn
to pamphlet publication in order to counteract the infidel, now that theological cen-
sorship was abolished. Finally, the debate showed that the threatening local pres-
ence of Socinians, deists or even full naturalists, that is, atheists, lurking around in
the shadows, seems to have been an established fact among Copenhagen clergy at
the time. This probably reflects, in turn, that such ‘learned brothers’ actually existed
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in real Copenhagen itself, even if we do not possess any more exact estimates of their
numbers, ideas, or positions.

Parody of Pietism and Orthodox Lutheranism

The background of the theological landscape of Denmark-Norway in 1770 can be
roughly described as follows. The seventeenth century had seen the development of
a strong Lutheran orthodoxy, continually influenced by the traditionalization and
judicial institutionalization of Lutheranism in Saxony. This implied a strong legal
suppression of deviant faiths as seen from the point of view of state Lutheranism.
During the seventeenth century, strong campaigns against so-called Crypto-Calvin-
ism, Crypto-Catholicism, and witchcraft had been waged, just like court cases had
been held against enthusiasts and mystics of different sorts. In bishop Jesper Broch-
mand’s 1633 systematic dogmatics, he declared, addressing King Christian IV:

Ever since Your ascension to the throne [that is, 1588], You have striven for your subjects to
think and speak alike about God and things divine, and You have pursued this aim with such
a success that those who deviated in religious viewpoints now roam around as refugees, far
from the realms and countries subjected to Your majesty.

To Brochmand, the result was close to mission accomplished.

The early eighteenth century, however, had seen the strong appearance of Ger-
man pietism in Denmark-Norway. Its state-oriented version, originating in Halle,
had been adopted by Kings Frederik IV and particularly Christian VI against protests
of the orthodox Lutheran clerical elite, while more anti-institutional radical pietism,
critical towards state and church alike, had grown to strong if often underground
influence, particularly among German-speaking Copenhageners. After Christian VI’s
death in 1746, state pietism was waning, but still many priests and congregations in
Denmark-Norway stuck to variants of pietist beliefs and practices. In the same pe-
riod, after 1750, the new wave of rationalism, influenced by Leibniz and Christian
Wolff, was on the rise, and in the Copenhagen of 1770 many younger, influential
priests were rationalists of different stripes, emphazising the co-existence and col-
laboration of reason and faith. Orthodox Lutheranism also remained in a number of
strongholds and priests, spearheaded by theology professor Peder Holm, while
pietism was taking is stand, among other places in the “Vajsenhus” Orphanage with
its own church vis-a-vis the Town Hall on the central square of Nytorv. Moderate ra-
tionalism further profited from a boost after the 1772 coup, among other things
through the repeated political campaigns using top clergy as their mouthpiece (see
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Chapters 10 and 14), but both pietism and Lutheran orthodoxy remained present in
the new, open religious discussions of Press Freedom pamphlets.?*

As to pietism, the Orphanage priest Bengt Sverdrup published a protest writing
against the Struensee government’s plan to close down the Orphanage in order to
use the building for a new business school instead.®> More interesting in Press Free-
dom contexts was a scathing attack on pietism by a descendent of a pietist family,
the rabble-rousing pamphleteer Josias Bynch who had failed to pass theological ex-
ams in 1769. Among other provocative writings in the fall of 1771, he published The
hypocritical Shoemaker, displaying a detailed satire of a pietist “conventicle”.”* That
was a self-organized meeting of pietist believers outside of the church, focusing on
Bible reading and mutual strengthening of faith — much practiced by pietists but
outlawed by the Danish 1741 legislation “Konventikelplakaten” (The Conventicle Or-
dinance, strictly regulating religious activity outside of the state church) in order to
maintain the clergy’s control over the contents of faith. Now, Bynch told the story of
an infidel shoemaker confronted by believers at such an informal, illegal meeting,
highlighting the special conversion techniques of the pietists. Bynch went in great
detail about the special “angel grimaces” of pietist faces, their tearful ceremonies of
self-criticism, and the particular use of a whining, sad voice, apt to call forth emo-
tions. Bynch described how such tactics eventually worked on the shoemaker who
burst into tears and yielded to faith, only to face a conversion period of pietist self-
investigation, ransacking his own soul in order to reach a state of sufficient piety.
Bynch’s detailed if satirical description of such a “conventicle” meeting makes prob-
able the rumor that his tailor father was himself a pietist, probably even the very
character painted by the main clothmaker protagonist in the conversion scenery.
The pamphlet was anonymous, but Bynch’s aliases were increasingly broken in pub-
lic, and we can see that in some of the 1772 attacks on Bynch that his anti-pietist
pamphlet was conceived as blasphemist.””> So not only the dogma of state
Lutheranism suffered attacks during Press Freedom, but also more sectarian pietist
activities could become the target of public criticism.

232 Danish pietism and rationalist theologies, see Pedersen 1951 and Kornerup 1951; Lausten 2004;
Reeh 2018. Radical pietism, see Schneider, 2007.

233 Bernt Sverdrup, En sand Christens Forhold i henseende til Gudelige Lofter. Betragtet i en offentlig
Tale... den XI. Octobris 1771 som en aarlig Erindrings Dag om det Kongelige Vaisen-Huuses Stiftelse ved
Bernt Sverdrup, Staedets Preest., Copenhagen: A. H. Godiches efterleverske ved F. C. Godiche, 1772 (28
February 1772).

234 Mette Slevhels [J.S. Bynch], Den skinhellige Skoeflikker en Satire ved Mette Sleevheels, Copen-
hagen: P. H. Hoecke, 1771 (20 November 1771).

235 Explicitly so in a virtual special issue on Bynch of Fortegnelsen (vol 2, review no. 370) of Octo-
ber 1772.
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Only a few weeks earlier, Bynch had exploited his talents for religious parody in
a grotesque and amusing novel called Eve’s Nightgown.”¢ The title refers to the
gown Eve is said to have worn in Paradise, and life there is portrayed in a pretty
alternative way. In the gardens, Adam and Eve are accompanied by a certain
Melchisedek who is fascinated by the beautiful Eve and invites the reader to share
his lustful thoughts when secretly watching her having intercourse with Adam
through the foliage. As Adam is busy chasing other girls in the gardens, claiming to
be a doctor taking them as his patients, Eve is not completely dismissive of Melchie-
sedek’s approaches but agrees to sit down conversing with him. He finds the wisest
seduction strategy is to keep silent and let Eve do the talking. Now, the comments of
the narrator on Eve’s complaints over Adam become longer and longer and slowly,
the paradisiac narration grinds to a halt. The narrator increasingly goes into compar-
ing Eve’s stories to contemporary conditions in Copenhagen, and so entertains the
reader with lots of anecdotes about Copenhagen girls and love life in the city; some
of them seem to bear the stamp of theology student Bynch’s own intimate experi-
ences skipping the studies of “Barbara” syllogisms for a girl of the same name. The
conclusion suddenly cuts off this long stream of hearsay and admits that the narra-
tor had not kept proper track of the events in Paradise, and, in an auto-fictive meta-
comment, he scolds himself for the novel’s bad composition. At the very end, how-
ever, it is revealed that there was indeed a reason for the strange composition with
the main line of Paradise events being drowned out by urban hearsay. While the nar-
rator was busy looking the other way, babbling about sex and the city, Melchisedek
was actually successful in his seduction of Eve. Adam sneaked up to the two of them
and discovered what was going on, and when Eve tried to escape Adam’s beating
through a thicket, the thorny branches pulled off her nightgown whose straps
Melchisedek had loosened. Also, Melchisedek took the occasion to flee, and with
him, he brought Eve’s nightgown which has now been found at the new Assistens
Cemetary outside of Copenhagen. In its pocket was Melchisedek’s written account of
what had been going on in Paradise — explaining the novel’s strange subtitle, “the
Fall in the pocket”. With this entertaining and cleverly constructed novel, Bynch ap-
proached religion in a completely different way than serious theological attacks
such as those of von Schmettau or the Self-Thinker. Here, Christianity is mocked by
the alternative, licentious portrayal of conditions in Paradise before the Fall — which
was not at all as innocent as assumed, rather, it was much like the neverending
erotic conflicts of modern city life. Eve’s Nightgown was not at all serious criticism of
theological dogma, but its light-hearted ridicule of the first book of the Bible may
have reached a different and broader audience than serious dissections of church,
clergy, and theology.

236 Galimathias [J.S. Bynch], Vor Salig’ Beste-Mamaes Evaes Natklokke med en nye Historie om
Syndefaldet i Lommen sammenflikket af Galimathias, Copenhagen: P.H. Hgecke, 1771 (31 October
1771).
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Old-fashioned, pre-pietist orthodox Lutheranism, on the other side, remained
entrenched in parts of the theology faculty and the clergy, but also received a partic-
ularly strong voice during the Press Freedom Period in the unemployed theologian
Christian Thura. Speaking on behalf of established faith and church was indeed his
ideal, but it is doubtful that contemporary clerical elites were content with a de-
fender of Thura’s radical degree of furious aggression. He was a latecomer to the
Philopatreias debate in March 1771 but upping the ante by a strong attack on the
Struensee government’s removal of a number of churchly holidays in the fall of
1770.%" That political move had roots long before the Struensee government, had
been approved by both church and state authorities, and the arguments were three.
Those holidays were but catholic remnants, their removal would strengthen the sup-
ply of work and heighten productivity, and the peasants were only spending those
holidays drinking and playing bawdy games, anyway. Martin Brun, as we shall see,
took the holiday canceling as the occasion for an elaborated, learned joke. Thura, on
the contrary, based himself on rumors of Struensee’s ungodliness and concluded
that this abolishment of holidays was really an attack directed against the church,
against religion, even against God himself. This reignited, in him, the old Lutheran
idea that sinful behavior in the population would lead God to punish not only the
actual sinners but the state as a whole. Thus, sin would constitute an acute political
problem for the state. Thura presented that argument in an aggressive rhetoric, fore-
casting how God would now use rinderpest or similar disasters to punish state and
population as a whole for the government’s infidel behavior. This was dangerous
area, for the final responsible for such government decisions, of course, was the
sovereign King. Christian VII, and even if criticism of particular state policies were
now tolerated, Thura went close to extending the attack to the King’s person him-
self — that is, to lese-majesty. Thura seemed to know he was on thin ice, for he ar-
gued that now when the King had given freedom to ungodly writings such as The Art
of Governing, it should also extend to righteous writings really aiming for the com-
mon best of all.>®

During the summer of 1771, Thura was among those taking aim at Struensee for
his relation to the Queen (see Chapter 9), and in late summer, Thura, now disguised
as “Jeremiah”, again went even closer in the direction of offending his majesty him-
self. Here, Thura became probably the first to publicly imply the existence of prob-
lems pertaining to the King’s mental health. Using the indirect form of a conditional,
he asked: “[I|f he is so weak as to be unable to govern, then his weakness must sub-
sist either in the body or in the mind; is the weakness in the mind, then he is unable

237 The nine holidays canceled were the third-days of the large festivals, Christmas, Easter, and
Whitsun; Epiphany Jan. 6; Candlemas 2 February; Saint John’s Day 24 June; Visitation 2 July;
Michaelmas 29 September; and All Saints’ Day 1 November.

238 The anonymous pamphlet attacked by Thura was really authored by the Prussian King Fred-
erick the Great: Politiske Grundregler eller Konsten at regiere, no place or printer, 15 February 1771
(German original 1766).
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even to select a co-regent; thus the co-regent has no authority at all to govern or
command”. Thura’s Old-Lutheran attack now became one of the first public occur-
rences of an insight which had been dawning in court circles since late 1760s: that
Christian VII suffered from a certain “weakness of mind”, if he was not downright
insane.”® Thura’s argument even allowed him to attack the King and his recently
appointed Cabinet Minister, Struensee, in one and the same movement: a mad king
cannot pass authority to anybody. Still, Thura escaped prosecution for now, maybe
because of the fact that renowned historian Jacob Langebek from the Copenhagen
learned elite — also anonymously — had expressed related attacks on the King and
his co-regent in a pamphlet not long before, even if he stopped short of implying
insanity (see Chapter 9). Thura’s argument built on the theological idea that it was
the obligation of the clergy to teach, admonish, even correct, criticize, and threaten
King and government if they deviated from true religion. The King might be the for-
mal head of the Lutheran state church, but being untrained in theology, he was
obliged to accept expert advice from top clergy. This had been a contentious issue at
several critical points ever since the Reformation when kings had refused to accept
theological advice and even, in some cases, severely punished eager, politicizing
theologians, such as the attack against top theologian Niels Hemmingsen for crypto-
Calvinism in late sixteenth century or the cases against the Dybvad mathematicians,
father and son, in the early seventeenth century. The kings’ overbearing attitude to-
wards critical theologians had, if anything, only grown with the introduction of ab-
solutism in 1660.%4°

Thura, however, consumed by religious wrath, continued unabashed. He now
announced a periodical called The Patriotic Truth-Teller to appear in the fall of 1771,
but there was much truth to be told, and its first issue kept growing and was finally
announced for sale only a whole year later, in September 1772, long after the 1772
coup, when political conditions had changed drastically and toleration of free
speech was shrinking.?! The Truth-Teller had now become a voluminous book, and
Thura had but intensified his attacks on the King. He now claimed that even if being
sovereign leader of the Danish-Norwegian church, the King remained subjected to
the Lutheran Augsburg confession and thus, as a consequence, to clerical authority.
He further claimed it was a grave error in the very foundation of absolutism, the Lex
Regia of 1665, the royal constitution, that it made possible the crowning of unexperi-

239 Jeremias [Christian Thura], Jeremiae Brev imod den hykkelske Afgudspraest, som taler i Magazinet
No. 73, skrevet til Forsvar for den redelige Sandsigere, til Opmuntring, Trost og Troeskabs Bestyrkelse
for de danske Israeliter, som endnu leve i Coujoneriets Faengsel i Babylon, Copenhagen: A.F. Stein,
1771 (25 September 1771).

240 On the Dybvads, see Fink-Jensen 2005; Stjernfelt 2020.

241 Den Patriotiske Sandsiger [C. Thura], Den Patriotiske Sandsigers Forste Deel. Indeholdende: Re-
ligionen, dens Sammenhaeng med Regieringen, de geistlige Personer og Embeder, og de Anstalter, som
sigter til at vedligeholde Religionen og at danne Geistlige, Copenhagen: P. H. Hgecke, 1772 (9 Septem-
ber 1772).
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enced kings under 25 years of age. This was an unmistakable reference to King Chris-
tian who had ascended to the throne aged 16 in 1766 and still was 23 years only.

Furthermore, Thura implied that the poor of Copenhagen had the right to defend
themselves even using pistols if rounded up by government programs against beg-
gars. In short, he grossly offended the King and simultaneously called for open, vio-
lent sedition. The post-coup government would not tolerate such things and in
September 1772, a court case was opened against Thura. Maybe he was also selected
as a sort of scapegoat to sound the grand signal that Press Freedom was about to
end — an isolated, extreme person without a network like Thura may have appeared
as the perfect patsy. Prosecutors opted for the harshest treatment: decapitation with
torture, like Brandt and Struensee earlier the same year, but the verdict of the com-
mission in March 1773 was based on the perception that Thura had unintentionally,
seduced by religious zeal, gotten himself into trouble. Indeed, his attacks on the
King were really motivated in anger against the now fallen Struensee government,
which the new elite agreed to shun. So, the compromise, realized as a pardon by the
King, was a sentence of lifelong banishment of Christian Thura to the small Norwe-
gian islet of Munkholm close to Trondhjem. Ironically, the single most severe sen-
tence for a publication crime during the Press Freedom period thus befell a strongly
orthodox Lutheran, celebrating Press Freedom but religiously raging against its orig-
inator Struensee and his protector the King.

Martin Brun — Spinoza, an Autobiography of Satan, and the
Deathbed Feud

Ussing, in the above-mentioned Hell feud, feared deists and Socinians, sneaking
around in the shades of the capital. Such presence of Enlightenment positions in the
Copenhagen population can also be found in one of the most prolific pamphleteers,
Martin Brun. He published at least 48 and probably around 60 to 70 writings in little
more than two years from late 1770 to early 1773. He had a broad palette as an au-
thor, ranging from moralist short-stories, political essays, Struensee attacks, paro-
dies, to comments on the coup and its effects, and much more, and we shall meet
him time and time again in this book. Here, we shall focus upon his shifting involve-
ment with priests and religion.

In Brun’s noteworthy debut, in one of the very first Press Freedom Writings of 31
October 1770, his main target is loose women in Copenhagen, but he takes, in the
passing, a stab at the clergy when the young female narrator Caroline, now in the
capital, writes back to her old priest Pastor Fido in the provinces, reminding him
about a certain sexual encounter “in the blue chamber on the stool by the bed”
when she served as his maid. In Brun’s free style where many subjects are often
mixed and digressions are the rule rather than the exception, it i