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Author’s Foreword

When dealing with the history of censorship in 2020, one quickly finds numer-
ous links to the present since censorship is still practiced in many areas of
the world today:! Libraries remove certain books like the writings of Darwin
or Harry Potter from their holdings, representations or simulations of violence
in video games give rise to vehement discussions, and caricatures and satire
can trigger diplomatic disputes—and in some cases even physical violence.
Cases like the reactions to Salman Rushdie’s Satanic Verses thankfully repre-
sent rare exceptions, but even in the largely censorship-free “West,” one cannot
truly speak of unrestricted freedom of art and expression. The surveillance of
citizens—which has reached previously unimaginable levels with the help of
modern technology—is closely related to censorship as well.

In surveillance societies, explicit prohibitions are no longer necessary since
the most important systems of communication are permanently monitored
anyway. The focus of governments and potentates has shifted from the print
media that held a central role in previous centuries to private communication
and the semi-public social media. The motives for monitoring communica-
tion have not changed significantly, however: The purpose of such measures
was and still is to guard the state and its political system against terrorism and
upheaval, to protect religions and individuals against various forms of slander
and insult, and to preserve (sexual) moral principles. The notion that texts and
images elicit imitation—that they are in some way infectious—likewise seems
to have persisted throughout the centuries: Nothing is too trivial or unrealis-
tic to be seen as a potential threat and persecuted. Finally, as an inescapable
consequence of norms and censorship pressure, self-censorship also continues
unabated. Beyond caution applied in the context of private communication,
one sixth of all authors participating in a 2014 PEN survey stated that they
avoided “touchy” subjects in the texts they published.?

The main difference between the current circumstances and the situation in
previous centuries presumably lies in the much greater efficiency of modern-
day “communication control.”® Although eighteenth- and nineteenth-century

1 See Derek Jones (ed.): Censorship: A World Encyclopedia. 4 vols. London, Chicago: Fitzroy
Dearborn 2001. Current cases are listed in the journal Index on Censorship; see https:/[www.
indexoncensorship.org (last accessed on 12/13/2021).

Ilija Trojanow: Wissen und Gewissen. In: Der Standard (Vienna), 10/11/2014.
This term is used by Heinz-Dietrich Fischer (ed.): Deutsche Kommunikationskontrolle des
15. bis 20. Jahrhunderts. Munich, New York, London, Paris: Saur 1982.
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X AUTHOR’S FOREWORD

censorship provoked severe resistance from contemporaries and earned Aus-
tria the reputation of being the “European China” during the Vormdrz (pre-
March) period according to a frequently cited statement ascribed to Ludwig
Borne,* the historical provisions for the review, editing, and prohibition of
manuscripts and printed matter seem comparatively harmless. The monitor-
ing and filtration of the products of the book industry began very soon after
the onset of the Gutenberg galaxy—that is, the medial transition to printing
with movable letters that not only allowed a previously unheard-of dissemi-
nation of thoughts and scientific findings but also dramatically changed many
aspects of human perception and thinking. That the medium of printing fun-
damentally stimulated the permeation of the efforts of the Renaissance and
the Reformation, and especially of new research in the field of natural science,
is a commonplace of historiography. An apparatus of repression was natu-
rally assembled in parallel to these developments.® Up until the Enlightenment
period, however, censorship was linked to specific occasions or sources and
usually the result of arbitrary decisions. It was only within the framework of
Maria Theresa’s reforms that it was systematically and comprehensively orga-
nized in Austria. The monitoring network established in 1751 was intensified
and perfected until well into the nineteenth century—and in fact it functioned
in more or less unchanged fashion until 1848, namely by way of preventive
censorship of manuscripts and critical review of imported print publications
prior to their distribution by the Austrian booksellers, by officials appointed
specifically for the purpose. The revolution of 1848 abolished this system of
censorship; it was replaced by a legally founded and regulated scheme that
approached a modern constitutional setting. The period between 1751, the year
of the appointment of the first Censorship Commission, and 1848 is thus a rel-
atively homogeneous one from the perspective of censorial practice.

It may come as a surprise considering this fact that no comprehensive study
on censorship spanning the eras within this timeframe has hitherto been con-
ducted. There is, of course, research on individual periods and dominant pro-
tagonists like Gerard van Swieten, Maria Theresa, Joseph 11, or Metternich, and
the most important of these studies will be mentioned or cited with gratitude

4 Ludwig Borne: Schiichterne Bemerkungen iiber Oestreich und Preufien (1818). In: Gesam-
melte Schriften. 3. Teil. Hamburg: Hoffmann und Campe 1829, 68—77, here 71.

5 Among the extensive literature available on these topics, mention should be made of Elisa-
beth L. Eisenstein: The Printing Press as an Agent of Change: Communications and Cultural
Transformations in Early-Modern Europe. 2 vols. Cambridge, London, New York, Melbourne:
Cambridge University Press 1979, especially Chapter 8: Sponsorship and Censorship of Scien-
tific Publication. Vol. 2, 636—-682.
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AUTHOR’S FOREWORD XI

in this book. However, older censorship research has largely focused on the
organization and ideological thrust of censorship, with its consequences for
literature and literary life discussed only rarely. This may have to do with the
fact that only fragmentary information on the declared bans and obstructions
to dissemination was hitherto available. This gap has recently been closed by
the database “Verdriingt, verpont—vergessen? Eine Datenbank zur Erfassung
der in Osterreich zwischen 1750 und 1848 verbotenen Biicher” (Suppressed,
scorned—forgotten? A database collecting the books forbidden in Austria
between 1750 and 1848), however.6 The study presented in this book is based
primarily on analysis of this database and the extensive archival studies under-
taken in the course of its compilation. Besides the frequency of prohibitions
and the ratio of forbidden to allowed books, the affected languages, types of
literature, authors, and publishers as well as the breakdown into disciplines
can now be continuously traced and interpreted for the first time. Changes in
censorship practices over time and their connections to historical events and
developments—along with the respective impacts on literary practice—can
thus be reconstructed in detail. As explained in the first chapter, this study
represents an attempt to paint the most comprehensive picture possible of cen-
sorship, its historical backdrop, and its consequences from the perspective of
sociology of literature. The appendices offer selected examples of censorship
records, including individual reports by censors as well as excerpts from the
guidelines and ordinances stipulating the principles and regulations applying
to the censorship process.

The study is focused on Vienna as the “nerve center” of the Habsburg Monar-
chy, but glances will also be cast onto the situation in Bohemia and Lombardy-
Venetia. Although censorship was theoretically performed identically in all
the Habsburg-ruled lands following the centralization decreed by Joseph 11 at
the latest, the practice reveals frequent deviations from this rule—the vari-
ous countries apparently knew how to secure certain special privileges and
competencies. The original German version of this study” was edited and
slightly abbreviated for publication in English: Some case studies were omit-
ted, and statistics as well as the appendices were abbreviated. Readers inter-
ested in administrative details of the censorship processes for further research
are therefore referred to the German version. The German version of this

6 See http://univie.ac.at/zensur (last accessed on12/13/2021). The database was compiled in the
course of two projects funded by “PwF—Der Wissenschaftsfonds” (project numbers P 13220
and P 22320).

7 Norbert Bachleitner: Die literarische Zensur in Osterreich von 1751 bis 1848. Mit Beitrdgen von
Daniel Syrovy, Petr Pisa und Michael Wogerbauer. Vienna, Cologne, Weimar: Bohlau 2017.
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book also contains the full texts of the documents in the appendix, some of
which have been abridged here.

My gratitude for support in making this English version possible goes out to
my translator Stephan Stockinger, to publishers Brill for handling the publica-
tion of the book, and to “FWF—Der Wissenschaftsfonds” for its grant covering
the costs of translation and open-access provision.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1 On the Theory of Censorship Research: “Old” or “New” Censorship?

In the Roman Empire, census respectively censura referred to the assessment
of the wealth of citizens performed every five years by two censores with a view
to the tributum to be paid as well as the general situation in the households
and the males’ fitness for military service. The term “Zensur” (censorship) along
with its derivatives first appeared in German in connection with the monitor-
ing of book production in the sixteenth century. As explained by Klaus Kanzog
in his seminal dictionary entry, the term encompasses a wide variety of mea-
sures designed to limit or prevent the generation and dissemination of texts:
This spectrum ranges from self-censorship by authors and methods of informal
censorship—Ilike economic pressure or leverage by interest groups—to for-
mal censorship by way of institutions established specifically for the purpose
of determining whether certain works may or may not be published and/or
read.! An important feature of formal and institutionalized censorship is the
fact that it is applied to the act of publication rather than to the stages of devel-
opment of a manuscript before that point—that is, it controls an “expression
of opinion intended for publication or published by the author.”? This form of
censorship doubtless corresponds to the core meaning of the term: Censor-
ship serves to control opinions, with its ideological thrust depending on the
society or authority exercising it. In general, the practice seeks a conservative
effect of maintaining the status quo, although it can also be used to facilitate
“progress”—Ilike the Enlightenment in Austria during the final third of the eigh-
teenth century, or the development towards a classless society in Communist
regimes.

In the Anglo-Saxon area, a new point of view under the catchword “New
Censorship” has recently established itself, extending the definition of cen-
sorship beyond even the broad spectrum described by Kanzog. Here the term
incorporates the processes of selection and suppression of possible statements

1 Klaus Kanzog: “Zensur, literarische.” In: Reallexikon der deutschen Literaturgeschichte. 2.
Aufl. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter 1984. Vol. 4, 998-1049, here 999 and 1001.

2 Dieter Breuer: Geschichte der literarischen Zensur in Deutschland: Heidelberg: Quelle &
Meyer 1982, 9: “[...] vom Autor zur Verdffentlichung bestimmte oder veroffentlichte Mei-
nungsiuflerung”

© NORBERT BACHLEITNER, 2022 | DOIIIO.1163/97890045192827002
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NC 4.0 liceise,. . 5.cisiner - 978-90-04-51928-2
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2 CHAPTER 1

that are essential for the translation of thoughts into language.3 From this per-
spective, censorship is no longer considered an authoritarian intervention but
a phenomenon that is necessarily present in any society and ultimately pro-
ductive. Self-censorship consequently becomes the primary focus of interest
within this new field, which views the process of censoring as being inher-
ent in every speech act, invariably involved whenever speech or text is pro-
duced: Speech acts imply a choice between alternatives and are therefore based
on restrictions and exclusions.* Censorship also works even in the absence
of agents or institutions—an observation that Judith Butler acuminates even
further by shifting the power of censorship to language itself respectively to
discourse, the “domain of speakability” that allows the formation of subjects
for communication. It is for this reason that she also recommends using the
term “foreclosure” instead of censorship.® In his collection of contributions to
the topic, Michael Holquist likewise advocates a broadly based definition of
censorship commensurate to present-day pluralist societies. Censorship is a
“context” of writing that does not simply equate to oppression but maintains a
dynamic relationship with the individuals affected by it and can exert positive-
productive influence as well. In analogy to criticism, censorship thus appears as
a special form of reading, as a force that can bring about censorial effects while
simultaneously assisting in the process of text production.® Fredric Jameson
assumes a veritable accompliceship between censorship and the transgression
of norms when he explains that desire requires repression in order to become
perceptible at all, and that the collective political unconscious likewise requires
repressive norms and laws, which it constantly affirms in return—Ilike blas-
phemy affirms “the sacred quality of the divine name.”

Pierre Bourdieu viewed censorship similarly, namely as an effect of the lit-
erary field. A specific position within the field implies certain positive require-
ments as well as certain exclusions:

3 On the differences in range and content of the definition of ‘censorship’ depending on per-
spective, see also Wilhelm Haefs: “Zensur.” In: Handbuch Europiische Aufkldrung: Begriffe—
Konzepte—Wirkung. Stuttgart, Weimar: Metzler 2015, 558-567, here 558-560.

4 Cf.Robert C. Post (ed.): Censorship and Silencing: Practices of Cultural Regulation. Los Ange-
les: The Getty Research Institute 1998.

5 Judith Butler: Ruled Out: Vocabularies of the Censor. In: Post (ed.): Censorship and Silencing,
247259, here 249 and 253. Butler refers to the work of psychoanalysts Jean Laplanche and
Jean-Bertrand Pontalis.

6 Michael Holquist: Corrupt Originals: The Paradox of Censorship. In: Publications of the Mod-
ern Language Association of America 109, No. 1, January 1994, 14—25.

7 Fredric Jameson: The Political Unconscious. Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act. Ithaca, New
York: Cornell University Press 1982, 68.
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INTRODUCTION 3

Itis not some legal authority specifically responsible for the detection and
punishment of violations of some kind of language lawbook regulating
expression, it is the structure of the field itself—through control over the
contents and the form of expression at the same time. This structural cen-
sorship is conducted with the help of the sanctions of the field, which
functions like a market for determining the prices of the various ways of
expression | ...].8

A compromise is struck between the author striving for expression and censor-

ship by way of specific discursive positions, with special emphasis on euphem-
ization. Specific forms of perception and expression are internalized in the
habitus.

Censorship is the most perfect and the least visible when every social
agent has nothing to say except what they are objectively allowed to say:
In this case, they do not even have to perform self-censorship, for with the
internalized forms of perception and expression asserted in every expres-
sion, they are effectively censored once and for all.®

For this reason, Bourdieu also refers to the term “censorship” as a metaphor.

The interlacing of censorship and discourse goes back to Michel Foucault,

who pointed out in L’ordre du discours that discourse is societally controlled
and contested as “the power that one seeks to seize” (“le pouvoir dont on

cherche as’emparer”).!? He considered procedures of exclusion (taboos, insan-
ity, fallacies), discourse-internal procedures of control (comments, the author

10

Pierre Bourdieu: Censure et mise en forme. In: Langage et pouvoir symbolique. Paris: Edi-
tions Fayard, Editions du Seuil 2001, 343—377, here 344: “C’ est la structure méme du champ
qui régit I’ expression en régissant ala foisI'acceés al’ expression et la forme de I’ expression,
etnon quelque instance juridique spécialement aménagée afin de désigner et de réprimer
la transgression d’une sorte de code linguistique. Cette censure structurale s’ exerce par
I'intermédiaire des sanctions du champ fonctionnant comme un marché ot se forment
les prix des différentes sortes d’ expression [...]”—Unless otherwise indicated, all English
translations of citations from works in other languages in this book are by the author in
cooperation with Mr. Stockinger.

Bourdieu: Censure et mise en forme, 345: “La censure 1’ est jamais aussi parfaite et aussi
invisible que lorsque chaque agent n’a rien a dire que ce qu’il est objectivement autorisé
adire: il n’a méme pas a étre, en ce cas, son propre censeur, puisqu’il est en quelque sorte
une fois pour toutes censuré, a travers les formes de perception et d’expression qu’il a
intériorisées et qui imposent leur forme a toutes ses expressions.”

Michel Foucault: L ordre du discours. Paris: Gallimard 1971, 12.
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CHAPTER 1

principle, and the organization of knowledge production into disciplines), and
the restriction of access to discourses themselves to be among the control
mechanisms of discourses.

Roland Barthes presumably expands the definition of censorship the fur-

thest by viewing any speech act that is conformist in terms of content or con-
ventional in terms of form as a product of preceding censorship.

True censorship, however, consists not in forbidding (in abridging, omit-
ting, starving out) but in excessively nourishing, preserving, keeping, suf-
focating, and immersing in (intellectual, romantic, erotic) stereotypes,
only administering the recognized words of others, the rehashed sub-
stance of familiar opinion as the only sustentation. The true instrument
of censorship is not the police, it is the commonplaces. In the same way
a language defines itself better by way of what it compels one to say (its
compulsory rubrics) than by way of what it forbids one to say (its rhetori-
cal rules), societal censorship exists not where one prevents from saying,
but instead where one forces to say.!!

Hence the true escape from the pathway of the conventional is the invention

of something new:

11

12

The most profound subversion (the counter-censorship) therefore does
not necessarily consist in saying that which shocks opinions, morality, the
law, the police, but in conceiving a paradoxical (devoid of any doxa) dis-
course: The invention (not the provocation) is a revolutionary act: Only
in the establishment of a new language can it be accomplished.!

Roland Barthes: Sade, Fourier, Loyola. In: (Euvres complétes. Tome 11 (1966-1973). Edi-
tion établie et présentée par Eric Marty. Paris: Editions du Seuil 1994, 1039-1177, here
131 “La vraie censure, cependant, la censure profonde, ne consiste pas a interdire (a
couper, a retrancher, a affamer), mais a nourrir indtiment, a maintenir, a retenir, a étouf-
fer, a engluer dans les stéreotypes (intellectuels, romanesques, érotiques), a ne donner
pour toute nourriture que la parole consacrée des autres, la matiére répétée de I' opinion
courante. L'instrument véritable de la censure, ce n’est pas la police, c’est I'’endoxa. De
méme qu’une langue se définit mieux par ce qu’elle oblige a dire (ses rubriques obliga-
toires) que par ce qu’elle interdit de dire (ses régles rhétoriques), de méme la censure
sociale n’est pas la ot I’on empéche, mais la ot I’ on contraint de parler”

Barthes: Sade, Fourier, Loyola, 1131: “La subversion, la plus profonde (la contre-censure)
ne consiste donc pas forcément a dire ce qui choque I’ opinion, la morale, la loi, la police,
mais a inventer un discours paradoxal (pur de toute doxa):I'invention (et non la provoca-
tion) est un acte révolutionnaire: celui-ci ne peut s’accomplir que dans la fondation d’une
nouvelle langue.”
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INTRODUCTION 5

If censorship serves the assertion of “power of interpretation within an
increasingly indeterminate field,”® then even activities and comments by nine-
teenth-century authors and publicists that seem inconspicuous from a present-
day perspective possess significance, since they explained the world in an alter-
native manner. From the point of view of Metternich and his officials, they
disturbed the stately authority over discourse and made prohibitions appear
requisite.

They were part of the “nefarious fraternization” because they publicly
argued against the power of the “eternal law,” as Metternich called the sta-
tus quo; because they made the historicity of the alleged “eternal validity”
apparent in their criticism. The form of expression—whether as a speech,
poem, novel, or newspaper article—was [...] rather irrelevant.1

The term ‘censorship’ is also greatly expanded when it is employed for mech-
anisms of canon generation. By definition, the establishment of canons is
based on selection and aims to stabilize certain traditions while simultaneously
excluding works that seem unsuitable. “The censors are the ‘gatekeepers’ of tra-
dition,” as Jan and Aleida Assmann put it.!> But canons are generated not only
by institutions like ministries or schools; they are also shaped by numerous
individual decisions—for example at publishing houses, libraries, and muse-
ums, or by individuals in educational systems—and are never as binding or
directly linked to authoritarian measures as the prohibition of a work of writ-
ing.

Transitions can be traced from the discourse-analytical definition of cen-
sorship to its psychoanalytical concept. In psychoanalysis, censorship refers
to a mental authority that decides whether unconscious wishes controlled by

13 Ralf Klausnitzer: Poesie und Konspiration: Beziehungssinn und Zeichenékonomie von
Verschworungsszenarien in Publizistik, Literatur und Wissenschaft 1750-1850. Berlin, New
York: de Gruyter 2007, 219, on the recourse of representatives of the late Enlightenment in
Berlin to conspiracy theories: “[...] Deutungsmacht innerhalb eines zunehmend uniiber-
sichtlichen Feldes.”

14  Literarische Geheimberichte: Protokolle der Metternich-Agenten. Band 11: 1844-1848. Ed.
Hans Adler. Cologne: informationspresse—c. w. leske 1981, 13: “Sie gehorten mit zu der
‘verruchte[n] Verbriiderung, weil sie 6ffentlich gegen die Macht des ‘ewigen Rechts, wie
Metternich den Status quo nannte, auftraten; weil sie in ihrer Kritik die Geschichtlichkeit
der angeblichen ‘Ewiggiiltigkeit’ deutlich machten. Die Form der AuRerung—ob als Rede,
Gedicht, Roman oder als Zeitungsartikel—war dabei [...] recht unerheblich.”

15  Aleida Assmann and Jan Assmann: Kanon und Zensur. In: Assmann and Assmann (eds.):
Kanon und Zensur: Archéologie der literarischen Kommunikation 11. Munich: Fink 1987,
7-27, here 11: “Die Zensoren sind die ‘Grenzposten’ der Uberlieferung.”

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



6 CHAPTER 1

drives and the libido are permitted to reach the surface of consciousness and—
if they are deemed unallowable—transforms or encodes the forbidden con-
tents. Here too, however, censorship pressure by way of self-censorship func-
tions as a productive and style-establishing influence, as Michael G. Levine
emphasizes using the example of Heinrich Heine: “[...] the anticipated inter-
vention of censorship not only exerted an inhibitory pressure on his writing, it
also exercised a direct formative influence on the style of his texts.”'¢ Moreover,
when Levine compares censorship to stuttering—that is, to a form of perma-
nently effective self-interruption—repression becomes an unbetrayable factor
of all writing and speech.

Literary censorship can likewise be interpreted as the repression of disagree-
able “truths” perceived to threaten a social or religious system. A special form
of stylistic censorship is the already mentioned technique of euphemization,
meaning the replacement of objectionable or tabooed words (those reserved
for the sacral sphere, for instance) with paraphrases. Censorship can thus pro-
duce a compromise under certain circumstances; psychoanalytical considera-
tions applying to self-censorship by authors seem especially pertinent in this
context. From the perspective of rulers and censors, the ideal state is total
self-censorship: automatic congruence between the writing individual and the
state respectively the society. Complete absorption into a higher order, into the
will of the state and its ruler—especially if the latter, as was the case with the
emperor in Austria, presented himself as a father figure and superego—can
practically elicit a sensation of happiness: The writer secures the higher joy of
obedience to the patriarchal order through the approval of the censor.l” Here
the institutions of the state imitate the example of the Catholic Church, which
subjugates the faithful—led by the father figure of the pope—to its doctrine,
with the possibility of this submission being relished and turning into love, as
Freud noted. After all, the reward promised for such obedience is eternal bliss.!®

The expansion of the definition of censorship to processes of selection,
impediment, or restriction of text production and reception as well as to acts of
speech and instruction, as exemplified on the preceding pages, makes the term
nearly devoid of meaning and definitely inoperable in the scientific context. As

16 Michael G. Levine: Writing Through Repression: Literature, Censorship, Psychoanalysis.
Baltimore, London: The Johns Hopkins University Press 1994, 1.

17  Cf Waltraud Heindl: Der “Mitautor”: Uberlegungen zur literarischen Zensur und staats-
biirgerlichen Mentalitdt im habsburgischen Biedermeier und Vormérz. In: Péter Hanak,
Waltraud Heindl, Stefan Malfér, and Eva Somogyi (eds.): Kultur und Politik in Osterreich
und Ungarn. Vienna, Cologne, Weimar: Béhlau 1994, 38-60, here 40—41.

18  See Pierre Legendre: I’ amour du censeur. Essai sur I ordre dogmatique. Paris: Editions du
Seuil 1974.
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INTRODUCTION 7

Biermann puts it very pointedly but not unjustifiably, such expansion makes
“‘censorship’ identical with ‘society’” (“‘Zensur’ mit ‘Gesellschaft’ identisch”).1
Robert Darnton follows the same reasoning when he asserts that “to identify
censorship with constraints of all kinds is to trivialize it."”2® The mentioned
broadening only makes sense when referring to the curtailment of communi-
cation in modern, democratic societies organized around the rule of law. Even a
proponent of New Censorship like Robert C. Post points to the historic develop-
ments that brought about a “remarkable disintegration of traditional political
alignments” and led to the impression that “the state holds no monopoly of
power.”1

Itis doubtless important to remember that censorship is possible not only by
way of prohibitions and interventions by institutions specifically established
for the purpose, but that the obstruction and distortion of statements effec-
tively occurs on many levels. Nevertheless, investigation of the type of cen-
sorship enforced by authoritarian governments—as represented by absolute
monarchies in the eighteenth and nineteenth century—definitely requires an
“old” definition of censorship.?2 The decisive factors for this form of censorship
are “public relevance and authoritarian heteronomy” (“Offentlichkeitsrelevanz
und autoritire Fremdbestimmung”).23 Here one might apply the words of Wolf-
ram Siemann, who interprets censorship as an “element of active regulation
of social life [...] embedded within the modern problem area of ‘public opin-
ion, opinion control, and ‘propaganda, that is, as a governmental reaction to a
sweeping process of societal transformation accelerated since the French Revo-
lution” and as a “governmental, increasingly bureaucratically conveyed manner
of dealing with information acceleration.”* As a consequence, we understand

19  Armin Biermann: “Gefihrliche Literatur”—Skizze einer Theorie der literarischen Zensur.
In: Wolfenbiitteler Notizen zur Buchgeschichte 13 (1988), 1—28, here 3.

20 Robert Darnton: Censors at Work: How States Shaped Literature. New York, London: Nor-
ton 2014, 17.

21 Robert C. Post: Censorship and Silencing. In: Post (ed.): Censorship and Silencing: Prac-
tices of Cultural Regulation. Los Angeles: The Getty Research Institute 1998, 1-12, here 1.

22 For a representative selection of recent studies working with the traditional definition of
censorship, see: Herbert G. Gopfert and Erdmann Weyrauch (eds.): “Unmoralisch an sich
..."t Zensur im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 1988; John A. McCarthy
and Werner von der Ohe (eds.): Zensur und Kultur zwischen Weimarer Klassik und
Weimarer Republik mit einem Ausblick bis heute. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1995; Beate Miiller
(ed.): Zensur im modernen deutschen Kulturraum. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 2003; and Beate
Miiller: Censorship & Cultural Regulation in the Modern Age. Amsterdam: Rodopi 2004.

23 Beate Miiller: Uber Zensur: Wort, Offentlichkeit, Macht. Eine Einfithrung. In: Miiller: Zen-
sur im modernen deutschen Kulturraum. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 2003, 1-30, here 6.

24  Wolfram Siemann: Ideenschmuggel: Probleme der Meinungskontrolle und das Los deut-
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8 CHAPTER 1

censorship as an instrument of rule that attempts to keep presumptively harm-
ful or threatening thoughts away from a society and prevent mental, political,
and social “aberrations.” In doing so, it oscillates between the guarantee of secu-
rity and instructions for a happier life respectively enlightenment (in the view
of the censors and their principals) on the one hand and the intellectual dis-
ciplining of the subjects, who are considered irresponsible (in the view of the
persons subjected to processes of censorship), on the other.

2 The Historical-Sociological Definition of Censorship: Exercise of
Political Power versus the Autonomy of Literature

From a sociological perspective, the purpose of censorship is the self-defense
of a political system. “Every viable social fabric ultimately endeavors to defend,
secure, and extend as far as possible its intellectual and material existence. By
its very nature, it must therefore seek to fight its enemies, ward off damage, and
guard against potential dangers in time.”?5 Censorship functions as an instru-
ment of rule and serves to protect the interests of the elite. As Ulla Otto says,
it seeks “the normative integration of the subjects via the system of values that
underlies the respective authority and safeguards its existence.”?6 In this sense,
censorship can also be understood as a permanent struggle between rulers and
subjects in which the boundaries of the permissible are continually explored.
The differentiation between educated subjects and the reading “masses” com-
monly made by the controllers of censorship corroborates its social character:
While firmly scientific and/or substantial works are generally considered less
dangerous since they are directed at small target audiences, far less tolerance is
applied to popular writing. The otherwise very strict Carlsbad Decrees of 1819,

scher Zensoren im 19. Jahrhundert. In: Historische Zeitschrift 245 (1987), 71-106, here 8o
and 82: “[...] Moment aktiver Steuerung des gesellschaftlichen Lebens [...] eingebettet in
das neuzeitliche Problemfeld von ‘6ffentlicher Meinung, Meinungssteuerung und ‘Propa-
ganda, also als staatliche Antwort auf einen iibergreifenden, seit der Franzésischen Revo-
lution beschleunigten gesellschaftlichen Wandlungsprozef3;” “[...] staatliche, zunehmend
biirokratisch vermittelte Bewaltigung von Informationsbeschleunigung.”

25  Ulla Otto: Die literarische Zensur als Problem der Soziologie der Politik. Stuttgart: Enke
1968, 71: “Jedes lebensfihige soziale Gebilde ist letztlich bestrebt, seinen geistigen und
materiellen Bestand zu verteidigen, zu sichern und nach Méglichkeit auszubauen. Daher
muf} es seiner Natur nach bemiiht sein, Gegner zu bekdmpfen, Schiaden abzuwehren und
eventuellen Gefahren rechtzeitig vorzubeugen.”

26  Ibid, 109: “[...] die normative Integration der Beherrschten iiber das der betreffenden
Herrschaft zugrunde liegende und deren Bestand sichernde Wertsystem.”
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INTRODUCTION 9

for example, exempted all printed matter exceeding 20 sheets (320 pages) from
precensorship. In Austria, special permissions (so-called Scheden) to purchase
forbidden books were already being granted to socially elevated readers (nobil-
ity, scholars, higher officials) during the eighteenth century, with the practice
becoming more frequent during the first half of the nineteenth century. This
differentiation into educated elites and “masses” confirms the class-related
character of censorship: The privileged ruling classes were qualified even for
questionable reading since they had sufficiently internalized the system of
norms in force and could be assumed, at least in their vast majority, to have
no interest in radical changes to the social order. The uneducated and poorer
parts of the population, on the other hand, had to be trained—or forced—to
adhere to the norms.

Pierre Bourdieu was introduced above as a proponent of New Censorship.
However, his field theory also offers a model of the sociohistorical development
aimed especially at the autonomization of the individual fields including liter-
ature, which unfetters itself from political and religious or moral exploitation
as well as from commercial requirements. With a view to the control exer-
cised by the Catholic Church and the state, there was certainly no autonomy
of literature whatsoever in the Habsburg Monarchy. It is characteristic in this
context that Austrian censorship made hardly any difference between fiction
and scientific literature, which should have been assigned to separate fields in
the nineteenth century at the latest. Creative writing was, of course, generally
suspected of being useless; under application of the old, extensive definition
of literature, however, which encompassed all written or printed matter, sci-
entific studies and poetic fabrications were thought to have the same harmful
potential since the readership was considered incapable of telling the differ-
ence between fact and fiction. Science likewise fulfilled only a serving function,
remaining dictated by the field of power as was fiction. When Emperor Fran-
cis stated in a speech in 1823 that “I need no scholars, only well-behaved and
righteous citizens,”?” he was emphatically affirming the subordination of all
domains of society to the power of the state embodied by the monarch.

In his seminal study on literary field theory, Bourdieu refers to censorship
only once, namely in the context of the field of power (“‘champ du pouvoir”),

27 Cited in Michael Wogerbauer: Die Zensur ist keine Wissenschaft, sondern blof} eine
Polizeianstalt: Zum Verhiltnis von Sozialsystem Literatur und staatlicher Intervention
1780-1820 am Beispiel Prag. In: Alexander Ritter (ed.): Charles Sealsfield: Lehrjahre eines
Romanciers 1808-1829. Vom spétjosefinischen Prag ins demokratische Amerika. Vienna:
Praesens 2007, 105-124, here 106: “[...] ich brauche keine Gelehrten, sondern brave recht-
schaffene Biirger.”
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10 CHAPTER 1

in which the balance of power between the different fields and types of capital
(“especes de capital”) is negotiated.?8 Without a doubt, there were oppositional,
centrifugal forces at work within the Habsburg Monarchy that attempted to
“negotiate” the balance of power and promote the autonomization of litera-
ture, but most of these forces had external origins. The matter-of-factness with
which the Austrian government influenced literature by way of censorship is a
sign of the high degree of heteronomy one can assume for a state that defined
itself as absolutistic.2®

The state of literature in Austria during the second half of the eighteenth and
the first half of the nineteenth century can probably be described most appro-
priately as a “field before it becomes a field” (“‘champ’ d’ avant les champs”).30
Even the new literary genres like the novel were dedicated much less to aes-
thetic aspects than to the conveyance of political messages. The censors as-
sessed them in terms of their potential usefulness or harmfulness, thereby

28  Cf Pierre Bourdieu: Les régles de I'art: Genése et structure du champ littéraire. Paris: Edi-
tions du Seuil 1992, 298-310.

29  Bourdieu obviously is not taking into account the nearly unlimited possibilities of cen-
sorial intervention existing in nineteenth-century Austria when he writes: “[...] un haut
degré de contrainte et de contrle—a travers par exemple une censure tres stricte—
n’entraine pas nécessairement la disparition de toute affirmation d’ autonomie lorsque le
capital collectif de traditions spécifiques, d’institutions originales (clubs, journaux, etc.),
de modeles propres est suffisamment important.” (Les régles de I'art, 307)—*[...] a high
degree of coercion and control—for example by way of very strict censorship—does not
necessarily lead to the drying up of all expression of autonomy, as long as the collec-
tive capital of specific traditions, independent institutions (associations, periodicals, etc.)
or internal exemplars is substantial enough.” Such traditions and institutions existed at
best in the underground in Austria (e.g. the Ludlamshdéhle club in Vienna) or—during the
1840s, i.e. towards the end of the era of precensorship—in almost extraterritorial cells like
the Wiener Juridisch-Politischer Leseverein, which was reserved for the intellectual elite.

30  Roger Chartier: Discours de la méthode (review of Pierre Bourdieu: Les régles de I'art).
In: Le monde, 09/18/1992, 37. The particularities of the Austrian literary “field” are dis-
cussed with a special focus on the Josephinist decade by Norbert Christian Wolf: Aloys
Blumauers Beobachtungen iiber Oesterreichs Aufklirung und Litteratur: Ansétze zur
Literatursoziologie eines regionalen Ausgleichsprozesses. Magister thesis (typewritten),
Vienna 1994; cf. also Wolf: Der Raum der Literatur im Feld der Macht: Strukturwandel
im theresianischen und josephinischen Zeitalter. In: Franz M. Eybl (ed.): Strukturwandel
kultureller Praxis: Beitrdge zu einer kulturwissenschaftlichen Sicht des theresianischen
Zeitalters. (Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Gesellschaft zur Erforschung des achtzehnten
Jahrhunderts 17). Vienna: wuv-Universitéts-Verlag 2002, 45-70; referring to censorship,
see also Wolf: Von “eingeschriankt und erzbigott” bis “ziemlich inquisitionsméflig”: Die
Rolle der Zensur im Wiener literarischen Feld des 18. Jahrhunderts. In: Wilhelm Haefs and
York-Gothart Mix (eds.): Zensur im Jahrhundert der Aufklarung: Geschichte—Theorie—
Praxis. Gottingen: Wallstein 2007, 305-330.
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INTRODUCTION 11

negating their autonomy in two separate ways: through the censorial inter-
vention itself and through their heteronomous reading. These circumstances
are similar to those described by Alain Viala for the ‘pre-autonomous’ field of
French literature in the seventeenth century, where censorship was “one of the
most brutal forms of heteronomy, of direct intervention by state and religious
power.”3! This field is also pre-autonomous in the sense that the expansion of
censorship indicates an increase in the “power” and importance of literature,
which was now seen as a serious challenge and made the public authorities
uneasy. When censorship is viewed as a reaction to liberties taken by litera-
ture,32 then these liberties were primarily ones observed with concern by the
Austrian rulers in literature produced in other states and regions (especially in
the German states and in France).

The establishment of a literary field requires the existence of free authors,
or more precisely the author function in Foucault’s sense. In particular, the
attribution of texts to responsible authors represents a necessity for efficient
censorship. The Austrian police was always keen to determine the names of the
actual authors of writings published anonymously or pseudo-anonymously, so
that they could be persecuted if they were Austrian citizens or denounced to
their respective governments if they were foreigners. In the case of anonymous
texts, the authorities lacked the ability to hold the guilty parties to account and
prevent further production of “heretic” or undesirable treatises. As early as 1781,
Joseph 11 demanded the naming of authors in his censorship decree—referring
in particular to political criticism and personal controversies:

Critiques, unless they are libels, may they be aimed at whomever they
wish, from the sovereign down to the lowest subject, shall not be for-
bidden, especially if the author has his name printed alongside, thereby
presenting himself as warrantor for the truth of the matter [...].33

31 Alain Viala: Naissance de I’ écrivain: Sociologie de la littérature a I age classique. Paris: Les
éditions de minuit 1985, 115: “[...] une des formes les plus brutales de I'hétéronomie, de
I'intervention directe du pouvoir d’ Etat et du pouvoir religieux.”

32 “[..] I'instauration d’une censure organisée apparait comme un indice supplémentaire
de la formation du champ littéraire: I’ extension et I'autonomisation croissante de celui-
ci ont suscité 1a aussi, en réaction, un renforcement des contraintes imposées par les
autorités politiques et religieuses.” (Viala: Naissance de I'écrivain, 122)—*“The establish-
ment of organized censorship is an additional indication of the development of the liter-
ary field: Here, too, the increasing expansion and autonomization of this field have caused
the reaction of an increase in the compulsions imposed by the political and religious
authorities.”

33  Censorship decree by Joseph 11 issued on June 1, 1781. In: Handbuch aller unter der

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



12 CHAPTER 1

Foucault defines the desire to have access to the persons responsible for
deviationist texts as a prerequisite for the emergence of the author function.
The tendency towards autonomization (and the associated transgression of
external norms) and state censorship mutually elicit each other. Due to their
political or religious poignancy, certain statements only become possible under
cover of anonymity. At the same time, anonymity itself represents “a statement
about what could or could not be said in what way and under which legal,
economic, and discursive circumstances.”3* The author function was not estab-
lished all of a sudden in the eighteenth century, but rather over the course of
a lengthy process incorporating factors such as the development of textuality
and letterpress printing as well as copyright and personal liability. Foucault says
this about property in texts in the sense of the author function:

It must be noted that this property came later than what one might call
unlawful appropriation. Texts, books, and speeches began to have actual
authors (that are different from mythical persons and the great sacred and
sanctifying figures) to the extent to which those authors could be pun-
ished or the speeches could violate laws.35

Regierung des Kaisers Joseph des 11. fiir die K.K. Erbldnder ergangenen Verordnungen und
Gesetze in einer Sistematischen Verbindung. Enthélt die Verordnungen und Gesetze vom
Jahre 1780 bis 1784. Erster Band: Vienna: Moesle 1785, 517—-524, here 518-519: “Kritiken,
wenn es nur keine Schméhschriften sind, sie mégen nun treffen, wen sie wollen, vom
Landesfiirsten an bis zum Untersten, sollen, besonders wenn der Verfasser seinen Namen
dazu drucken léfit, und sich also fiir die Wahrheit der Sache dadurch als Biirge darstellt,
nicht verboten werden.”

34  Stephan Pabst: Anonymitét und Autorschaft: Ein Problemaufriss. In: Pabst (ed.): Anony-
mitét und Autorschaft: Zur Literatur- und Rechtsgeschichte der Namenlosigkeit. Berlin,
Boston: de Gruyter 2011, 1-34, here 7: “eine Aussage dariiber [...], was wie unter welchen
rechtlichen, 6konomischen und diskursiven Bedingungen gesagt beziehungsweise nicht
gesagt werden konnte.”

35  Michel Foucault: Qu’est-ce qu’un auteur? In: Dits et écrits 1954-1988. I: 1954-1969. Edi-
tion établie sous la direction de Daniel Defert et Francois Ewald avec la collaboration
de Jacques Lagrange. Paris: Gallimard 1994, 789821, here 799: “Il faut remarquer que
cette propriété a été historiquement seconde, par rapport a ce qu’on pourrait appeler
I'appropriation pénale. Les textes, les livres, les discours ont commencé a avoir réelle-
ment des auteurs (autres que des personnages mythiques, autres que de grandes figures
sacralisées et sacralisantes) dans la mesure ot I’ auteur pouvait étre puni, ¢’ est-a-dire dans
la mesure ot les discours pouvaient étre transgressifs.” Cf. Roger Chartier: The Order of
Books: Readers, Authors and Libraries in Europe between the Fourteenth and Eighteenth
Centuries. Translated by Lydia G. Cochrane. Cambridge: Polity Press 1992, 25-59 (chapter
“Figures of the Author”).
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INTRODUCTION 13

From the perspective of authors, the situation is a form of countertrade: The
awarding of property rights to a text brings personal renown and/or financial
profit, but simultaneously subjects the author to persecution if the boundaries
of the permissible are transgressed.

As if the author, ever since he was inducted into the property system of
our society, compensated the status thus achieved by returning to the old
bipolarity of speech, through systematic transgression, through reestab-
lishment of the danger of a writing to which, on the other hand, the ben-
efit of property was guaranteed.3¢

3 Modalities of Censorship over Time

The range of measures subsumed under the term ‘censorship’ is wide. The
simplest and original method of preventing publication consists of measures
against authors, beginning with forbidding them to write and imprisoning
them and ranging all the way to exile and murder. Measures against the co-
producers (publishers) and distributors (booksellers and book lenders) include
the banning of individual works or entire catalogs of books as well as the forced
closing of businesses and informal censorship activities like curtailment of
paper allocations.

Placing our focus on individual texts or books, we can differentiate between
bans, destruction (burning), court-ordered seizure, restriction of dissemina-
tion (for example by relegating books to limited-access departments of li-
braries), and the requirement to omit, rephrase, or make other changes to
manuscripts. Censorial intervention in literary life generally leads to self-cen-
sorship and adaptation on all levels, or to so-called “smuggling of ideas”?”
through the development of suitable writing strategies for encryption (“Ae-
sopian” writing).3® In this case, censorship can in fact have aesthetically pro-
ductive consequences; a specific censorship aesthetic has been determined in

36  Foucault: Qu’est-ce qu'un auteur?, 799: “Comme si I’ auteur, a partir du moment ot il a été
placé dans le systeme de propriété qui caractérise notre société, compensait le statut qu’il
recevait ainsi en retrouvant le vieux champ bipolaire du discours, en pratiquant systém-
atiquement la transgression, en restaurant le danger d’une écriture a laquelle d’un autre
coté on garantissait les bénéfices de la propriété.”

37  Thisterm “Ideenschmuggel” was coined by Karl Gutzkow: Briefe eines Narren an eine Nar-
rin. Hamburg: Hoffmann und Campe 1832, 190.

38  Cf. among others Lev Loseff: On the Beneficence of Censorship: Aesopian Language in
Modern Russian Literature. Munich: Sagner 1984. On Gutzkow, see the recent summary
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14 CHAPTER 1

the case of Heinrich Heine, for example.?® Since the curiosity of the reading
audience is piqued by bans, the impact of reduced dissemination is accompa-
nied by a complementary effect of increased attention that provokes attempts
to obtain the forbidden writings illegally. The mentioned pressure to adapt is
therefore likely the primary actual effect of prohibitions. Their impact is par-
ticularly doubtful if they are issued from far away and/or with considerable
delay—as was the case with the Vatican Index, for example. We can hardly
assume any influence on reading behavior in this case, with the Index likely
representing more of a symbolic gesture, “a demarcation from the evil and
condemnable” that also meant a “self-reassurance of the own system of val-
ues."*0

Depending on the moment of intervention, we can differentiate between
preventive, prohibitive, and revoking censorship. Preventive censorship means
that expressions are reviewed prior to their publication; in the case of pro-
hibitive censorship, a written work is examined for permissibility after being
published, usually due to a complaint or—as in the case of the Austrian book
review—when it is imported; revoking censorship means the special case of
repeated review of a previously approved work. Alternative terms for these
three forms are precensorship, postcensorship, and recensorship.

As stated before, censorship in a narrower sense means the examination of
written works according to certain rules by an authority established for that
purpose; such formal censorship generally transitions fluidly into various forms
of informal censorship, meaning the suppressing or impeding of expressions
through economic, political, or social coercion. Publishers decide what will
be printed, booksellers order certain books, libraries only purchase selected
works, parents control their children’s reading, the state awards prizes to cer-
tain works and ignores or expresses its displeasure with others. Here we are

by Joachim Grimm: Karl Gutzkows Arrivierungsstrategie unter den Bedingungen der Zen-
sur (1830-1847). Frankfurt, Berlin, Bern, Brussels, New York, Oxford, Vienna: P. Lang 2010,
139-147.

39  According to Reiner Marx: Heinrich Heine und die Zensur: Der Dichter als ihr Opfer und
geheimer Nutzniefer. In: Gabriele B. Clemens (ed.): Zensur im Vormarz: Pressefreiheit
und Informationskontrolle in Europa. Ostfildern: Jan Thorbecke Verlag 2013, 249—258, here
251

40 Dominik Burkard: Repression und Prévention: Die kirchliche Biicherzensur in Deutsch-
land (16.—20. Jahrhundert). In: Hubert Wolf (ed.): Inquisition, Index, Zensur: Wissenskul-
turen der Neuzeit im Widerstreit. Paderborn, Munich, Vienna, Zurich: Schéningh 2001,
305—327, here 306: “Abgrenzung vom Bosen und Verwerflichen [...] Selbstvergewisserung
des eigenen Wertesystems.”
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INTRODUCTION 15

faced once again with the question of what the term ‘censorship’ comprises;
the broad, structural definition encompasses all of these informal ways of lim-
itation and attempted obstruction of unwelcome works.

The most atavistic form of preventing objectionable writings is the elimi-
nation of authors by killing them or locking them away. A related but more
moderate—and ultimately only symbolic—measure is the “execution” of
books by way of burning. Austria, too, witnessed cases of the use of such force
against authors and their works; examples will be provided in the following
chapter. The burning of books is a ritual and thus likewise atavistic form of
censorship. That a book must be physically destroyed signalizes its power: It
is not viewed as a collection of “dead” letters but instead as an active intellec-
tual entity that can produce positive (physical or spiritual healing) or nega-
tive (afflictions of the body and/or the soul) effects. The fire is the adequate
means of obliterating evil, and book burnings appear as “purposive acts of
magical-superstitious character”# This magical-religious character of the rit-
ual is apparent in its similarity to other sacrificial activities intended to cleanse
humans of guilt and appease gods. In times of widespread illiteracy, book burn-
ings represented a drastic warning to their audiences not to imitate aberration
from the norms. On the other hand, they can also be viewed as an expression
of helplessness indicating that the contents of the affected books cannot be
refuted nor their author(s) apprehended or, in absence of the general perme-
ation of the author function, identified.

In very general terms, a tendency leading away from the use of physical force
against authors and books and towards more subtle methods is observable
within the history of censorship. According to Norbert Elias, this development
can be understood as a process of civilization over the course of which its pre-
cepts regarding socially conforming behavior are more and more internalized
and thus automatized. Censorship is largely or completely replaced by educa-
tion and self-censorship.

Self-censorship is sometimes recognizable in historical-critical editions that
show discarded or rewritten passages of a text. It is usually hard to differentiate
between changes owed to the pressure of prevailing norms and the reworking
of a text due to aesthetic or other considerations, however. In general, self-
censorship makes external censorship superfluous; the latter is superseded by
successful socialization. The employment of physical force requires personal

41 Hermann Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen: Die 6ffentliche Hinrichtung von Schriften
im historischen Wandel. Vienna, Cologne, Graz: Bohlau 1988, 54: “Zweckhandlungen
magisch-abergldubischen Charakters.”
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interaction, which becomes increasingly improbable and difficult to achieve in
larger societies with a more complex organization—not least because the tar-
gets of such measures are not necessarily easily apprehended. Over the course
of history, the exertion of power has thus gradually shifted from physical to
symbolic force. In differentiated modern societies, power is depersonalized
and transferred to roles and institutions; it is ultimately a medium of com-
munication. The individual is increasingly determined socially, yet subjectively
perceives itself as increasingly free. From this perspective, resorting to explicit
measures of censorship appears like a step backwards—a symptom of a power
crisis. “Where ‘power’ works, censorship is unnecessary,” as Armin Biermann
states laconically.#2

A closer look at the history of censorship confirms the impression that cen-
sorship accompanies crises of power: Its appearance always coincides with the
questioning of old certainties and norms. In Europe, this first occurred during
the period of the Renaissance and the Reformation and Counter-Reformation;
the earliest documented censorship processes in the German-speaking area
began around 1475. In 1521, the Edict of Worms banned the writings of Martin
Luther and all other works opposing the prevailing doctrine and the persona of
the pope. In1564, the Vatican issued the first extensive Index librorum prohibito-
rum, which would remain in force until 1966 while being continually updated
and revised. The new medium of the printed book expanded the circles of com-
munication dramatically, extending their reach to non-scholars and thus giving
rise to censorship. The swift propagation of written and printed communica-
tion dismantled old truths that had seemed set in stone and provided ample
space for subjective and particular opinions. Fictions—deviant fabrications of
the belles lettres—gained ground and established themselves as a discreet sec-
tor of book production. The transition from the intensive reading of a scant
few canonic works to extensive consumption of numerous different written
sources implied a pluralization of “truth.”43

A further example for the connection between crises of behavioral norms
and the appearance of censorship is the realm of erotic literature and its perse-
cution. Sexually explicit writings only attracted public interest once the pre-
tension of the Church to the mediation of salvation had become seriously
challenged and the moral responsibility was imposed on the individual—that
is, during the course of the eighteenth century. (Sexual) morals now became

42 Biermann: “Gefdhrliche Literatur,” 11: “Wo ‘Macht’ funktioniert, eriibrigt sich Zensur.”

43  Cf Rolf Engelsing: Die Perioden der Lesergeschichte in der Neuzeit: Das statistische Aus-
maf} und die soziokulturelle Bedeutung der Lektiire. In: Archiv fiir Geschichte des Buch-
wesens 10 (1970), cols. 945-1002.
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INTRODUCTION 17

a matter on which the self-determined citizens had to come to a consensus,
with the newly acquired freedom quickly leading to a raising of the threshold
of shame—and simultaneously to a heyday of pornography. As Jiirgen Schlédger
writes:

The increasing self-responsibility of the civic individual produces an
awareness of identity that wants the boundaries between the self and
the world, between inside and outside, between publicity and familial
intimacy to be much more strictly defined. It was as though the growing
civic self-confidence was directly related to the individual’'s heightened
capability for shame, like Adam and Eve, after exhibiting their own ini-
tiative for the first time by disrupting the paradisiacal abandon, suddenly
became aware of their own nakedness and could bear it no longer. The
obscene as an anti-individualistic principle, as an expression of general
human animality thus becomes a threat to the individualistic social order
based on the ideal of self-chastity.#+

This self-control was now also demanded and monitored by the state—in Aus-
tria, Maria Theresa felt responsible for assuring the morality of her subjects
from around the middle of the eighteenth century—and this circumstance
found expression in sanctions against authors of erotic literature attempting
to separate sexuality from intimacy and make it explicit. Since individual (sex-
ual) morals formed the basis of the new, rather more bourgeois social order,
state censorship likewise took an interest in them.

With politics, religion, and morals, we have already mentioned the most
important motives for censorship that remained constant throughout the cen-
turies. In more recent times, we might add the protection of individuals against

44  Jirgen Schldger: Herméneutique dans le boudoir. In: Manfred Fuhrmann, Hans Robert
Jauf3, and Wolfhart Pannenberg (eds.): Text und Applikation: Theologie, Jurisprudenz und
Literaturwissenschaft im hermeneutischen Gespriach. Munich: Fink 1981, 207-223, here
209: “Die zunehmende Eigenverantwortlichkeit des biirgerlichen Individuums erzeugt
ein Identititsbewufdtsein, das die Grenzen zwischen Selbst und Welt, innen und aufien,
Offentlichkeit und familiérer Intimitit sehr viel stirker konturiert wissen will. Es ist, als ob
das wachsende biirgerliche Selbstbewufitsein in direkter Relation zur gesteigerten Scham-
fahigkeit des Einzelnen stand, so wie Adam und Eva, nachdem sie im Durchbrechen
paradiesischer Selbstvergessenheit zum ersten Mal Eigeninitiative bewiesen haben, sich
plétzlich ihrer Blof3e gewahr werden und diese nicht mehr ertragen konnten. Das Obszone
als ein anti-individualistisches Prinzip, als Ausdruck allgemein-menschlicher Animalitét
wird so zu einer Gefahr fiir eine individualistische, auf dem Ideal der Selbstzucht fufiende
Gesellschaftsordnung.”
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18 CHAPTER 1

putative calumny. This latter motive occasionally still raises the question of the
freedom of art and its possible privileges. Article 5 of the German constitution
includes the passages “art and science, research and teaching are free [from
limitations]” and “censorship does not take place’*> thereby precluding the
judging of art by the judiciary as a matter of principle. Referred to as “Kunstvor-
behalt” (art exception) in juristic language, this circumstance nevertheless does
not prevent other values from occasionally being placed above art. This applies
in particular to privacy protection, as in the case of the forbiddance of the novel
Esra by Maxim Biller in the Federal Republic of Germany in 2003.4¢

Reinhard Aulich emphasizes that censorship must not be viewed once and
for all as a force of repression, as a system-conformant and reactionary instru-
ment of rule, but instead represents a changeable entity for the monitoring
of (literary) communication in a historically definable society, a “subsystem
of social control” that adheres to a likewise changing and developing set of
norms.*’ Between ca. 1760 and 1790, for example, promotion of the Enlighten-
ment and simultaneous suppression of obscurantism represented the preva-
lent policy in Austria, making censorship appear as a downright progressive
force during this period. The more this modernization advanced, the more
self-determined and responsible citizens who made their own decisions within
certain gradually expanding boundaries rather than submissive subjects were
in demand. Following the experience of the French Revolution, however, cen-
sorship attempted to preserve the status quo and prevent any form of change.
A further shift in censorship norms is linked to the protection of reputation:
While initially only rulers or members of the upper classes enjoyed protec-
tion against insult and slander, a form of civic reputation protection was slowly
established over the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries as well,

45 “Kunst und Wissenschaft, Forschung und Lehre sind frei,” “Eine Zensur findet nicht statt.”

46 Cf. the controversy between Remigius Bunia: Fingierte Kunst: Der Fall Esra und die
Schranken der Kunstfreiheit. In: Internationales Archiv fiir Sozialgeschichte der deut-
schen Literatur 32 (2007), H. 2, 161-182, and Christian Eichner and York-Gothart Mix: Ein
Fehlurteil als Maf8stab? Zu Maxim Billers Esra, Klaus Manns Mephisto und dem Prob-
lem der Kunstfreiheit in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. In: Internationales Archiv fiir
Sozialgeschichte der deutschen Literatur 32 (2007), H. 2, 183-227; with contributions on
recent disputes and texts considered offensive for various reasons: Tom Cheesman (ed.):
German Text Crimes: Writers Accused, from the 1950s to the 2000s. Amsterdam, New York:
Rodopi 2013.

47  Reinhard Aulich: Elemente einer funktionalen Differenzierung der literarischen Zensur:
Uberlegungen zu Form und Wirksamkeit von Zensur als einer intentional adiquaten
Reaktion gegentiber literarischer Kommunikation. In: Herbert G. Gopfert and Erdmann
Weyrauch (eds.): “‘Unmoralisch an sich ...”: Zensur im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert. Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz 1988, 177—230, here 183: “Subsystem der sozialen Kontrolle.”
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which corresponded to the growing influence of the middle class as a stratum
of entrepreneurs for whom a good reputation could be essential, for example
in terms of their creditworthiness.*®

4 How Dangerous Is Literature?

If we accept Stephen Greenblatt’s postulate that texts effect a “cultural cir-
culation of social energy,"#® then the goal of censorship is to prevent that
circulation. Communication by way of reading enables the dissemination of
thoughts—or, as seen from the negative point of view, the infection of thinking
that leads to imitation and thus to actions considered corruptive to the indi-
vidual or to society. Attempts to prevent such “contagion” appeared in other
areas as well during the eighteenth century—in the fight against epidemics, for
instance, but also in the approaches to insanity and crime. Invariably, intern-
ment and prevention of contact were the measures used to localize and contain
any evil.50 As early as the sixteenth century, in fact, book censorship was being
handled at the same organizational level as the infection regulations for meat,
flour, and other foodstuffs.>! Books were considered fundamentally dangerous.
The fact that works of literature and other objects of art were listed in next-to-
last position—between “ignition items” and “refuse”—in the trade statistics of
the pre-March period is indicative of this long-standing appraisal of the book
industry.>2 According to the comparatively liberal trading regulations of 1859,
booksellers still had to obtain a license—as did other “sensitive” businesses
like innkeepers or vendors of fireworks and poison.> In the nineteenth cen-
tury, written (press, leaflets) as well as direct communication by suspicious

48 Cf. ibid., 208—209.

49  Stephen Greenblatt: Shakespearean Negotiations: The Circulation of Social Energy in
Renaissance England. Berkeley, Los Angeles: University of California Press 1988, 13.

50  Cf.Michel Foucault: Histoire de la folie aI' age classique. Paris: Gallimard 1972; Michel Fou-
cault: Surveiller et punir. Naissance de la prison. Paris: Gallimard 1975.

51  Cf. Grete Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritét im 18. Jahrhundert: Das
Problem der Zensur in der theresianischen Reform. Vienna: Verlag fiir Geschichte und
Politik 1970, 45.

52 See Norbert Bachleitner, Franz M. Eybl, and Ernst Fischer: Geschichte des Buchhandels in
Osterreich. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 2000, 191.

53  Kaiserliches Patent vom 20. December 1859, womit eine Gewerbe-Ordnung fiir den gan-
zen Umfang des Reiches, mit Ausnahme des venetianischen Verwaltungsgebietes und der
Militdrgrenze, erlassen, und vom 1. Mai 1860 angefangen in Wirksambkeit gesetzt wird. In:
Reichs-Gesetz-Blatt fiir das Kaiserthum Oesterreich, Jahrgang 1859. Vienna: K. k. Staats-
druckerei 1859, 619—-650.
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groups of persons was impeded, the latter for example by way of an assembly
ban, monitoring and at times dissolvement of associations and secret societies
(like the Ludlamshihle in Vienna or various Masonic lodges), and the prohibi-
tion of journeyman years for craftsmen.

Metternich himself—effectively the highest censorial authority besides the
emperor in pre-March Austria—supported the theory that subversive thoughts
were capable of functioning like a plague in a memorandum written in 1830.
While every person was free to think, the act of writing embodied thoughts and
printing ultimately turned them into merchantable products; consequently, it
had to be monitored.

Treatment of the printing of thoughts as a free art is akin to free trade
in hazardous substances or the practice of medicine bound by no con-
ditions, and in its effects, the harmfulness of intellectual goods certainly
exceeds that of all purely material ones.>*

In a statement to Anastasius Griin in 1838, Metternich made a similar differenti-
ation: “Writing is free as is thinking, it is merely a recording of the thoughts. But
the putting to print is an entirely different matter, and here the state must apply
the narrow boundaries that we call censorship.”>®> In Metternich’s view, pre-
emptive measures were the only effective strategy for preventing the dissemi-
nation of dangerous ideas—and even repressive measures like punishment ex
post could have a preventive effect with regard to the future. The press—widely
read and agile, reacting daily to developing events—was considered partic-
ularly perilous: “The press works by way of contagion; in this sense it offers
similarities with diseases, to which a contagium fixum adheres. Preventive reg-
ulations are the only ones applicable to such diseases. Here the assimilation
of means is mandated.”>® As early as 1793, police commissioner Count Pergen

54  Cited in Ludwig August Frankl: Erinnerungen. Ed. by Stefan Hock. Prague: Calve (Josef
Koch) 1910, 200: “Das Drucken der Gedanken wie eine freie Kunst behandeln, steht dem
freien Handel mit gefahrlichen Stoffen und der an keine Bedingungen gebundenen Praxis
der Heilkunde in nichts nach und in ihren Wirkungen iiberwiegt die Schadlichkeit der
geistigen Ware gewif} jene aller rein materiellen.”

55  Cited in Frank Thomas Hoefer: Pressepolitik und Polizeistaat Metternichs: Die Uberwa-
chung von Presse und politischer Offentlichkeit in Deutschland und den Nachbarstaaten
durch das Mainzer Informationsbiiro (1833-1848). Munich, New York, London, Paris:
K.G. Saur 1983, 50: “Schreiben ist frei wie das Denken, es ist nur ein Festhalten der
Gedanken. Aber anders und eine ganz eigene Sache ist es mit dem Druckenlassen, da muf3
der Staat die engen Schranken ziehen, die wir Zensur nennen.”

56  Cited in Frankl: Erinnerungen, 201: “Die Presse wirkt auf dem Wege der Contagion; sie
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INTRODUCTION 21

had spoken of writings “through which ideas are propagated and attitudes of
the citizens receive their direction”” to justify why censorship should be the
police’s responsibility in analogy to hygiene measures in the strict sense.

It is evident that the mentality of the censorship authorities in Austria
remained heavily influenced until well into the nineteenth century by the con-
fessional conflicts going back many hundreds of years. The confessionaliza-
tion of the Habsburg Monarchy beginning in the first third of the seventeenth
century had crowded out Protestantism and relegated it to the underground.
Propaganda for the Augsburg Confession—or more generally speaking, the
“transmission of forbidden knowledge”5®—henceforth primarily occurred via
clandestinely distributed pamphlets. Within this realm of pragmatic text types,
which were obviously “based inlife,” writings generally seem to have had imme-
diately convincing effects and triggered corresponding reactions. “The ‘cultic’
or ‘heretic’ books were the centerpiece of the Austrian Protestants in the under-
ground, they were the undisputed carriers of the Protestant movement in the
eyes of the subjects as well as those of the authorities.”>® Especially where
direct communication was largely inhibited, for example between preachers
and their followers, edifying literature in the shape of dogmatic and catechetic
works for reading at home along with joint singing and praying became the
key vectors for the mediation and performative reinforcement of matters of
faith. On the side of the Catholic authorities, these practices rekindled old
prejudices relating to the reading of clerical literature by laypersons and its per-
nicious consequences. “They initially read such [texts] only out of curiosity, but
are then carried away as if by a clandestine poison to faithlessness and subse-
quently to complete vitiation of the soul by the principles contained therein

bietet hier Aehnlichkeit mit Krankheiten, welchen ein contagium fixum anklebt. Gegen
solche Krankheiten sind préaventive Mafiregeln die allein anwendbaren. Die Assimilation
der Mittel ist hier gegeben.”

57  Cited in Anna Hedwig Benna: Organisierung und Personalstand der Polizeihofstelle (1793
1848). In: Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staatsarchivs 6 (1953), 197-239, here 221: “[...]
womit ideen fortgepflanzt werden und gesinnungen der staatsbiirger ihre richtung erhal-
ten.”

58  Cf. Martin Mulsow: Die Transmission verbotenen Wissens. In: Ulrich Johannes Schneider
(ed.): Kulturen des Wissens im 18. Jahrhundert. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter 2008, 61-8o.

59  Martin Scheutz: Das Licht aus den geheimnisvollen Biichern vertreibt die Finsternis: Ver-
botene Werke bei den 6sterreichischen Untergrundprotestanten. In: Martin Mulsow (ed.):
Kriminelle—Freidenker—Alchemisten: Riume des Untergrunds in der Frithen Neuzeit.
Cologne, Weimar, Vienna: Bohlau 2014, 321351, here 324: “Die ‘sectischen’ oder auch ket-
zerischen’ Biicher waren das Herzstiick der dsterreichischen Protestanten im Untergrund,
sie stellten sich unwidersprochen sowohl fiir die Untertanen als auch fiir die Behorden als
Triger der evangelischen Bewegung dar.”
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that advise them to lead a free life.”5? Possession and reading of heterodox
literature were the decisive criteria for the identification of “heretics” during
ecclesiastic and governmental investigations. Oral blasphemy could be over-
looked as a one-time transgression, but a hidden book stash or even merely
transitory contact with unauthorized works by way of reading them automati-
cally constituted heresy.

The men and women sentenced by the Court of Appeals and the suspects
who were only interrogated usually shared a trait: they had read, listened
to a reading of, possessed, sold, bought, exchanged, lent, or even simply
praised books that their parish priest had not expressly permitted them.
Their relation to books was often a determinant factor in the pursuits and
the surveillance to which they were subjected. In this sense, the book was
a sign of heresy.5!

Contact with heretic brothers was corruptive, and nobody was immune to
infection with evil thoughts and erroneous faith. Clerical pedagogues in Salz-
burg likewise assumed an epidemic effect of heterodox confessions in 1747.
“The other confession is interpreted as a disease phenomenon; no remedy
is considered to help in the case of members of the older generation ‘once
infected with the heretic spirit’; one can only try to keep them from unset-
tling the youth.”62 The power to change confessional affiliation was attributed
in particular to the written word, and the key to this view may well have
been the widespread engagement in intensive reading, meaning the repeated
reading of the same texts until they had been effectively memorized, which
caused their contents to become deeply ingrained in the consciousness of the

60 Cited in ibid., 345: “Solche lesen sie zwar anfinglich nur aus Neugierde, werden aber dann
durch die darin enthaltenen, zu einem freien Leben anleitenden Grundsitze wie durch
ein heimliches Gift in eine Glaubenslosigkeit, folgsam in ein géinzliches Seelenverderben
hingerissen.”

61  Marie-Elisabeth Ducreux: Reading unto Death: Books and Readers in Eighteenth-Century
Bohemia. In: Roger Chartier (ed.): The Culture of Print: Power and the Uses of Print in
Early Modern Europe. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 1989, 191—229, here 199.

62  Klaus Heydemann: Abwehr schidlicher Biicher: Zu Buchhandel und Zensur im Erzstift
Salzburg im 18. Jahrhundert. In: Wolfgang Frithwald and Alberto Martino (eds.; with coop-
eration by Ernst Fischer and Klaus Heydemann): Zwischen Aufkldrung und Restauration:
Sozialer Wandel in der deutschen Literatur (1700-1848). Festschrift fiir Wolfgang Martens
zum 65. Geburtstag. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1989, 131-160, here 149: “Die andere Konfession
wird als Krankheitsphdnomen gedeutet; bei Angehorigen der élteren Generation, die vom
‘kchozerischen geist ein mahl inficirt’ seien, helfe kein Mittel richtig; man kénne nur
sehen, dafd sie die Jugend nicht verunsicherten.”
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readership. Based on such assumptions concerning the effects of reading, the
Catholic clergy attempted to reply in kind and propagate its own orthodox
literature as a salubrious “antidote” “In the same way heresy in the Austrian
lands was connected to books, conversion likewise seemed inextricably linked
to books.”63 Catholic books—along with rosaries, brotherhood scapulars, and
similar products—were disseminated among the Protestant population not
only by way of travelling colporteurs but also via the regional branches of the
regular bookselling industry.

The connections between individual types of literature that were consid-
ered “dangerous” are also apparent in the lists of books prohibited in Austria.
Their examination reveals numerous thematic groups of publications that are
the result of “complex, ceaseless borrowing and lending”%* between the indi-
vidual texts—evidence of the “contagion” at the authorial level. From the point
of view of literary studies, it is simple intertextuality leading to the formation
and delimitation of discourses. Among the many examples of such “banned
clusters” are texts about belief in the devil or suicide;65 also encountered are
writings dealing with various political questions and events, or with religious
movements like Jansenism or the German Catholics. In other words, the publi-
cations on the prohibition lists provide abundant proof that the circulation of
ideas abhorred by the censors did in fact occur.

But the circulation of texts and ideas takes place not only between their pro-
ducers, a generally relatively small class of scholars or at least educated persons.
In a period like the one between 1750 and 1850, in which the book market and
the reading audience grew rapidly as a middle-class public sphere as defined
by Jirgen Habermas developed, the transfer of ideas could indeed reach an
epidemic scale. In addition, the epochal threshold of 1750 is commonly consid-
ered the beginning of the secularization of knowledge, which not only entailed
a previously unheard-of diversity and dissemination of ideas but also sparked a
countermovement that can be called the “bureaucratization of knowledge” and
relied on the “shutting away of information in a government bureau instead of
making it public.” The result was a clash between two conflicting principles:
“transparency versus opacity,” or accessibility of knowledge to everyone versus
restriction to the happy few.66

63  Scheutz: Das Licht aus den geheimnisvollen Biichern, 348: “Ebenso wie die Héresie in den
osterreichischen Landern mit Biichern verbunden war, schien umgekehrt die Bekehrung
auch mit Biichern untrennbar verbunden.”

64  Greenblatt: Shakespearean Negotiations, 7.

65  Cf. Chapter 6.3. in this book.

66  Peter Burke: A Social History of Knowledge Revisited. In: Modern Intellectual History 4,3
(2007), 521-535, here 532.
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Essentially, censorship can take effect at any of the links of the communi-
cation chain from the author to the reader. Reinhard Aulich breaks these links
down as follows:

[...] writing down of thoughts, correcting, abridging if required; self-
publishing or publishing by others, with all implications including the
marketable design of the printed work; the technical processes of dupli-
cation and the organizational ones of distribution, with the inclusion of
sales-boosting measures like pricing, advertising, reviews; the decision by
the consumer to purchase the respective product, or to rent it or view it
at a library; finally, processing the reading against the background of pre-
disposed utilization intentions.57

Censorship can intervene in the layout and design of texts and books, for exam-
ple in the shape of illustrations, prevent their printing or sale as required, and
restrict advertising revenues as well as distribution by way of colportage, cir-
culating libraries, or reading clubs. In short, it attempts to limit the impact of
contemptible books as much as possible. Because the producers of texts natu-
rally tried to evade censorship by using unsuspicious or unpredictable media
for their messages, graphics, musical notes, playing cards, medallions, drink-
ing vessels, and other objects adorned with writing or images were likewise
subjected to censorship. On occasion, politically agitative texts were even dis-
tributed on exceedingly unusual media like the packaging of baked goods or
inserts in packets of tobacco.®

The at times almost paranoid warnings of the censors and their principals
beg the question of the true impact potential of literature and art. For the most
part, censorship—and subsequently the judiciary as well—follow the theory of
learning respectively imitation, which assumes that fictionally demonstrated

67  Aulich: Elemente einer funktionalen Differenzierung, 215: “[...] Niederschrift der Gedan-
ken, Korrigieren, ggf. Kiirzen; Selbst- und Fremdverlag, mit allen Implikationen, ein-
schliefilich der marktgéingigen Ausgestaltung des Druckwerks; die technischen Abldufe
der Vervielfiltigung und die organisatorischen des Vertriebes, unter Einschluf} absatz-
fordernder Mafinahmen wie Preisgestaltung, Reklame, Rezensionen; die Entscheidung
des Konsumenten, sich das betreffende Produkt zu kaufen, oder aber nur auszuleihen
bzw. in einer Bibliothek einzusehen; schliefilich die Auseinandersetzung mit der Lektiire
auf dem Hintergrund prédisponierter Verwertungsabsichten.” A detailed “matrix” of the
parameters of censorship is delineated in Haefs: “Zensur,” 559—560.

68 Cf. Wolfram Siemann: Fahnen, Bilder und Medaillen: Medien politischer Kommunikation
im19. Jahrhundert. In: Sozialwissenschaftliche Informationen fiir Studium und Unterricht
15 (1986), 17-27.
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behaviors and appeals lead to emulation. According to the ancient theory of
catharsis through art going back to Aristotle, on the other hand, the affects of
the observers of theater performances are “cleansed” when they witness ficti-
tious acts and scenes of violence or sorrow. Art is thus considered to serve as
an outlet of sorts for emotions. Modern literature and art psychology generally
assumes attitude changes to be extremely unlikely, however—especially as a
result of the consumption of individual works. At most, reading experiences
are thought to be impactful as individual pieces of a mosaic of influences—
and even then only in the long term.5° On the other hand, censors and judges
generally believe that the representation of successful aggression, criminality,
orrevolution incites mimicry, and that children and youths in particular should
thus remain untroubled by “filth and smut.” A dangerous power of persuasion
is apparently ascribed to texts and fictitious portrayals in literature and other
media—and as we have seen, this view has a very long tradition.”® A contem-
porary example from Austria is the censorship report on Moritz Hartmann’s
collection of poems Kelch und Schwert (Chalice and Sword, 1845) by lyricist
and censor Johann Gabriel Seidl, in which the latter explains his apprehension
regarding the impact of the texts in detail:

The author not only lends words to his own dreams of freedom, not
only reveals his inner Hussite nature with incautious frankness, not only
gushes forth his reluctance towards the existing without reserve, which
one could perhaps give a young, imaginative, volcanically rampant poetic
spirit credit for as an initial eruption—he also steps outside the sphere of
subjectivity and sets out to revolutionize, to entrain, to inflame, which
will likely not be difficult for him with the force of his expression and the
liveliness of his words where elements of dissatisfaction already exist.”!

69  Hans Kreitler and Shulamith Kreitler: Psychology of the Arts. Durham: Duke University
Press 1972, 357—358.

70 The transfer of fictions into reality as feared by the censors also forms the basis for the
decoding reading of romans a clef. On this genre, cf. Gertrud Maria Rosch: Clavis Scien-
tiae: Studien zum Verhéltnis von Faktizitdt und Fiktionalitat am Fall der Schliisselliteratur.
Tiibingen: Niemeyer 2004.

71 Johann Gabriel Seidl: Gutachten iiber Moritz Hartmanns “Kelch und Schwert”: In: Jung
Osterreich: Dokumente und Materialien zur liberalen dsterreichischen Opposition 1835-
1848. Ed. by Madeleine Rietra. Amsterdam: Rodopi 1980, 57: “Der Verfasser leiht nicht
nur seinen eigenen Freiheitstriumen Worte, verrit nicht nur sein inneres Hussitentum
mit unvorsichtiger Offenheit, sprudelt nicht nur seinen Unwillen gegen das Bestehende
riickhaltlos heraus, was man allenthalben einem jungen, phantasievollen, vulkanisch-
tobenden Dichtergeiste als erste Eruption zu Gute halten kénnte—sondern er tritt auch
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The potential impact of literature very much appears a matter of opin-
ion, and the crucial question seems to be whether literature is a symptom
or a factor of societal developments.” Literary texts generally do not contain
an unambiguous message; solidarization and (e.g. revolutionary or religion-
critical) activation of readers requires the respective texts to mesh with cor-
responding dispositions that already exist. With regard to the efficacy of texts,
censorship research can perhaps borrow from the repertoire of research into
social movements. Not only did the beginnings of modern social movements in
the Enlightenment period—*“the civic-emancipatory movements that rebelled
against the regime of absolutism and thereby initiated the departure from
religiously legitimized authorities””>—coincide precisely with the systemati-
zation of the surveillance of literary circulation by way of censorship in Aus-
tria; the collective action frames are also of fundamental interest to censorship
research. Such action frames offer an interpretation of the world as well as solu-
tion options for problems; their intent is “to mobilize potential adherents and
constituents, to garner bystander support, and to demobilize antagonists. [...]
Thus, collective action frames are action-oriented sets of beliefs and meanings
that inspire and legitimate the activities and campaigns of a social movement
organization (SM0)."7# Iniquities, with their origins often linked to the state,
are seized and the respective categories like victims and perpetrators, good and
evil, guilt and its consequences are assigned. Particularly interesting are the fac-
tors determining the resonance of a frame: the consistency of the construct of
ideas, the plausibility based on congruence with actual events, the credibility
of the articulators, and the salience, which in turn depends on three factors—
namely on “centrality, experiential commensurability, and narrative fidelity.”
Narrative fidelity refers to the ability of the frame to be linked to cultural cir-
cumstances, narratives, myths, and discourses. “Hypothetically, the greater the
narrative fidelity of the proffered framings, the greater their salience and the

aus der Sphire der Subjektivitit heraus und legt es darauf an, aufzustacheln, mitzureifien,
zu entflammen, was ihm, wo Elemente der Unzufriedenheit vorhanden sind, bei der Kraft
seines Ausdruckes und der Lebhaftigkeit seines Wortes nicht allzu schwer werden diirfte.”

72 See Biermann: “Gefihrliche Literatur,” which assigns only a symptomatic role to literature
from the perspective of systems theory.

73 Thomas Kern: Soziale Bewegungen: Ursachen, Wirkungen, Mechanismen. Wiesbaden:
Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften 2008, 13: “[...] die biirgerlich-emanzipatorischen Bewe-
gungen, die gegen die Herrschaftsordnung des Absolutismus rebellierten und damit die
Abkehr von religios legitimierten Autorititen einleiteten.”

74  Robert D. Benford and David A. Snow: Framing Processes and Social Movements: An
Overview and Assessment. In: Annual Review of Sociology 26 (2000), 61-639, here 614.

75  Ibid., 621.
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greater the prospect of mobilization.””® The conclusion is that “activists are not
able to construct and impose on their intended targets any version of reality
they would like.””” This means that while texts do not possess immediate and
irresistible imitational appeal, they do shape the world view, connect to exist-
ing impressions and stances, and fight antagonistic frames—that is, they strive
to become master frames.”®

Although the collective action frame theory negates the possibility of simple
inducement, it makes plausible the notion that ideas, instructions for action,
and their propagation are capable of changing awareness and indirectly initiat-
ing social changes. It also follows from this theory, however, that individual acts
of reading have significantly less impact than collective reception that is poten-
tially accompanied by exchange, discussion, and the development of action
concepts (for example in a reader circle, salon, or theater).

Censorship apparently expects literary communication to work without
problems, meaning that readers realize the meaning of a text intended by the
author (and/or assumed by the censors) and react to it appropriately. In other
words, it assumes the worst possible interpretation and impact as seen from
its own perspective. Furthermore, by anticipating the harmful effects of a text,
censorship invariably asserts its own ability to unambiguously determine the
precise meaning of that text; on the other hand, however, it has to constantly
live with the possibility of having overlooked hidden meanings and references.

As explained at the end of Section 1.1., this study deals with formal, institu-
tional censorship authorized by the state and the Catholic Church. The more
recent approaches to censorship in the disciplines of literary studies and cul-
tural studies as represented by Foucault, Barthes, Butler, Jameson, and others
mentioned in our overview of theoretical concepts will therefore only play a
marginal role in the following. These scholars’ models, which view censorship
as an inescapable concomitant phenomenon of all linguistic expression, are
primarily geared to modern, democratic-pluralistic societies. The concept of
censorship encountered in sociology and political science, however, is largely
appropriate when referring to conscious monitoring and prohibition, to insti-
tutionally organized and state-mandated interventions into free speech and
artistic expression. In eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Austria, censorship

76 Ibid., 622.
77 Ibid,, 625.
78  Cf. Kern: Soziale Bewegungen, 149-152.
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served to discipline subjects and preserve the old monarchic order along with
its political, religious, and moral principles and norms. The reconstruction of
the main lines of historical development of censorship institutions and proce-
dures will therefore be followed by a delineation of the imposed prohibitions
of printed works and interventions in plays, along with the motives for these
proscriptions. Furthermore, the employed instruments and modalities of cen-
sorship, the guidelines for the censors in comparison with the writings that
were actually banned (with the latter being broken down statistically), the
impacts on the affected authors and publishers, and the resulting restriction
of international literary transfer will likewise be scrutinized in detail.
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CHAPTER 2

In the Service of the Enlightenment: Censorship
between 1751 and 1791

The beginning of this epoch of Austrian censorship history is denoted by the
pioneering establishment of a permanent Censorship Commission by Empress
Maria Theresa in 1751, an act that lastingly institutionalized and codified cen-
sorship for the first time. The accession of Emperor Francis 11 in 1792 marked
the start of a new era with principles of previously unheard-of strictness and a
massive increase in the number of proscriptions. The period of roughly forty
years discussed in this chapter can in turn be divided into a phase of com-
paratively stern censorship and frequent banning of works during the reign
of Maria Theresa followed by the Josephinian decade and the brief annex of
the government of Emperor Leopold 11, which lasted not quite two years and
saw a considerable easing of pressure and a more liberal censorial approach.
In keeping with the categories used by Wogerbauer et al. for censorship in
Bohemia, we may thus speak of a shift from a paternalistic to a liberal sys-
tem of censorship. The latter was subsequently slowly transformed back into
a paternalistic-authoritarian system whose foundations were laid in 1792 and
which was fully implemented around 1795.!

1 What Went Before: Censorship in the Early Modern Period

The first proscription of a book in the German-speaking area appears to have
been declared by the bishop of Wiirzburg in 1482. The archbishop of Mainz
Berthold von Henneberg introduced ecclesiastic precensorship in 1486, and
in November 1487 the pope promulgated a bull “contra Impressores Libro-
rum Reprobatorum.” Represented by its bishops, the Catholic Church also con-
trolled the trading of books by booksellers and colporteurs as well as individual
book ownership by means of regular visitations.? The first known banning of

1 Michael Wogerbauer, Petr Pisa, Petr Samal, Pavel Janadek et al.: V obecném zdjmu: Cenzura
a socialni regulace literatury v moderni ¢eské kultute 1749—2014 (In the Public Interest: Cen-
sorship and the Social Regulation of Literature in Modern Czech Culture, 1749—2014). 2 vols.
Prague: Academia—Ustav pro ceskou literaturu Av €Rr 2015, here vol. 2, 1555.

2 On the early history of censorship, cf. Ulrich Eisenhardt: Die kaiserliche Aufsicht iiber Buch-
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a book by an emperor occurred in 1512 and applied to a work by Johannes
Reuchlin, the second was the proscription of the writings of Martin Luther in
1521.3 In the same year, in an edict dated May 8, Emperor Charles v tasked the
governments of the individual lands with the precensorship of all writings to
be put to print—a provision that would remain in place until the end of the
Holy Roman Empire in 1806. Archduke Ferdinand issued a prohibition on the
reproduction and trafficking of the treatises of Luther and his followers for the
Austrian lands in 1523; this decree is considered the first genuinely Austrian
censorship measure.* It was amended in 1527 and extended to other heretical
movements—especially the Anabaptists. In the following year, three “heretics”
were burned at the stake for violations. Visitations, usually by clerics, remained
the primary monitoring instrument; since the corresponding state authorities
were still not fully developed, however, all citizens were called upon to be vig-
ilant regarding heretical propaganda and denounce wrongdoers.> Starting in
1528, printing presses could only be established in state capitals; the production
and dissemination of heretical writings was punishable by drowning.® Lam-
poons and libelous writings became a focus of censorial interest in 1559, with
a separate decree forbidding their production and distribution.” Following a
period of greater clemency under Maximilian 11, Archduke Ernest tightened
the censorial screws once more, leading to numerous book burnings during the
late sixteenth century. 10,000 Lutheran books are said to have been incinerated
in Graz in the year 1600.8

The foundation of the imperial authority in matters of books and the press
was the so-called Biicherregal (regalian right regarding books), a monopoly the
emperor later shared with the territorial rulers. It included the right to grant
printing privileges (Privilegia impressoria) protecting authors and/or publish-
ers against unauthorized reproductions. In 1597, a permanent Imperial Book
Commission was established in Frankfurt, the site of the semiannual book fair.

druck, Buchhandel und Presse im Heiligen Romischen Reich Deutscher Nation (1496-1806).
Karlsruhe: Miiller 1970; for Vienna, cf. also Theodor Wiedemann: Die kirchliche Biicher-
Censur in der Erzdiocese Wien. Nach den Acten des Fiirsterzbischoflichen Consistorial-
archives in Wien. In: Archiv fiir Kunde dsterreichischer Geschichtsquellen 50 (1873), 215-520.

3 Cf. Fischer: Deutsche Kommunikationskontrolle, 24.

4 Cf. mandate relating to “Sectischer Biicher-Verbott” issued by Archduke Ferdinand of Austria

on 3/12/1523. Cited in Adolph Wiesner: Denkwiirdigkeiten der Oesterreichischen Zensur vom

Zeitalter der Reformazion bis auf die Gegenwart. Stuttgart: Krabbe 1847, 22—24.

Wiesner: Denkwiirdigkeiten der Oesterreichischen Zensur, 22—34.

Cf. ibid., 38.

See ibid., 46.

Cf. Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen, 58.
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 31

This commission was responsible for the censorial monitoring of new publica-
tions by inspecting bookstores and fair booths, verifying the assigned privileges,
listing suspicious books, and requesting statutory copies for examination. The
booksellers objected to this surveillance, however, and refused to enter their
books into the fair catalogues and submit depositary copies.

The Sanctio pragmatica of 1623 delegated censorship in (Lower) Austria to
the University of Vienna. Since the Jesuits occupied most of the chairs of reli-
gion and philosophy in the Catholic lands, they handled the censorship of
manuscripts and books in these disciplines, which translated into extreme rigor
regarding Protestant writings. The Church and the secular governments thus
began to share the task of censorship; religious treatises dominated the book
market until well into the eighteenth century anyway, and the most important
political concern was maintaining the religious peace. In Austria, this primarily
meant the prevention or obstruction of “sectarian”—meaning Protestant—
writings.

The measures to prevent the dissemination of Protestant treatises, which
continued until the end of Maria Theresa’s reign as did the deportations of
Protestants, included monitoring of the colporteurs (“book carriers”), who had
to obtain permission from the Religionskonzess, an agency of the territorial
government, and have their goods approved for sale; violations resulted in
seizure and/or incarceration, with denunciations being rewarded.® At least in
Bohemia, with its original share of 8o to go percent Protestants among the
population and accordingly radical forced reconfessionalization following Fer-
dinand 11’s victory in the Battle of White Mountain in 1620, trade in forbidden
books was punishable by death until the issuance of Joseph's Patent of Tolera-
tion in 1781. The death penalty was likely not applied often, however.

In 1726, a rescript of Emperor Charles vI codified penalties for heresy,
which had become a crime against the state in 1627. Such sanctions
ranged from death for the seller of books (a “seducer” of the conscience)
to forced labour, most commonly on the lands of the local lord or in the
city holding the prisoner, or exile, or service in the galleys.!0

In 1752 and 1754, all Upper Austrian households were prompted to have their
books authorized by way of the local parish priest’s signature under threat of

9 These regulations were confirmed in 1759 and 1761; cf. Scheutz: Das Licht aus den geheim-
nisvollen Biichern, 341.
10 Ducreux: Reading unto Death, 197-198.
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fines, detention, or forced labor for every forbidden book found.! As mentioned
in Section 1.4., inheritance inventories were also examined for banned litera-
ture, with any discovered “sectarian” works usually being publicly burned—or
occasionally subjected to other drastic gestures of disdain and damnation, like
whipping in the church pulpit.1?

Since systematic surveillance of the distribution of books could be assured
neither in the religious nor in the political segment, the state’s measures were
limited to the symbolic burning of a single copy of banned writs, destroyed as
a proxy for the author respectively the spirit of his work. The first known “book
execution” by a headsman, an act indicating that the author was being burned
in effigy, was the incineration of a pamphlet offending the honor of the officers
involved in the Battle of St. Gotthard and Mogersdorf against the Ottomans
(especially that of Count Raimondo Montecuccoli) and considered untruthful.
When Montecuccoli’s reputation reached a low point in 1668 owing to suspi-
cions of embezzlement of war funds, threatening the conferral of the insignia
of the Order of the Golden Fleece on him by the court in Madrid, the pamphlet
was banned in order to “shut the people’s mouths quickly” (“den Leuten das
Maul bald stopfen”) in the words of Emperor Leopold 1.13

Sometimes a book and its author were burned together to increase the effec-
tiveness of the measure. The Moravian preacher and visionary Mikulas Drabik,
a former companion of Jan Amos Comenius and an aged man of 84 years at
the time, was executed in Pressburg in 1671 for blasphemous prophesying and
anti-Habsburg apocalyptic visions together with the volume Lux in tenebris he
had co-authored with Comenius, Christoph Kotter, and Christina Poniatowska.
In effect, Drabik had expressed his hope for an Ottoman victory over Austria
with a subsequent partitioning of the empire and deliverance of the Protes-
tants from the Catholic yoke, which was interpreted as high treason. The drastic
details of the execution were that “his right hand (with which he dared to write
the abovementioned blasphemous ungodly subterfuge and skullduggery) shall
be cut off besides his head, thereafter his blasphemous tongue torn out and
tacked to the pillory, the torso, head, and hand taken out to the place of exe-
cution and burned there with his blasphemous writings and books, and thus
taken from life to death, so that his memory might be erased from the world—

11 See Scheutz: Das Licht aus den geheimnisvollen Biichern, 343. Similar measures were
taken against underground Protestant literature in the territory of the Prince-Bishopric
of Salzburg, which was not part of the Habsburg Monarchy during the 18th century (cf.
Heydemann: Abwehr schidlicher Biicher).

12 Cf. the evidence in Scheutz: Das Licht aus den geheimnisvollen Biichern, 344.

13 Cited according to Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen, 161.
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 33

for him as his deserved punishment, and for others who would commit similar
misdeeds as a horror and spectacle.”* The pathos implied in the destruction by
fire and the notion of a direct connection to higher powers manifest therein are
visualized in the frontispiece of the 1711 edition of the Roman Index: In it, the
Holy Spirit sends the clerics serving as censors energy, which reflects off them
to ignite the fire that destroys the books carrying evil (see Figure 1).

A further book burning in the eighteenth century is documented for Teschen
in Silesia, where a consignment of 52 Protestant books sent by bookseller Weid-
mann in Leipzig and destined for the Lutheran community was seized and
incinerated in1714. In keeping with the Altranstadt Agreement of 1707, in which
the emperor had guaranteed the Silesian Protestants freedom of faith, toler-
ance should have been applied in regard to Protestant literature—but the Jesuit
experts tasked with assessing the books had considered them disgraceful and
scandalous, whereupon the governor Count Tenczin had them picked up from
the town hall, examined, and counted “on 14 August 1714 as his birthday.” The
report goes on to state that Tenczin “had [them] carried by 4 executioners to
the pillory and a fire piled up around five steps from it, thereupon the execu-
tioner burned first the small books, then the larger ones, each on a wooden
fork, But before this all manner of ceremonies with executioner’s patter, tear-
ing off of the frontispieces of the Lutheran Christians and abusive behavior
by the spectators, which execution lasted from 10 until 2 o'clock, and the Lord
Count attended from beginning to end, Whereby much mockery was practiced
and the bibles, Formula Concordiae were heavily ridiculed especially by the
Jesuit students. The executioner finally took the ashes to the knackeryard and
poured them into the water flowing nearby, the school beadle Mevius, who had
ordered the books, after having to witness the execution, was banished from the
Imperial lands together with his family."’> The objectionable writings were col-

14  “[S]eine rechte Hand (womit er obengemeldete gotteslésterliche gottlose list und betrii-
gereyen zu schreiben unterstanden hat) nebenst dem kopff abgeschlogen [werden] soll,
darnach seine gotteslisterliche zunge ausreissen, und dieselbe an den gack hefften, den
rumpff, haupt und hand zu dem hochgerichte ausfithren, und allda mit seinen gottes-
lasterlichen schrifften und biichern verbrennen, und also vom leben zum tode bringen,
auf daf seine geddchtnifd von der welt mag vertilget werden, ihm zu seiner verdienten
straffe, und andern zum schrecken und schauspiel, die dergleichen iibelthaten begehen
mochten.” Cited according to Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen, 170.

15  “4 Henkers Knechte an den Pranger bey einem ohngefihr finf Schritte von demselben
gemachten Feuer schleppen lief3, da denn der Henkers-Knecht erstlich die kleinen Biicher
jedes auf einer holzernen Gabel, hernach die grofleren verbrannt, Zuvor aber allerley
Ceremonien mit Henkers Spriichen, AbreifSung derer Kupferstiche derer Lutherischen
Christlichen und schimpfliche Art derer Zuschauer gemacht, welche execution von 10
bis 2 Uhr gewihret, und der Herr Graff von Anfang bis zu Ende beygewohnet, Dabey
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FIGURE 1  Frontispiece of the papal Index librorum prohibitorum of 1711

insonderheit von den Jesuiter Schiilern viel Gespott getrieben und die Bibeln, Formula
Concordiae sehr verhohnet worden. Der Henker habe endlich die Asche auf den Schinder
Anger gefithret und selbige in das dabey flieBende Wasser geschiittet, der Schulbediente
Mevius, so die Biicher verschrieben, da er erstlich der execution beywohnen miissen,
sey mit seiner Familie der Kayserlichen Lande verwiesen worden”. [Friedrich] K.[app]:
Beitrdge zur Geschichte der osterreichischen Biicherpolizei. In: Archiv fiir Geschichte
des Deutschen Buchhandels 8 (1883), 303—309, here 304—305. Cf. also Friedrich Her-
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 35

lections of sermons, postils, edifying literature, bibles, prayer books, and the
like as well as several works whose authors the contemporary commentator
classified as “controversists.”

The regular book trade was not the only source of forbidden “sectarian” lit-
erature, however. Visitations of illegal colporteurs and Protestant households
by pastors and missionaries also routinely revealed standard works that had
often been handed down over multiple generations. These books were like-
wise seized and burned at the place of execution, in front of the town hall,
on markets or in cemeteries, or—particularly tauntingly from the Protestants’
perspective—outside the Church after Sunday mass.!¢ It is only in an imperial
edict of 1715 that political writings and pasquinades attacking the government
and the laws of the Holy Roman Empire or individual persons are mentioned
for the first time.1” The fact that theology was beginning to lose ground on the
book market and secular authority was being discussed more and more fre-
quently entailed a shift in censorship competencies in favor of the state. In
addition, the worldly rulers increasingly felt competent regarding the salva-
tion of their subjects. Since the spiritual authorities—primarily the pope, the
bishops, and the Jesuits at the universities—had no intention of giving up this
responsibility voluntarily, however, a dispute about the power of censorship
ensued that would last the entirety of the eighteenth century. The prevailing
jumble of duties and competencies meant that this conflict was fought in vari-
ous settings. The mentioned ecclesiastic entities were opposed by the emperor
and the territorial rulers, respectively in Vienna by the Bohemian-Austrian
Court Chancellery and the Lower Austrian government.

The examination of manuscripts associated with the bestowal of printing
privileges was still in the hands of the university, while the monitoring of the
book trade in the shape of visitations of stationary bookstores and markets as
well as the inspection of book imports at the borders were shared between the
university and the state. The state governments established book auditing com-
missions for this purpose, beginning with the ones for Bohemia in Prague in
1723 and for Inner Austria in Graz in 1732.18

mann Meyer: Zur Geschichte der 6sterreichischen Biicherpolizei 111. In: Archiv fiir Ge-
schichte des Deutschen Buchhandels 14 (1891), 366—-370.

16 See Scheutz: Das Licht aus den geheimnisvollen Biichern, 344; Scheutz provides a com-
pact overview of the Protestant canon of literature frowned upon by censorship: ibid.,
330-340.

17  See Fischer: Deutsche Kommunikationskontrolle, 38, and Siemann: Ideenschmuggel, 85.

18 In 1772, Van Swieten also mentions censorial offices in cities like Innsbruck, Olmiitz,
Briinn, and Linz in his report to the empress; cf. Gerard van Swieten: Quelques remar-
ques sur la censure des livres (February 14, 1772). Cited in August Fournier: Gerhard van
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The starting point for the long-standing conflict between state and univer-
sity was a decree issued by Emperor Charles v1 in 1725 that required the univer-
sity censors to submit their verdicts concerning political writings to the court
for final judgment. The decree of January 11, 1730 prescribing the general pre-
censorship of books and especially of “newspapers,” meaning all forms of news
communication, was similarly diffuse. Furthermore, the printer’s shops and the
book trade were to be monitored by book inspectors in the service of the state
governments (postcensorship) in the sense of review of all books found onloca-
tion, respectively of catalogues of books to be compiled by the booksellers. The
court was to be informed and asked for advice in all cases of doubt.1® Interpret-
ing this as an outright abolishment of censorship by the university would be
excessive, but it was certainly a first massive step in shifting censorial power to
the state. The convoluted competencies still needed to be disentangled, how-
ever.

In late 1729, the Osterreichischer Schreib-Calender auf das Jahr 1730 (Austrian
Writing Calendar for the Year1730), produced in Krems by printer Johann Jakob
Kopitz, appeared at the Viennese St. Catherine’s Fair. An addendum to this
calendar entitled “von Hungarischen und Siibenbiirgischen Geschichten” (Of
Hungarian and Transylvanian Affairs) contained indiscreet reports about con-
flicts between the estates and the Viennese court concerning tax privileges for
the nobility. These texts cast the Transylvanian estates in an unfavorable light,
claiming that they had behaved unbecomingly and disrespectfully towards
their territorial ruler. As the Palatine of Hungary stated in his complaint, this
had besmirched the honor of the entire nation.2° The responsible printer’s
shop was closed down in punishment, and copies of the calendar were pub-
licly burned by executioners in Vienna, Krems, and Pressburg on January 28,
1730 to restore the damaged honor.!

The system of censorship was not prepared for such problems. The univer-
sity as well as the state government and the court each considered writings
pertaining to the “politicum” to fall into its respective competency, with the
Lower Austrian government’s interpretation of the situation in fact being that

Swieten als Censor. In: Sitzungsberichte der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften:
Philosophisch-historische Klasse 84 (1876), 3. Heft. Vienna: Gerold 1877, 387466, here 466.

19  Censur der Biicher. In: Sammlung Oesterreichischer Gesetze und Ordnungen, wie solche
von Zeit zu Zeit ergangen und publiciret worden, so viel deren vom Jahr 1721. Bis auf
Hochst traurigen Tod-Fall Der Rémisch-Kayserlichen Majestit Caroli vi. aufzubringen
waren. Gesammlet, und in diese Ordnung gebracht, von Sebastian Gottlieb Herrenleben.
Vienna: Trattner 1752, 615—617.

20  Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 394.

21 Cf Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen, 191-197.
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 37

it had to inspect all written matter.22 Without concrete suggestions for a reor-
ganization of censorship, however, the distribution of agendas between the
university and the state government remained unchanged for the time being.
A further treatise causing some commotion appeared in Prague in 1748:
the Historische und Geographische Beschreibung des Konigreiches Biheim (His-
torical and Geographical Description of the Kingdom of Bohemia, Freiburg
1742; 2nd edition Frankfurt and Leipzig 1746) published under the pseudonym
Rochezang von Isecern.?? It included a critical examination of the awarding of
the Bohemian vote for the election of Emperor Charles vi1 to Maria Theresa,
whose franchise was a point of much contention, as well as reports on the ongo-
ing war activities. Since the atmosphere in Bohemia was already heated and
the government feared an eruption of peasant revolts, the book was burned
in Vienna in November 1749 and its author’s name displayed on the gallows.?+
Shortly thereafter, a book entitled Lettres d’un Seigneur Hollandois a un de ses
amis (Letters from a Dutch Lord to One of His Friends) and challenging Maria
Theresa’s right of succession turned up in Vienna.?> Each of these cases had
to be treated individually and the respective verdict proclaimed by way of a
decree, which meant a very cumbersome process; the need to introduce an
efficient system of censorship increased. Furthermore, the establishment of
modern administrative structures was observable in all the European abso-
lute monarchies during the mid-eighteenth century—for example in France
and the German states. Such modern bureaucracies commonly included a cen-
sorial surveillance apparatus characterized by professionality and division of
labor, as well as by regulations codifying the censorship process and a system
of record documentation. The ousting of the ecclesiastical institutions from
the censorship procedure as witnessed in Austria was an integral part of these
bureaucratic reforms and the path to development of modern statehood.26

22 Carl von Gebler: Zur Censurgeschichte in Oesterreich. In: Literaturblatt (Wien) 1 (1877),
no. 11, October 22, 145-150, here 146, claims that a first censorship commission headed by
Count Tiirheim was established as early as 1730, with the university tasked with employing
clerical and secular censors and submitting their verdicts to the state authorities. There is
no further evidence or information regarding this commission, however.

23 Fournier mentions Johann Ehrenfried Zschackwitz as the author; the jurist Johann Jakob
Moser from Frankfurt/Oder is also a possible candidate (cf. Rafetseder: Biicherverbren-
nungen, 220 and 224).

24  See Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen, 223.

25  Cf. Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 403—404.

26  Cf. Christine Haug: “Literatur aus dem Giftschrank”—Kontexte und Mythen. Buchmarkt
und zensurpolitische Strategien im literarischen Untergrund im Zeitalter der Aufkldrung:
Ein Forschungsbericht. In: Archiv fiir Geschichte des Buchwesens 71 (2016), 185-226, here
187-188 and 193.
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2 The Censorship Commission under Maria Theresa

A new central agency for the political administration of the Habsburg Monar-
chy was created in 1749: the Directorium in Publicis et Cameralibus, which also
assumed responsibility for organizing censorship. The Directorium’s recom-
mendation was to establish a new Biicher-Censurs-Hofcommission (Court Book
Censorship Commission), which would leave the power of censorship concern-
ing theological and philosophical books with the university while assigning
the remaining disciplines to secular censors. This suggestion reflected the fact
that theology still dominated the book market and the production of politi-
cal, historical, and juridical literature was marginal in Austria in contemporary
assessments: According to the printers, there were “no other writers besides
five or six clerical and roughly a few secular ones” (“aufier fiinf oder sechs
Geistlichen und etwa ein paar Weltlichen keine anderen Scribenten”) in Vienna
in 1751.27

Gerard van Swieten, who coordinated and implemented these recommen-
dations, can be considered the originator of Maria Theresa’s censorship reform.
He represents the archetype of the Austrian censor belonging to the old genus
of polyhistors that was dying out at the end of the eighteenth century. The first
president of the Censorship Commission was Count Franz Josef Saurau, who
was soon succeeded by Count Johann Chotek. The fields of theology and phi-
losophy were handled by the Jesuits as designated; two professors of the Faculty
of Law, Ignaz Aigner and Johann Adam Penz, were assigned to jurisprudence;
Van Swieten himself, who also assumed the Commission presidency in 1759,
censored in the discipline of medicine; and the historical and political writings
as well as public law were covered by professors of the Savoyan and Theresian
Academies (Christian August Beck, Paul Joseph Riegger, and Johann Heinrich
Gottlob Justi).28 Van Swieten was soon able to wrest the areas of philosophy

27  Cf. Grete Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritét im 18. Jahrhundert: Das
Problem der Zensur in der theresianischen Reform. Vienna: Verlag fiir Geschichte und
Politik 1970, 144. Presumably based on the same source, Pezzl assumes only “five or six
authorially active citizens” (“fiinf oder sechs schriftstellerisch tétige Biirger”) within the
city in the year 1751; Johann Pezzl: Skizze von Wien: Ein Kultur- und Sittenbild aus der
josefinischen Zeit mit Einleitung, Anmerkungen und Register hg. v. Gustav Gugitz und
Anton Schlossar. Graz: Leykam 1923 (1st edition 1786-1790), 61.

28 Cf. Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritit, 161, and Franz Hadamowsky:
Ein Jahrhundert Literatur- und Theaterzensur in Osterreich (1751-1848). In: Herbert Ze-
man (ed.): Die Osterreichische Literatur: Thr Profil an der Wende vom 18. zum 19. Jahrhun-
dert (1750-1830). Graz: Akademische Druck- und Verlagsanstalt 1979. Part 1, 289305, here
290.
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and the materies mixtae (roughly: belles-lettres) from the competency of the
Jesuits. In addition, he successfully derided the Jesuit practice of objecting to
“nudity” in books on anatomy?2? and subsequently also took over the censor-
ship of natural science treatises. The last remaining Jesuit was eliminated from
the Commission in 1764. Although the Jesuit members were replaced by sub-
ordinates of the archbishop of Vienna, the secular state faction had won an
important victory in the fight for censorial dominance. As Van Swieten empha-
sized, the archbishop could suggest the clerical members of the Commission,
but the empress had to confirm them.30

The censorship reform represented part of Maria Theresa’s well-known
sweeping administrative and constitutional reforms that established a mod-
ern state administration. In keeping with Enlightenment ideals, censorship was
primarily intended to counter ignorance and superstition. Moreover, “[t]he old
forms of mores and customs, which appeared profane and coarse in the eyes
of the proponents of the Enlightenment, could also be altered with the help of
censorship.” Censorship thus served for “the diffusion of modern, more rigorous
morals and the refinement of manners.”® What may sound like pure idealism
in the sense of improvement of humanity also promoted more concrete inter-
ests, however: The modern state required responsible, independent, and above
all well-informed citizens and economic subjects. A moderate reform Catholi-
cism (thatis, Jansenism) was therefore tolerated or even facilitated, while Jesuit
writings were forbidden beginning in 1759—especially as they were said to con-
done regicide.3? The scandal surrounding Montesquieu’s Esprit des lois (1748)
is characteristic for the waning influence of the Jesuits: The latter had forbid-
den the book in 1750 and continued to fight it in the Censorship Commission,
but the majority of the Commission’s members supported its approval. Even
Montesquieu himself, who maintained close contacts with influential Vien-
nese figures since his visit to the city, intervened on his own behalf. He wrote
to the French envoy in Vienna that a prohibition there would heavily damage
the impact of his work considering the great prestige of the Viennese court

29  Cf Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritat, 172.

30  Cf. Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 462.

31 Grete Klingenstein: Van Swieten und die Zensur. In: Erna Lesky and Adam Wandruszka
(eds.): Gerard van Swieten und seine Zeit. Vienna, Cologne, Graz: Béhlau 1973, 93-106,
here104: “Auch konnten mit Hilfe der Zensur die alten Formen von Sitten und Gebrauchen
verdndert werden, die in den Augen der Aufkldrer derb und roh schienen. [...] der Verbrei-
tung einer modernen, rigoroseren Moral und der Verfeinerung der Umgangsformen.”

32 Cf Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritit, 106-115.
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under Maria Theresa.3® After some delay, the empress eventually decided in
favor of the book’s approval in 1752.34

The reorganization of censorship also put an end to official book burnings.
Nevertheless, books were occasionally burned on imperial orders, for example
in Frankfurt in 1766 in the case of a blasphemous work by Henri-Joseph Laurens
entitled Chandelle d’ Arras35 or in the Austrian Netherlands.36 In Pressburg, i.e.
in Hungary, a work by the title of Vexatio dat intellectum was burned in 1765 at
the instigation of the Viennese court. The book was a response to a treatise by
Franz Adam Kolldr in which the author had made unwelcome suggestions to
the Hungarian estates concerning the curtailment of their privileges.3”

Non-public burnings are also reported, for instance in 1769 on order of
Joseph 1128 or within Van Swieten’s Censorship Commission, where seized
books were usually torn up; whether one or the other volume perhaps ended up
in the fireplace of the prefecture in the court library or in Van Swieten’s apart-
ment3® instead made no significant difference. One henceforth only spoke very
matter-of-factly of the “eradication” (“Vertilgung”) of books. Since paper was
still rarely being reused—at most as packaging material or maculature—there
was no practical reason not to burn a book from time to time. The times of rit-
ual public incineration by the executioner, however, were brought to an end by
the advancing Enlightenment and the associated rationalization of all areas of
life.

In his memorandum Quelques remarques sur la censure des livres (Some
Remarks on the Censorship of Books) of 1772, Van Swieten listed the most
important motives for censorship. His point of departure was the diagnosis that
“pernicious books” (“livres pernicieux”) had proliferated quickly. In the area
of religion, deism had gained ground, the Protestants challenged the pope’s
authority, indulgence was being preached, superstition abounded, and the
Jesuits were proclaiming the absolute power of the pope over all the faith-
ful and their property, including that of the secular rulers. Scientific books

33  Cf. Justus Schmidt: Voltaire und Maria Theresia. Franzosische Kultur des Barock in ihren
Beziehungen zu Osterreich. In: Mitteilungen des Vereines fiir Geschichte der Stadt Wien
11 (1931), 73115, here 83-84.

34  Cf Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritat, 177-178.

35  Cf. Rafetseder: Biicherverbrennungen, 229 and 238.

36  Seeibid., 252—257.

37  Cf ibid., 247-250.

38  See Eisenhardt: Die kaiserliche Aufsicht, 115.

39  Friedrich Nicolai reports on the burning of books by the Viennese censors: Beschreibung
einer Reise durch Deutschland und die Schweiz im Jahre 1781. Vol. 4. Berlin, Stettin: Nicolai
1784, 858-859.
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 41

written by Protestants, on the other hand, could be of great use and should
be tolerated despite occasional anti-Catholic invectives. A staunchly faithful
Catholic audience could not be made to waver by such contumeliousness, and
in any case, the appropriate answers were delivered promptly by controversial
theology. “Immoral books” (“livres impudiques”) and images naturally had to
be suppressed categorically, however—one of Van Swieten’s primary concerns
was the protection of the youth. His statements are an expression of the con-
tradictions between apology and condemnation as well as of the associated
self-contrariety that proponents of the Enlightenment entangled themselves
in when they spoke about censorship; they are encountered in similar fashion
in the works of Enlightenment figureheads like Leibniz, Wolff, Gottsched, and
Kant.40

Until 1772, the Commission consisted of seven individuals. In 1767, it was
composed of three clerics (Simon Ambros Stock, consistorial counselor to the
archbishop; Anton Bernhard Giirtler, prelate of St. Stephan’s; and Johann Peter
Simen, capitular of St. Stephan’s) and four secular members (Gerard van Swie-
ten, president; Karl Anton Martini, professor of natural law at the University
of Vienna; Johann Baptist de Gaspari, professor of history at the University
of Vienna; and Johann Theodor von Gontier, licentiate of law).#! Van Swieten
remained president of the Commission until his death in June 1772, and besides
publications from the fields of natural science and history, he also censored all
fiction. Works by famous authors like Ariosto, Machiavelli, Lessing, Wieland,
Fielding, Crébillon, Rousseau, and Voltaire did not meet with his approval. He
is even said to have called Rousseau a “nasty individual” (“mauvais sujet”) with
reference to the novel Emile in a conversation with Friedrich Nicolai.42 Voltaire
retaliated for the numerous bans of his works with derisive verses aimed at Van
Swieten that were printed in the Epitre au roi de Danemarck Christian VII. sur
la liberté de la presse accordée dans tous ses états (1771). He described Van Swie-
ten as a charlatan who had abandoned Hippocrates and, while very capable of
killing patients, could never do the same to good books.

40  Cf. Haefs: Article “Zensur,” 561.

41 Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritt, 158.

42 Nicolai: Beschreibung einer Reise. Vol. 4, 854. Critical statements concerning Rousseau
can be found in various sources, cf. the diaries of Count Zinzendorf (4/8/1763), who con-
sidered La Nouvelle Héloise to be “more dangerous” (“plus dangereux”) than Marmontel’s
Contes moraux; cited in Bachleitner, Eybl, and Fischer: Geschichte des Buchhandels in
Osterreich, 150.
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A certain charlatan who has gained some credit

pretends that he alone possesses esprit.

This you will not achieve, apostate of Hippocrates;

you would sooner heal the exhalations of my spleen.

Go; cease torturing the living and the dead;

tyrant of my thinking, murderer of my body,

you may well prevent your sick from living,

you can kill them all, but not a good book;

you burn them, Jérome, and the flame of these condemned,
while illuminating me, blackens your villainous nose.*3

Van Swieten despised creative writing, finding aesthetic literature useless, often
even “evil, scandalous and godless” (“vilains, scandaleux, impies”),** a phras-
ing that may have been aimed directly at Voltaire. He therefore bemoaned the
effort he had to put into reading such works, especially since he thought there
was no lasting benefit to be reaped from doing so.

His censorship reports, which formed the foundation for the appraisals of
the Commission, are collected in a codex written in difficult-to-decipher short-
hand. Thanks to the efforts of E.C. van Leersum, they have been at least partially
accessible since the early twentieth century.#> The reason for Van Swieten’s
use of shorthand may have been to keep his comments secret from the other
members of the Commission—especially the clerical ones. His notes cover a
total of 3,120 works, of which 595 (or roughly one fifth) received the verdict
“damnatur.” Part of the huge amount of reading required for this workload was
done by assistants, in particular by Johann Gottfried Quandst, the second cura-
tor of the court library from 1758, who perused 761 of the titles.#6 At Joseph
von Sonnenfels’ instigation, the censoring of theater plays was included in the
Commission’s agenda in 1770. Initially performed by Sonnenfels himself, this

43  Cited according to Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 425: “Un certain charlatan,
qui s’est mis en crédit, / Prétend, qu’'a son exemple, on n’ait jamais d’esprit. / Tu n'y
parviendras pas, apostat d’ Hippocrate: / Tu guérirais plutot les vapeurs de ma rate. / Va,
cesse de vexer les vivans et les morts; / Tyran de ma pensée, assassin de mon corps, / Tu
peux bien empécher les malades de vivre, / Tu peux les tuer tous, mais non pas un bon
livre. / Tu les briiles, Jérome; et de ces condamnés / La flamme en m’ éclairant, noircit ton
vilain nez.”

44  See Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 464.

45  E.C. van Leersum: Gérard van Swieten en qualité de censeur. In: Janus. Archives inter-
nationales pour I'Histoire de la Médecine et la Géographie Médicale 11 (1906), 381-398,
446-469, 501-522, and 588-606.

46  Ibid, 395 and 397.
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FIGURE 2 A session with Gottfried van Swieten in the Camera praefecti
DRAWING BY ADAM BARTSCH

field was later taken over by the Lower Austrian government councilor Franz
Karl Hégelin, who also drafted detailed guidelines for the censorship of drama
in 1795.47

The Commission met once a month, or more frequently if necessary, in Van
Swieten’s office (cf. Figure 2). The members reported on the new books that
had been sent to them for review after having been delivered to the Biicher-
revisionsamt (Book Review Office) via the customs authorities. Occasionally,
certain relevant passages from individual works were read aloud before a vote
was taken on the verdict. If the vote was unanimous, the case was closed and
a decision in favor of prohibition forwarded to the empress (effectively, to the

47  Memorandum by Franz Karl Hégelin, intended as a guideline for the censorship of the-
ater in Hungary (1795); cited in Carl Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur. In:
Jahrbuch der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft 7 (1897), 238—340, here 298-340.
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Court Chancellery) for confirmation. In the case of a divided vote, the respec-
tive case was deferred so that all censors could read the work in question and
make up their minds. If the subsequent vote was still not unanimous, the indi-
vidual opinions were documented and passed on to Maria Theresa for her final
decision. Lists of banned titles were compiled roughly every month and sent
to the provinces; at the end of the year, they were collectively amended to
the Catalogus librorum prohibitorum. The Commission sessions also included a
strange ritual in which the banned books seized from private individuals were
“immediately torn to pieces and destroyed by all of the censors and himself
[the Commission Secretary].”#® Only theological and political literature was
incorporated into the imperial respectively archiepiscopal library if it was not
already included in the holdings. According to one of the many anecdotes on
censorship circulating in the Protestant sphere, “half-forbidden books” (“halb
verbotne Biicher”)—presumably meaning works available to educated read-
ers with appropriate Scheden—were not burned, but instead merely “singed”
(“angebrannt”) by the Viennese censorial authorities. Unsurprisingly, there is
no proof of such activities.*?

The secretary held an important position with extensive responsibilities. He
spent most of his time in the Book Review Office, where the books arriving
from abroad were stacked and checked for prohibited volumes. Unknown titles
were likewise sorted out and assigned to the corresponding specialist censor
for review. This task required proficiency in as many languages as possible. Van
Swieten confirmed knowledge of German, French, Latin, English, Spanish, and
Italian for secretary Grundner, who worked for the Commission in 1762.5° The
secretary was also involved in the approval of manuscripts: He received the two
submitted copies of each work, passed one on to the censor and, in the event
of a positive verdict by the latter, kept the second until the printing run was
done in order to verify that the printed version corresponded to the approved
manuscript.

Until the establishment of the Censorship Commission, information about
the prohibition of individual writings had been propagated in the shape of a
separate decree for each title. This process was protracted and inevitably led to

48  From a report to the Styrian government entitled “Kurze Nachricht von Einrichtung der
hiesigen Hofbiichercommission”; cited in Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 419:
“[...] von sammentlichen denen Censoribus und ihme [dem Sekretir der Kommission|
sogleich in Stiicke zerrissen und vertilget.”

49  Jean Paul: Siebenkis. In: Werke. Vol. 2. 4th ed. Munich: Hanser 1987, 18. Jean Paul’s source
is most likely Nicolai: Beschreibung einer Reise, vol. 4, 859. See below on the granting of
Scheden.

50  Cf. Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 420.
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errors and information gaps; it had been adequate only while the book market
remained small and manageable. To eliminate its weaknesses, the continu-
ously amended and updated Catalogus librorum prohibitorum was introduced
in 1754. A total number of 4,701 prohibitions have been determined for the
period from 1751 to 1780, equivalent to an average of 157 titles banned each
year.’! That the Catalogus itself was forbidden, as many claimed,>? is not docu-
mented anywhere and should thus be considered doubtful.

The practice of distinguishing between the upper or educated classes and
the mass audience went back to the 1760s. Special permissions or Scheden are
first mentioned in Van Swieten’s remarks on the organization of the Censorship
Commission in 1762.53 On October 4,1766, a court decree stated that books con-
taining only a few objectionable sentences should henceforth be allowed for
use by educated readers.5* In the same year, Christian Thomasius’ work Insti-
tutiones juris divini was banned for the general public but remained accessible
to scholars. “Professors are given just about everything,” as Sonnenfels wrote to
Christian Adolph Klotz in December 1768.5% Similarly, C.M. Wieland’s Beytrdige
zur Geschichte der Natur und Bildung des menschlichen Herzens (Contributions
to the History of Nature and the Formation of the Human Heart) were not
included in the Catalogus librorum prohibitorum but could be handed out by

51 Cf. Chapter 2.4. on statistics. The source is the database “Verdringt, verpont—vergessen?”
(http://univie.ac.at/zensur).

52 The prohibition of the Catalogus was alleged by contemporaries, e.g. in Anton Friedrich
Biisching’s periodical Wochentliche Nachrichten von neuen Landcharten, geographi-
schen, statistischen und historischen Biichern und Schriften 5 (1777), 302: “Censorship
has forbidden the catalogum librorum prohibitorum so that those who seek good books
cannot use it as orientation.” (“Die Censur hat den catalogum librorum prohibitorum ver-
boten, damit diejenigen, welche gute Biicher suchen, sich nicht nach demselben richten
mogen.”) Friedrich Nicolai refers to this source in his travelogue (Beschreibung einer Reise,
vol. 4, 858); references to it also appear in Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 421, in
Heinrich Hubert Houben: Verbotene Literatur von der klassischen Zeit bis zur Gegenwart:
Ein kritisch-historisches Lexikon iiber verbotene Biicher, Zeitschriften und Theaterstiicke,
Schriftsteller und Verleger. Vol. 1. Berlin: Rowohlt 1924 (reprint Hildesheim, Zurich, New
York: Olms 1992), 97, in Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritt, 201, and
many others.

53  “Kurze Nachricht von Einrichtung der hiesigen Hofbiichercommission,” February 1762. In:
Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 418—420; see appendix, pp. 365—366.

54  Mentioned and paraphrased in Jean-Pierre Lavandier: Le livre au temps de Marie-Thérese:
Code des lois de censure du livre pour les pays austro-bohémiens (1740-1780). Bern, Berlin,
Frankfurt, New York, Paris, Vienna: Peter Lang 1993, 90.

55  Cited in Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 423: “Professoren wird so ziemlich alles
in die Hand gegeben.” The quote goes back to: Briefe von Sonnenfels: Als Beitrag zu seiner
Biographie. Ed. Hermann Rollett. Vienna: Braumiiller 1874, 11.
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booksellers only to scholars or to persons showing a corresponding permit.56
Members of the highest social circles generally did not even need to apply
for Scheden; they used informal channels instead. Count Karl Zinzendorf, for
example, noted in his diary how he had boxes full of forbidden books delivered
from Frankfurt, Leipzig, and by ship from Marseille during his time as governor
of Trieste, that is between 1777 and 1780.

Austrian and foreign diplomats brought new publications in their mes-
senger baggage, while very strictly forbidden books like the pamphlets
against Marie Antoinette were given to him by Head Chamberlain Rosen-
berg, who had gotten them from the emperor himself. Even during the war
against France, in November 1792, Zinzendorf received a box with revolu-
tionary literature directly from Paris.5”

After his death in 1772, Van Swieten was succeeded as president of the Commis-
sion by court counselor Gottfried von Koch. The office was subsequently taken
over by Count Lanthieri in 1773 and by Count Leopold Clary in 1778. Since Son-
nenfels had also been dismissed again quickly, a relatively conservative spirit
dominated in the Commission during the final years of Maria Theresa’s rule. On
March 21, 1772, the old “Biicher-Censur-Commission” made up of members of
the university, the magistrate, and the episcopal consistory and respecting the
will of the archbishop of Vienna was dissolved, and a new Censorship Commis-
sion conceived as a pure council of public officers was established. This new
body, which would remain active until 1781, consisted of twelve members.58
Even theological manuscripts now had to undergo the secular, state-regulated
censorship process. The archbishop protested, but he was ignored and sub-

56  Cf. Friedrich Walter: Die zensurierten Klassiker: Neue Dokumente theresianisch-josephi-
nischer Zensur. In: Jahrbuch der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft 29 (1930), 142-147, here 144.

57  Cited according to Hans Wagner: Historische Lektiire vor der Franzosischen Revolution—
aus den Tagebiichern des Grafen Karl von Zinzendorf. In: Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir
osterreichische Geschichtsforschung 71 (1963), 140-156, here 148: “Osterreichische und
auslédndische Diplomaten brachten Neuerscheinungen im Kuriergepéck mit, ganz streng
verbotene Biicher wie etwa die Pamphlete gegen Marie Antoinette liefd ihm der Oberst-
kdmmerer Rosenberg, der sie vom Kaiser selbst bekommen hatte. Noch mitten im Krieg
gegen Frankreich, im November 1792, hat Zinzendorf eine Kiste mit Revolutionsliteratur
direkt aus Paris erhalten.”

58  According to the court schematics of 1774, the new members were: Johann Michael von
Birkenstock, Johann Bohm, Franz Karl von Hégelin, Karl Kaspar, Constantin Franz von
Kauz, Johann Caspar Graf von Lanthieri, Carl Anton von Martini, Werner Joseph Praite-
nacher von Praitenau, Anton Storck, Joseph Stromayr, Joachim Bernhard Wilkowitz, and
Marx Anton Wittola.
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sequently practiced “postcensorship and always submitted the results of his
efforts in the most extensive fashion to the government, generally to the cabi-
net.”> The archives of the Archdiocese of Vienna contain numerous protests
against the approval of irreligious or non-dogmatic works—and vice versa
against the prohibition of literature that the archbishop considered suitable.6°

Under Koch’s presidency, the office of censor was professionalized, ending
the practice of censors fulfilling their role purely voluntarily and unsalaried.
The members of the Commission henceforth received allowances respectively
remuneration in the amount of 300 to 500 guilders.®! Like most of the reforms
of the censorial organization, however, this plan can also be traced back to its
spiritus rector Van Swieten: In a letter to the empress on February 24, 1772, he
had emphasized the huge effort required for censorship and suggested appro-
priate recompense for the censors.52

3 The Josephinian-Leopoldinian Era

Josephinism has been defined as the Austrian variant of enlightened abso-
lutism. The young and ambitious monarch continued the reforms begun by his
mother, but his measures for restricting the influence of the Church and the
religious orders were far more radical: Whereas Maria Theresa had carefully
facilitated Jansenist reform Catholicism, her son attempted to completely sec-
ularize the state. One of the problems encountered by the reform plans was the
antagonism between the impeding forces among the nobility and the estates
on the one hand and the emerging middle classes on the other, who demanded
the liberalization of the administration and economy, asserting freedom and
equality as inherent rights. Joseph supported these demands and occasion-
ally used wordings like the following that are astonishing coming from an
eighteenth-century monarch:

59  Cited according to Wiedemann: Die kirchliche Biicher-Censur, 296: “[...] Nachcensur und
legte das Resultat seiner Miihe stets in der umfangreichsten Weise der Regierung, in der
Regel dem Cabinete vor.”

60  That the secularization of censorship was the principal thrust of the censorship reforms
implemented by Maria Theresa and especially Joseph is evidenced inter alia by the fierce
resistance of the Ultramontanists to Van Swieten’s censorship reforms in the Austrian
Netherlands; cf. André Puttemans: La censure dans les pays-bas autrichiens. Brussels:
Palais des académies 1935.

61 Cf. Fournier: Gerhard van Swieten als Censor, 446.

62  Printed in ibid., 457—466, here 464.
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We inherit from our parents only the animalistic life, in which there is
not the slightest difference between king, count, burgher, and peasant.
The talents and intellectual gifts we receive from our Creator, the vices or
virtues can be attributed to good or bad upbringing and to the examples
that we observe.63

Further Josephinian achievements were the abolition of torture as well as
reforms of the university, the theaters, the regulations for church services and
funerals, and many more. The individual’s sense of duty and responsibility
was to be strengthened—not least for the benefit of the state itself and its
performance potential. Specialist knowledge and private initiative within the
economy were to be fostered and privileges and monopolies dismantled so as
to safeguard the state’s economic independence against external influences in
the spirit of mercantilism. Feudalism, old institutions such as guilds designed
to protect certain industries or trades against overpopulation, and paternalism
by the Church had no place in this concept. On the other hand, new publish-
ing houses, printer’s shops, and booksellers were welcomed as promoters of the
Enlightenment and contributors to the state’s income. Joseph viewed the book
industry as a branch of commerce like any other, notoriously comparing it to
trade in cheese:

Whosoever purchases letters, ink, paper, and a press can print, like knit-
ting stockings, and whosoever manufactures or purchases printed books
can sell them, but all must conform most precisely to the public police
and censorship laws. [...] But in order to sell books, he needs no other
knowledge than to sell cheese, namely that each man must procure the
types of books or cheese that are most sought after, and tease and capti-
vate the desire of the audience through his prices.54

63  Memorandum by Emperor Joseph about the state of the Austrian monarchy [1765]. In:
Maria Theresia und Joseph 11: Thre Correspondenz sammt Briefen Joseph’s an seinen
Bruder Leopold. Ed. Alfred Ritter von Arneth. Vol. 3: August 1778-1780. Vienna: Gerold
1868, 335—361, here 354: “Nous n’ héritons en naissant des nos parents que la vie animale,
ainsi roi, comte, bourgeois, paysan, il n’y a pas la moindre différence. Les dons de I'ame
et de I'esprit, nous les tenons du créateur, les vices ou les qualités nous viennent par la
bonne ou mauvaise éducation, et par les exemples que nous voyons.”

64  Cited according to Carl Junker: Zum Buchwesen in Osterreich. Gesammelte Schriften
(1896-1927). Ed. Murray G. Hall. Vienna: Praesens 2001, 93: “Wer sich Lettern, Farbe, Papier
und Presse einschaft, kann drucken, wie Striimpf stricken, und wer gedruckte Biicher sich
macht oder einschaft, kann selbe verkauffen; jedoch haben alle den 6ffentlichen Polizey-
und Censurs Gesetzen genauestens zu unterliegen. [...] Um aber Biicher zu verkauffen,
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The school reform initiated by Maria Theresa began to bear fruit, causing
literacy to increase and the audience and demand for books to grow. Neverthe-
less, the reform package remained an instructional and disciplinary measure
that upheld the principle of absolutism despite its endorsement of liberalism
in certain details. According to Ulla Otto, the concessions made to freedom dur-
ing the late eighteenth century must be “viewed less as an expression of a real
creed driven by the notions of the Enlightenment and preceding the Zeitgeist
than first and foremost as a strategy oriented towards obvious political necessi-
ties, which by no means abandoned the absolutist claim to exclusive rule over
the public sphere, but quite on the contrary was prepared to once again change
guises for a new adversary.’65 This Enlightenment “from above’—that is, gov-
ernmental safeguarding of the common good—even implied “the danger of
reversal into its opposite in that it ultimately entailed an ‘intensification of the
principle of authority’ through the abundance of power of an officialdom exert-
ing uncontrolled rule.”66

As Wilhelm Haefs notes, even Enlightenment censorship was characterized
by a specific dialectic: “While it stabilizes power relations and serves to repress
all forms of deviance, it is also employed for the purpose of overall societal
modernization specifically in the eighteenth century.”6? The Josephinian prac-
tice of censorship was Janus-faced: Liberality and surprising strictness were
equally present in its repertoire. Joseph initially wanted to centralize censor-
ship as much as possible, and the corresponding measures were one of many
attempts to modernize the monarchy and restrict the autonomy of the individ-

braucht es keine mehrere Kenntnisse, als um Kaf§ zu verkauffen: namlich ein jeder muf3
sich die Gattung von Biichern oder Kif3 zeitlich einschaffen, die am mehresten gesucht
werden, und das Verlangen des Publikums durch Preise reitzen und beniitzen.”

65 Otto: Die literarische Zensur, 43: “[...] weniger als Ausdruck einer echten, von den Ge-
danken der Aufklirung getriebenen, dem Zeitgeist voraneilenden Konfession angese-
hen werden als vielmehr zunéichst und vor allem als eine an augenfilligen, politischen
Notwendigkeiten orientierte Strategie, die die absolutistische Forderung nach ausschlief3-
licher Beherrschung der Offentlichkeit keineswegs aufgab, sondern im Gegenteil bereit
war, mit dem Kontrahenten unter Umstinden auch wieder die Maske zu wechseln.”

66  Bodo Plachta: Damnatur—Toleratur—Admittitur: Studien und Dokumente zur litera-
rischen Zensur im 18. Jahrhundert. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1994, 55: “[...] die Gefahr der
Verkehrung in ihr Gegenteil, indem sie letztendlich eine ‘Verschirfung des Obrigkeits-
prinzips’ durch die Machtfiille einer unkontrolliert herrschenden Beamtenschaft mit sich
brachte.”

67 Haefs: Article “Zensur,” 560: “Stabilisiert sie einerseits Machtverhiltnisse und dient der
Repression aller Formen von Devianz, so wird sie gerade im 18. Jh. auch zum Zwecke der
gesamtgesellschaftlichen Modernisierung eingesetzt.”
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ual lands.8 The censorship commissions in the lands had decided on the pro-
hibition or approval of manuscripts and books at their own discretion and sub-
sequently often arrived at disparate results. Already practiced since the 1760s,
the transmission of the central prohibition decisions to the lands represented
a first step towards standardization. In January 1780, monthly notification of
the provinces about the Viennese censorship decisions (the lists of forbidden
and allowed books)®® had been decreed anew.”® Upon assuming power, Joseph
went significantly beyond these measures by simply abolishing the commis-
sions in the individual lands. The decree of June 11, 1781—frequently known
as Joseph's “Censorship Patent”—established a central Biichercensurshofkom-
mission in Vienna that was responsible for manuscripts and books within the
entire monarchy. Bans could subsequently only be declared in Vienna, while
the still existing local Book Review Offices were only allowed to approve unob-
jectionable books and manuscripts on their own. Manuscripts “of some impor-
tance” for scholarship or religion had to be sent to Vienna for review without
exception. Simultaneously, the exclusivity of the secular lists of banned books
over prohibitions pronounced by the Church was repeatedly asserted. A court
decree issued in October 1781, for example, declared all indices published by
the archbishops of Prague and Koniggritz null and void.”

Joseph’s abovementioned Censorship Patent? stated that popular literature
(especially containing “incongruous ribaldry”) was to be treated more strictly
than scientific works, which only reached a small, educated readership any-
way. In keeping with the Patent of Toleration issued in the same year, Protestant
books were to be allowed for professed Protestants—as were writings critical of
religion in general, so long as they did not systematically challenge the Catholic
faith. The same applied to criticism of objects and persons, “from the sovereign

68  See Michael Wogerbauer: Welche Grenzen braucht das Buch? Die Regulierung des Buch-
wesens als Mittel der Selbstkonstruktion der Habsburgermonarchie (1750-1790). In: Cor-
nova 3 (2013), 2, 11-29.

69  Inthe archives available to us, monthly lists of banned books (“Consignationen”) can only
be found for the period from 1763 to 1779 (in the Styrian Provincial Archive) and then again
starting in 1784; cf. also Chapter 2.4. on statistics.

70  Cf.Oskar Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11.: Beitrag zur Kulturgeschich-
te der habsburgischen Lander. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad6 1958, 17.

71 Cf.Jean-Pierre Lavandier: Le livre au temps de Joseph 11. et de Leopold 11: Code des lois de
censure du livre pour les pays austro-bohémiens (1780-1792). Bern, Berlin, Frankfurt, New
York, Paris, Vienna: Peter Lang 1995, 60—61.

72 Zensurverordnung Josephs II., ausgegeben am 1. Juni 1781. In: Handbuch aller unter der
Regierung des Kaisers Joseph 11. fiir die KK. Erblidnder ergangenen Verordnungen und
Gesetze in einer Sistematischen Verbindung. Enthélt die Verordnungen und Gesetze vom
Jahre 1780 bis 1784. Erster Band. Vienna: Mésle, 517-524; see appendix, pp. 370-372.
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to the lowest subject,” provided the author was identified by name. Further-
more, neither self-contained works nor periodicals were to be banned due to
individual questionable passages. The special privileges (Scheden) were done
away with; any book was to be either forbidden or accessible to everyone. In
practice, however, they appear to have still been granted: Lutheran theologian
and historian Friedrich Miinter, for example, reported having obtained Johann
Pezzl’s recently published Marokkanische Briefe by way of a Scheda in 1784.73

” «

The different degrees of approval (“admittitur,” “permittitur,” and “toleratur”)
had significance only in terms of potential reprints of foreign works in Austria.
Works declared “admittitur” could be reprinted without restrictions, “permitti-
tur” meant that the original or a fictitious location had to be specified for the
reprint owing to problematic passages,’* and “toleratur” precluded any reprint-
ing as well as translation into any of the languages of the hereditary lands. This
was the case, for instance, with a complete edition of the works of Voltaire origi-
nally published in Berlin that the Viennese publishing house Wallishausser had
begun to reprint in 1789.75 The greater caution applied to reprints as compared
to mere reading was owed to the fact that books printed in locations in Austria
might have been construed as having been authorized by the state. As Joseph 11
stated unequivocally in a letter to Count Kolowrat with specific reference to the
Voltaire edition:

As I see that the works of Voltaire are published here in a German trans-
lation and the volumes sold for 36 kreuzers each, you shall notify me
whether all unreligious and immoral pieces contained so frequently in
this work likewise appear therein or to what extent this collection is sub-
ject to an appropriate purification, as it would be most unbeseeming for
one to attempt to propagate the poison contained frequently in the orig-

73 Friedrich Miinter in a letter to his father on 10/1/1784; cited in Bachleitner, Eybl, and Fi-
scher: Geschichte des Buchhandels in Osterreich, 14.

74  The phrasing of this formula is reminiscent of the censorship formula of the permission
tacite (tacit permission) used in France throughout the 18th century, which required a
publication to state a fictitious printing location abroad so as to prevent its identification
with the French state; cf. Hans-Christoph Hobohm: Roman und Zensur zu Beginn der
Moderne: Vermessung eines sozio-poetischen Raumes, Paris 1730-1744. Frankfurt, New
York: Campus 1992, 150-154. The decree was based on a memorandum previously writ-
ten by Joseph and entitled “Grund-Regeln zur Bestimmung einer ordentlichen kiinfti-
gen Biicher Censur” (printed in Hermann Gnau: Die Zensur unter Joseph 11. Strasbourg,
Leipzig: Singer 1910, 139-154); several liberal suggestions from the draft were absent from
the published decree.

75  Cf. Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11., 117.
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inal by way of a translation, which could never attain the value of the
original phrasing anyway, intentionally in my lands as well. Wherefore
introducing and selling the German translation already undertaken in
Berlin here must likewise be forbidden, since with such gewgaw the wit-
ticism evaporates in translation in any case, and the platitudinous alone
becomes all the more detrimental to religion and morals.”®

The review of newly arriving books still occurred at the local Book Review
Offices. The Viennese office was located next to the customs agency; two in-
spectors (known as Revisoren) went through the arriving books, sorting out
banned titles and forwarding as yet unknown works to the Censorship Com-
mission. The inspectors were also responsible for maintaining alphabetical
lists of banned and allowed books. The task of the police was to help with
any necessary official acts while taking no action of its own accord. Ignaz
von Born, for instance, the Worshipful Master of the Viennese Masonic lodge
“Zur wahren Eintracht” (True Harmony), had an alleged pasquinade of State
Grand Master Count Dietrichstein—and thus indirectly of all Freemasons—
seized in 1786. The police destroyed the typeset in the workshop of printer
Johann Martin Weimar and confiscated the manuscript. The emperor reacted
by reprimanding the Chief of Police, reminding him that anyone was free to
print without censorship and that only the distribution of uncensored works
would have warranted the measures which had been taken.”” The decree of 1786
allowing manuscripts to be printed without censorship—e.g. for sale abroad—
obviously facilitated the production and dissemination of forbidden literature.

Joseph had the Catalogus librorum prohibitorum, which had grown con-
siderably since the 1750s, revised and titles whose prohibition was no longer
warranted deregulated. The updated catalog entitled Verzeichnifs aller bis 1-ten

76  Cited in Schmidt: Voltaire und Maria Theresia, 9g9—100: “Da ich ersehe, dass die Werke
des Voltaire in einer deutschen Ubersetzung hier aufgelegt und der Band zu 36 Kreuzer
verkauft wird, so werden sie mir anzeigen, ob hierin alle die in diesem Werke so héaufig
enthaltenen religionswidrigen und sittenverderblichen Piecen ebenfalls vorkommen oder
wieweit etwa diese Sammlung einer angemessenen Liuterung unterliege, weil es hochst
unschicklich wire, dafl man das héufige, in dem Original enthaltene Gift noch durch
eine Ubersetzung, die doch nie den Werth des Original-Ausdruckes erreichen konnte,
absichtlich auch in Meinen Provinzen verbreiten wolle. Wornach dann auch die in Berlin
bereits veranstaltete deutsche Ubersetzung hier einzufithren und zu verkaufen verboten
werden muss, weil bei derlei Flitterwerk allemal in einer Ubersetzung das Geistreiche ver-
fliegt und nur das Platte der Religion und den Sitten umso nachteiliger wird.”

77  Cf. Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11., 8485, resp. Michael Winter:
Georg Philipp Wucherer (1734-1805): GrofShandler und Verleger. In: Archiv fiir Geschichte
des Buchwesens 37 (1992), 1-98, here 56.
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Janer 1784 verbottenen Biicher contained only 1029 works, of which 184 were new
writings that had never been banned before. This means that the catalogs accu-
mulated under Maria Theresa, which had included 4,701 works as mentioned
above, were reduced to only 845 titles. The decisive change concerned the per-
ception of the impact of printed matter: An inevitable “mechanical” affectation
of the reader’s mind and behavior was no longer assumed—and if such an
influence did occur, it was no longer viewed as a matter for the police.

If poets and novels are to be judged solely by the impression they could
make on fiery temperaments, then none of them could be tolerated, and
in fact following such a precept, few books and especially no form of
drama could escape rejection; but public prudence need not stoop to the
anxious caution of the warden, nor exceed the boundaries within which
an effective vigilance remains possible.”®

Besides ideological aspects, shorter lists and catalogs of banned books also
meant less censorship effort, and therefore less personnel and reduced gov-
ernment expenditure. In 1784, the number of censors was determined at nine
under the assumption of around 2,700 works to be reviewed each year, and
thus of a workload of 300 titles per censor. Salaries of 500 guilders each were
reserved for four censors, while three men received 400 guilders each and two
others 300 each.” These modest sums were intended as supplementary pay
for public officials who already held other salaried positions. When censors
resigned, their positions were not reassigned, which meant that there were
only six active censors by 1788.89 This reduction in personnel was doubtless a
result of the fact that the general precensorship of manuscripts had been tem-
porarily abolished in 1787. In the area of book inspections, Joseph planned in
his “Grund-Regeln zur Bestimmung einer ordentlichen kiinftigen Biicher Cen-
sur” (Basic Rules for the Determination of an Orderly Future Book Censorship)
to abandon the searching of travelers’ baggage at the borders as well as the

78  Cited in Plachta: Damnatur—Toleratur—Admittitur, 65, according to Hermann Gnau: Die
Zensur unter Joseph I1. Straf$burg, Leipzig: Singer 1911, 200: “Wenn Dichter und Romane
allein nach dem Eindruck den sie auf feurige Temperamente machen konnen, sollten
beurtheilet werden, so wire deren keiner zu dulden und nach einer solchen Richtschnur
wiirden tiberhaupt wenig Biicher und besonders keine Art des Schauspiels der Verwer-
fung entgehen; die 6ffentliche Sorgfalt muf aber nicht bis zur éngstlichen Vorsicht des
Hausvaters herabsinken, und die Grianzen, binnen welchen eine wirkende Wachsamkeit
moglich bleibt, nicht iiberschreiten.”

79  Cf Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11,, 52.

80  Ibid.

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



54 CHAPTER 2

visitations of private libraries; only smuggling and the sale of forbidden writ-
ings were to be punished. This measure was intended to emphasize individual
responsibility, which Joseph promoted in other areas as well: As long as the

general public was not damaged or aggrieved, the state did not care what indi-
viduals did.

Hence every private person, especially a foreigner, who carries only a sin-
gle copy shall be allowed to pass with it, for the ruler is not obligated to
monitor the individuals but only the community. [...] The freedom inher-
ent to man shall be granted to him as far as possible, and the ruler must
neither punish where there is no complainant, nor must he fight evil of
which he is not aware.8!

The easement regarding international travel was ultimately not included in the
decree following the “Basic Rules.” Nevertheless, even stern Friedrich Nicolai,
who reported in sarcastic tones about literary life and censorship in Austria in
his 1781 travelogue, seemed surprised at his courteous treatment at the Aus-
trian border and the polite demeanor of the officers there. Upon entering the
country aboard a ship on the Danube, his books were duly sealed by a customs
officer at the border station outside Passau since they had to be reviewed by
the responsible book inspector in Linz. A document entitled “Kaiserl. Konigl.
Oesterreichisches Consummo Anweisungs-Pollet, von Amts Englhartszell an
die Ober-Zoll-Leeg-Stadt Linz” (Imperial Royal Instruction Notification from
the Office at Engelhartszell to the Main Toll Levy City of Linz) was issued, but
the officer apparently performed his duties with great care and courtesy. Nico-
lai experienced his contact with the officer in Linz as similarly pleasant, prais-
ing the censorship agent named Cremeri and the unbureaucratic, “very polite
and friendly manner” in which he “freed my poor books from the prison.”82
On February 8, 1781, the new Censorship Commission headed by Count
Chotek was appointed. Political and philosophical writings were henceforth

81  Memorandum by Emperor Joseph. In: Maria Theresia und Joseph 11. Vol. 3, 352—353: “Ainsi
tout particulier, mais surtout étranger, qui n’apporterait qu'un exemplaire, il faudrait le
lui laisser passer, puisque le souverain n’est pas obligé de veiller aux consciences partic-
uliéres, mais bien au général. [...] la liberté innée a I'homme doit lui étre accordée autant
que possible, et le souverain ne devrait méme rien vouloir savoir de tout ce qui se passe,
n’étant point obligé de chercher lui-méme a punir, quand il n'y a point d’accusateur, ni
d’empécher le mal qu’il ignore.”

82  Friedrich Nicolai: Beschreibung einer Reise durch Deutschland und die Schweiz im Jahre
1781. Vol. 2. Berlin, Stettin: Nicolai 1783, 485-486 and 532-533: “[...] sehr hofliche und
freundliche Art [...] meine armen Biicher aus dem Geféingnisse befreyte.”
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censored by Baron Aloysius von Locella, economic and military titles by court
councilor Johann von Birkenstock, and juridical and historical works by Kon-
stantin von Kauz. Franz Karl Hédgelin, who had already been entrusted with
plays and weeklies since 1770, retained those duties until 1795. After lengthy
discussions, the censorship reform entered into force on June 8, 1781.8% The
Censorship Commission, now officially called the Studien- und Zensurhofkom-
mission (Court Study and Censorship Commission) to emphasize the educa-
tional mandate of censorship, was directed by Gottfried van Swieten. Besides
the office, Gerard van Swieten’s son had also taken over the court library from
his father; he dedicated himself entirely to the Enlightenment as interpreted
by the emperor and maintained close contacts to the Viennese literary scene.
It therefore comes as no surprise that authors like Aloys Blumauer or Joseph
von Retzer were likewise employed as censors, at least intermittently. Sources
say that Joseph 11 appointed the unremitting critic and clamorer for freedom
Retzer as censor out of spite, allegedly triggered by the poem “Auf die verstor-
bene Kaiserin, Beschiitzerin der Wissenschaften” (To the Deceased Empress,
Protector of the Sciences). Retzer describes the process as follows: “Joseph said
to a minister, like the French Academy took revenge on Montesquieu for the
mockery in the Persian Letters by making him a member, so I will appoint Ret-
zer as censor.”8* In his poem, Retzer had complained:

In some poor German lands

Sciences blossom unrewarded,

And unheeded by the princes,

Lovelier, grander still than here.

Did fate perhaps deny

Our nation high genius?

Ungrateful were such grievance:

Only freedom, freedom alone we lack.85

83  Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11., 23 and 27.

84  Cited according to Ernst Wangermann: Die Waffen der Publizitdt: Zum Funktionswan-
del der politischen Literatur unter Joseph 11. Vienna: Verlag fiir Geschichte und Politik,
Munich: Oldenbourg Wissenschaftsverlag 2004, 36: “Joseph [...] sagte zu einem Minister,
wie sich die franzosische Akademie tiber die Spétterey in den Persischen Briefen an Mon-
tesquieu réchte, dass sie ihn zu ihrem Mitgliede wihlte, so will ich [...] den Retzer zum
Censor ernennen.”

85  Joseph von Retzer: Auf die verstorbene Kaiserinn, Beschiitzerinn der Wissenschaften.
Vienna: Griffer 1780, 4r: “In manchem armen deutschen Lande / Blithn Wissenschaften
unbelohnt, / Und von den Fiirsten nicht geachtet, / Noch schoner, herrlicher als hier. / Ver-
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On April 8, 1782, the Study and Censorship Commission was suspended,
meaning that the censors could henceforth decide independently and simply
send a report with a brief justification of their verdict on each reviewed work to
the president of the Commission; the plenary body itself had to convene only
in difficult cases. In 1784, the verdict of “typum non meretur” (not deserving of
being printed) was introduced, which was aimed at light fiction and indicated
meaninglessness in terms of content rather than style.

Publications by Jansenists, Jesuits, and Freemasons as well as works about
them were permitted; as mentioned above, the Church was excluded from
the censorship process. What was more, the secular censorship occasionally
banned writings by the Vatican, including papal bulls, breviaries, missals, and
regulation books for Catholic orders, thereby perpetuating the conflict with the
archbishop of Vienna. That this conflict was in fact a power struggle for control
over the state is evidenced by the fact that a decree issued in 1774 had ordered
“the instruction by Gregory vi1 about the power of the pope to depose monar-

n

chs ‘to be pasted over with a paper’” in the breviaries.®¢ Such prescriptions
to cover up passages in ecclesiastical writings became quite frequent during
the 1780s: Lavandier mentions a decree from 1787 forbidding the instruction by
Gregory 11 on the deposition of Emperor Leo 111 as well as that on Zachary’s
dismissal of Childeric 111, Gelasius’ statements about the papal right to excom-
municate, and finally the instruction on Gregory vir's deposition of Henry 1v,
who had to take the famous Walk to Canossa.8” Although all of these events had
occurred between the fifth and eleventh century, the Austrian authorities were
concerned about parallels to and bearings on the currently ruling emperor.
Pius vI's visit to Vienna in 1782 in reaction to Joseph's church reforms repre-
sented the culmination of the power struggle between the Holy See and the
Holy Roman Emperor. It ended in a stalemate of sorts.88 Some of Joseph's cen-
sorship decisions were also rather inconsistent: Whereas he allowed religion-
critical writings by Enlightenment proponents like Blumauer and Alxinger, he
intervened when a treatise entitled Allgemeines Glaubensbekenntnis aller Reli-

sagte etwa unserm Volke / Das Schicksal hohen Genius? / Undankbar wire diese Klage: /
Nur Freyheit, Freyheit fehlt’ uns nur”

86  Cited in Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11., 33: “[...] die Lektion Gre-
gors VILI iiber die Macht des Papstes, Monarchen abzusetzen, ‘mit einem Papiere zu ver-
picken”

87  Court decree of April 29, 1787; referenced and summarized in Lavandier: Le livre au temps
de Joseph 11 et de Léopold 11, 140-143.

88  The mentioned events have been portrayed by numerous authors; cf. e.g. Ernst Wanger-
mann: Die Waffen der Publizitit, 72—82.
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gionen (General Profession of Faith of All Religions, 1784), which preached
indifferentism in religious questions, was permitted by Van Swieten. According
to the conservative state councilor Hatzfeld, the incriminated book accepted
“the veneration for the creator of nature and human kindness as the only beliefs
appropriate for reasonable men."®? Joseph likewise reacted sensitively in the
case of the work Ode an Joseph den Zweyten (Ode to Joseph the Second, 1782) by
Lorenz Leopold Haschka, which had been dedicated to him without approval
and printed in Vienna. Haschka had praised Joseph exceedingly for his anti-
papal policy while deriding the pope as “You greedy, bloody, haughty monk!”
(“Gieriger, blutiger, stolzer Monch, du!”) and describing him as a “windy sym-
bolic majesty” (“windige Symbolische Majestdt”) who imposed his laws on the
entire world and “sold blessings and indults” (“verkaufte Segen und Indulte”).%°
In the year of the papal visit to Vienna and attempts to reach an amicable agree-
ment in the dispute between pope and emperor, such an attack seemed very
inopportune. Although freedom from censorship was the official policy at the
time, the publisher was sentenced to a fine of 100 ducats and Haschka was pro-
hibited from publishing in Austria from September 1782 until February 1784.9!
The last two clerics serving in the Censorship Commission were Franz de
Paula Rosalino and Athanasius Szekeres, with the latter successfully petition-
ing in 1786 for the removal of the proscription of Goethe’s Werther, which had
been banned for many years.9? The state even interfered in the house rules
of monasteries, where monks who read “heretical books” like the works of
Wieland, Gellert, or Rabener were confined. In February 1782, for instance, an
imperial commission liberated a member of the Capuchins imprisoned for this
reason at the order’s Viennese convent and suspended the guardian who had
ordered the man’s detainment.%® Even the archbishop himself was forced to
submit his public news bulletins to censorship prior to posting them. On the
occasion of Pius vI's presence in Vienna, Archbishop Migazzi announced by
public notice on March 27, 1782 that the pope’s visit would grant full indul-
gence as per the usual customs of the Church. The Censorship Commission
deemed this to be interpretable as remission of all sins, which was not com-
mensurate with Catholic doctrine. This seemingly marginal issue gave rise to

89  Ibid, 13:“[...] die Verehrung fiir den Urheber der Natur und die Menschenliebe als einzige
verniinftigen Menschen zumutbare Glaubensinhalte.”

go  Cited in Gustav Gugitz: Lorenz Leopold Haschka. In: Jahrbuch der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft
17 (1907), 32—127, here 66—67.

91  Seeibid., 69—70.

92 See Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11., 49.

93  Cf.ibid, 69.
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lengthy discussions about special permissions that the Church still claimed for
itself but that Joseph 11's state—or in this case its Censorship Commission—
was no longer prepared to grant.9+

On the other hand, a poem by Johann Baptist von Alxinger advocating a very
secular morality was not approved by the censors and consequently had to be
published in Leipzig in 1784. One of its passages went as follows:

Only where in every good man

One honors the sacred imprint of God,

Of anyone who cannot have faith,

Never demands that he should believe,

Chastens him who, as a tyrant,

Teaches men by means of the whip,

Punishes not faithlessness, and rewards not faith,
There it is where toleration lives.?5

Tolerance was not experienced by the bookseller Georg Philipp Wucherer, who
had been printing radical oppositional literature by authors from Vienna (like
Johann Jakob Fezer, Franz Kratter, and Joseph Richter) as well as from else-
where (Karl Friedrich Bahrdt) since 1784 and had also been convicted of selling
banned books.?6 Wucherer sometimes had books printed on his behalf sent to
Viennese booksellers by other foreign traders in order to cover his tracks and
prevent the censors from taking action. When he was eventually also identi-
fied by the bookseller, author, and Freemason Johann Joachim Christoph Bode
from Weimar as the Viennese executive member (“Didzesan”) of the radical
Deutsche Union founded by Bahrdt—a secret society in the spirit of the Illu-
minati whose primary goal was to facilitate correspondence between radical
authors—the police decided to use an agent provocateur posing as a “Hun-
garian cavalier” to end the bothersome publisher’s activities. The covert agent
persuaded Wucherer to sell him a book prohibited by censorship, namely the

94  Cf. Gnau: Die Zensur unter Joseph I1. (1910), 84—95.

95  Cited according to Ernst Wangermann: Von Joseph 11. zu den Jakobinerprozessen. Vienna,
Frankfurt, Zurich: Europa-Verlag 1966, 26—27: “Nur dort, wo man in jedem guten Mann
| Der Gottheit heil'gen Abdruck ehret, / Von jedem, der nicht glauben kann, / Nie, dass
er glauben soll, begehret, / Den ziichtiget, der als Tyrann / Die Menschen mit der Geif3el
lehret, / Unglauben nicht bestraft, und Glauben nicht belohnt, / Dort ist es, wo die Dul-
dung wohnt.”

96  Cf. Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11, 123-124; the best overview of
Waucherer’s publishing activities, including a bibliography, can be found in Winter: Georg
Philipp Wucherer.
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anonymous pamphlet Die Gesunde Vernunfi, oder die iibernatiirlichen Begriffe
im Widerspruch mit den natiirlichen (Healthy Reason, or the Supernatural Con-
cepts in Contradiction to the Natural Ones, London 1788). Wucherer thus com-
mitted an offense, even though it was only a minor infraction punishable with
a fine of 50 guilders; the printing and possession of banned books alone did not
represent a violation since it was permissible, for example, to sell them abroad.
The police were merely tasked with monitoring and preventing the circulation
of prohibited writings. Wucherer was subsequently arrested, and the police
searched his business premises, discovering a large number of forbidden and
uncensored books including works by Bahrdt, Richter, and Aloys Blumauer.%”
Although possession of these books did not constitute an offense in itself as
mentioned above, Wucherer was sentenced to a blanket fine of 1000 ducats at
the emperor’s behest. In addition, his stores of books were destroyed and his
company dissolved, and he and his family were expelled from the country.%8
Wucherer was naturally not the only bookseller offering proscribed works.
The business connections of the Société typographique de Neuchdtel, which spe-
cialized in livres philosophiques, with Viennese enterprises show that between
1786 and 1790, books were ordered by Rudolph and August Griffer, Johann
David Horling, Joseph Stahel, Christian Friedrich Wappler, a company named
Doll und Schwaiger, the famous Johann Thomas Trattner, and one Jean-Baptiste
Mangot acting from the underground. The Viennese readership apparently pri-
marily sought pornographic writings (La fille de joie, Thérése philosophe, His-
toire de dom Bougre, Voltaire’s Pucelle d’Orléans) as well as the materialist phi-
losophy of Baron d’Holbach (Systéme de la nature, Christianisme dévoilé).%°
The Hluminati and Bahrdt's Deutsche Union were the first associations to
not only elicit suspicion from the conservative powers but also provoke theo-

97  Uiber Aufklirung, Geschichte seines Lebens, and Das Religionsedikt (Bahrdt), Kaiser Joseph’s
Gebetbuch, Das Affen Land, and Taschenbuch fiir Grabennymphen auf das Jahr 1787 (Rich-
ter), Glaubens-Bekenntnif$ eines nach Wahrheit ringenden Catholicken, and Joseph der
Zweyte, Beschiitzer des Freymaurerordens (Blumauer). The entire list of seized items is
printed in Johannes Frimmel: Geheimliteratur im josephinischen Wien: Akteure und Pro-
gramm. In: Christine Haug, Franziska Mayer, and Winfried Schréder (eds.): Geheimlitera-
tur und Geheimbuchhandel in Europa im 18. Jahrhundert. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 2011,
203—216, here 211-214.

98  Wangermann: Von Joseph II. zu den Jakobinerprozessen, 53-55; cf. also Winter: Georg
Philipp Wucherer. Wucherer was pardoned by Leopold 11 and allowed to return to Vienna
before being expelled for good in 1791 following further violations of censorial regulations
(see Winter: Georg Philipp Wucherer, 72-73).

99  Cf. Jeffrey Freedman: Books Without Borders in Enlightenment Europe: French Cos-
mopolitanism and German Literary Markets. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press 2012, 277.
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ries about conspiracies to effect a revolutionary elimination of the old order.19°
In fact, Wucherer’s case indirectly caused the reintroduction of precensorship.
After it had been possible since a decree issued on February 24, 1787 to print
manuscripts in Vienna without permission from the Censorship Commission
(although the resulting books did have to be censorially approved after their
printing), preventive censorship came into force again on November 24,1789.10!
The corresponding regulation was published in a patent on January 20, 1790
that focused attention on “works which are capable of undermining the prin-
ciples of all religion and morality, of all societal order, of dissolving the ties of
all states, all nations [...].” Anyone printing such writings without permission
and then sending them abroad not only had to pay the customary fine of 50 fl.
per copy but could “also in particular be subjected to physical punishment.”02
Joseph 11 was by no means prepared to give up his control over the popula-
tion and its reading, and even his more enlightened advisors and allies were
not consistently liberal. Sonnenfels, for example, had argued in favor of con-
tinuing secret police activities in the shape of informers and espionage in 1786,
writing that a state of internal security could only be achieved if “the state had
nothing to fear from its citizens.”193 According to Sonnenfels, the English Revo-
lution and the activities of the Ligue in France had been the result of rebellious
writings and printed sermons. In good absolutist tradition, he viewed the gov-
ernment and the sovereign on the one hand and the public on the other as
antagonists.

As decrees forbidding the printing of manuscripts without censorial permis-
sion under threat of punishment are preserved even for the phase of putative
“freedom of the press” under Joseph 11 frequently asserted in research, this ter-

100 This association found its continuation in the Tugendbund (1808-1809), in Ernst Moritz
Arndt’s Deutsche Gesellschaften (1814-1815), and in the fraternities all the way to the Wart-
burg Festival and the murder of Kotzebue. Cf. George Williamson: “Thought Is in Itself a
Dangerous Operation”: The Campaign Against “Revolutionary Machinations” in Germany,
1819-1828. In: German Studies Review 38 (2015), no. 2, 285-306.

101 According to Sashegyi: Zensur und Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph I1., 125, based on State
Council documents.

102 Hofdekret vom 20., kundgemacht in Mihren den 28., in Innerésterreich den 30. Janer, in
Gallizien den 3. Februar 1790. In: Handbuch aller unter der Regierung des Kaisers Joseph
des 11. fiir die K.K. Erbldnder ergangenen Verordnungen und Gesetze in einer Sistematis-
chen Verbindung. Enthélt die Verordnungen und Gesetze von [!] Jahre 1789. Vol.18. Vienna:
Mésle 1790, 572: “[...] Werke, welche die Grundsitze aller Religion und Sittlichkeit, aller
gesellschaftlicher Ordnung untergraben, die Bande aller Staaten, aller Nazionen aufzu-
losen fahig sind [...] auch noch insbesondere mit einer kérperlichen Strafe belegt werden.”

103 Cited in Benna: Organisierung und Personalstand der Polizeihofstelle, 214: “[...] der staat
von seinen biirgern nichts zu fiirchten hatte.”
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minology cannot be upheld. First of all, the cited decree of 1787 exempting
manuscripts from censorship applied only to Vienna. For Bohemia, reminders
of the obligation to censor written by the central office in Vienna in January,
February, and March 1788 are preserved, with the phrasing of at least the last
of these memoranda applying to the entire monarchy.!%4 The reminders may
have had to do with the fact that Bohemia had not complied with the central-
ization of censorship decreed by Joseph in 1781, instead continuing to perform
its own censorship of manuscripts and periodicals via the local Book Review
Office. The veritable flood of pamphlets inundating Vienna as a consequence
of the “freedom of the press” according to various commentators, including
Aloys Blumauer in Beobachtungen iiber Osterreichs Aufklirung und Litteratur
(Observations on Austria’s Enlightenment and Literature) and Johann Pezzl in
his Skizze von Wien (Sketch of Vienna),'9> was more myth than fact. Although
Wernigg'’s thorough Bibliographie dsterreichischer Drucke zwischen 1781 und 1795
(Bibliography of Austrian Prints between 1781 and 1795)!%¢ comprises roughly
6,300 entries, it should be noted that the author extends the phase of “free-
dom of the press” to 1795—thereby making it at least three years longer than
it actually was, since the reaction already began during the reign of Leopold 11.
In addition, Wernigg found it sensible to include the entire oeuvre of the most
important authors, including many works published before or after the period
stipulated in the title. Various random samples!?7 show that the total number
of entries in the Bibliographie needs to be reduced by at least several hun-
dred. Furthermore, only some of the entries in the sections “Cultural History,”
“Vienna and the Viennese,” “Battleground of Theology,” and “History” (around
2,900 titles in total) as well as a portion of the nearly 1,200 works collected in
the second volume can be considered “pamphlets.” Ultimately, this means that
the “flood of pamphlets” amounts to between 2,000 and 3,000 titles at most,
distributed across an entire decade.

A further argument produced to corroborate the rise in publishing activity
as a result of the “freedom of the press” is the allegedly phenomenal increase
in book exports between 1773 and 1792—specifically from 135,000 talers to

104 Cf. Lavandier: Le livre au temps de Joseph 11 et de Leopold 11, 13-116.

105 The corresponding passages are cited e.g. in Wolf: Von “eingeschriankt und erzbigott,” 323—
324.

106 Ferdinand Wernigg: Bibliographie osterreichischer Drucke wihrend der “erweiterten
Pref3freiheit” (1781-1795). 2 vols. Vienna, Munich: Jugend und Volk 1973-1979.

107 Some examples: More than half the 22 titles by Kornelius Hermann von Ayrenhoff ap-
peared outside of the period of alleged press freedom; the same applies to 21 of the 26
listed works by Denis, 48 of 84 by Karl Friedrich Hensler, 53 of 86 by Joachim Perinet, and
37 of 59 by Joseph Richter, the author of the Eipeldauerbriefe.
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3,260,000 talers,!%8 a gain of more than 2,300 percent. A source for these num-
bers is rarely provided, however. The initial source on which all later citations
are based seems to be Johann Goldfriedrich, who writes with a striking vague-
ness: “In any case, however, the Josephinian freedom of the press had a very
noticeable beneficial influence on the Austrian book trade. According to infor-
mation from 1793, the Austrian book exports, after amounting to e.g. 135,000
fl. in 1773, rose to 3,260,000 fl. as a result.”199 A reliable other source places the
book exports at a value of 146,000 guilders in 1792 and 142,000 guilders in 1793,
only insignificantly higher than the base value of 135,000 mentioned by Gold-
friedrich for 1773.110

It would be absurd to assume that pamphlets tailored to local problems
and circumstances would have been met with considerable interest in foreign
countries. The lion’s share of Austrian book exports were reprints of expensive
works produced in Protestant Central and Northern Germany, which were suc-
cessfully marketed in large volumes by Trattner and other publishers since the
1760s. While Joseph continued this policy of reprinting, he hardly intensified it.
The censorship of newspapers was also stepped up in 1790, after a tax of a half
kreuzer on each newspaper copy and a whole kreuzer on each copy of pam-
phlets and individual printings of comedies had been levied in 1789 in order to
limit their dissemination.!!!

Leopold 11 initially continued Joseph’s ostensibly liberal course, for example
by allowing anti-aristocratic writings that challenged the nobility’s claims with

108 Wernigg: Bibliographie 6sterreichischer Drucke, vol. 1, 17; cf. also Sashegyi: Zensur und
Geistesfreiheit unter Joseph 11.,, 89 and many others, e.g. Hans Wagner: Die Zensur in der
Habsburger Monarchie (1750-1810). In: Gerda Mraz (ed.): Joseph Haydn in seiner Zeit.
Eisenstadt: Amt der Burgenldndischen Landesregierung 1982, 211220, here 215.

109 Johann Goldfriedrich: Geschichte des Deutschen Buchhandels vom Beginn der klassis-
chen Litteraturperiode bis zum Beginn der Fremdherrschaft (1740-1804). (Geschichte des
Deutschen Buchhandels 3) Leipzig: Verlag des Borsenvereins der Deutschen Buchhéndler
1909, 357: “Auf jeden Fall aber war die Josephinische Preffreiheit auf den 6sterreichischen
Buchhandel von sehr spiirbarem giinstigen Einfluf. Nach einer Angabe aus dem Jahre 1793
soll der osterreichische Biicherexport, nachdem er z. B. im Jahre 1773,135 ooo fl. betragen
hatte, infolge derselben auf 3,260,000 fl. gestiegen sein.”

110 Cf Gustav Otruba: Der Aufenhandel Osterreichs unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung
Niederosterreichs nach der élteren amtlichen Handelsstatistik. Vienna: Kammer fiir Ar-
beiter und Angestellte in Niederosterreich 1950, 43-46; see also Bachleitner, Eybl, and
Fischer: Geschichte des Buchhandels in Osterreich, 180. The erroneous substitution of
“taler” for “guilders” by Sashegyi, Wernigg, and many others inflates the supposedly exor-
bitant increase even further.

111 This newspaper tax was abolished from 1792 to 1802 before being reintroduced and
remaining in effect until 1818.
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reference to the French Revolution and were characterized by “a satirical, some-
times caustic tone” (“ein satirischer, manchmal bissiger Ton”) to be published
under circumvention of censorship.!'? He also defended the citizens’ right to
form corporate bodies as well as the peasants’ demands for liberation from feu-
dal burdens. On the other hand, he returned to stricter censorship principles of
the kind that had been in place under Maria Theresa. Leopold’s court decree of
September 1, 1790 stipulated the maintenance of general calm within the state
and prohibited anything that diminished obedience to the sovereign or caused
“skepticism in spiritual matters” (“Zweifelsucht in geistlichen Sachen”).!3 For-
eigners suspected of revolutionary agitation were monitored by the police. In
this sense, Leopold paved the way for the reaction under his successor Fran-
cis IL

4 Commented Statistics of Prohibition Activity between 1754 and 1791

41 Prohibitions 1754-1791

The following table consolidates all available lists of forbidden books; its pur-
pose is to precisely reconstruct for the first time the development of book
prohibition throughout the reporting period.*# The subtotals specify the total
number of prohibited works per decade, with the sum of the first three subto-
tals together representing the era of Maria Theresa and the fourth subtotal that
of Joseph 11 and Leopold 11. Only minor differences are discernible between the
first three decades depicting Maria Theresa’s rule; specifically, there is a small
backlog in the early 1750s as well as a slight decline during the 1760s followed by
a stable phase until 1780 (the subtotal for the third decade spans nearly eleven
years, since Maria Theresa died at the end of November 1780). The Josephinian-
Leopoldinian era saw a reduction in prohibitions by nearly two thirds, with only
about 37 percent of the number of books compared to each of the preceding
three decades being banned.

112 Helmut Reinalter: Die Franzosische Revolution und Mitteleuropa: Erscheinungsformen
und Wirkungen des Jakobinismus. Seine Gesellschaftstheorien und politischen Vorstel-
lungen. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp 1988, 97.

113 Cited in Ursula Giese: Studie zur Geschichte der Pressegesetzgebung, der Zensur und des
Zeitungswesens im frithen Vormérz. In: Archiv fiir Geschichte des Buchwesens 6 (1966),
cols. 341-546, here col. 385.

114 The basis for these statistics is the database created within a research project funded by
FwF—Der Wissenschaftsfonds and accessible via the URL http://univie.ac.at/zensur (last
accessed on 12/13/2021).
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TABLE 1 Number of book prohibitions
1754-1791

Year Prohibitions  Subtotals

1754 669
1755 393
1756 197
1757 191
1758 118
1759 158 1726
1762 411
1763 150
1764 118
1765 166
1766 146
1767 94
1768 122
1769 188 1395
1770 132
1771 196
1774 578
1776 164
1777 132
1778 155
1780 223 1580
1783 5
1784 267
1785 47
1786 36
1787 42
1788 37
1789 54
1790 68
1791 85 641
Total 5342 5342
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 65

FIGURE 3 Title page of the frequently cited, 360-page final compilation
of book prohibitions decreed during the rule of Maria Theresa,
published in 1776

These numbers and their sources require some explanation. The catalog for
1754 extends back to the beginning of the activity of the Censorship Commis-
sion instated by Maria Theresa in 1751. The banned titles listed for 1754 thus
include all the prohibitions enacted during the preceding three or four years.
Annual catalogs exist for the remainder of the 1750s. A similar caveat applies
to the volume for 1762: It contains all prohibitions decreed between 1760 and
1762. Annual supplements were once again issued for the years until 1771. The
two volumes published in 1774 and 1776 (cf. Figure 3) are overall catalogs of all
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previously issued bans, of which only the respective new entries were included
in the above statistics; they are spread out across the preceding three (1772—
1774) respectively two (1775-1776) years. With the exception of 1779, for which
no catalog was produced, the years from 1777 to 1780 were once again covered
by supplementary volumes.'> In addition, several prohibitions not listed in
other sources were taken from the abovementioned “Consignationen” sent to
the state censorship offices roughly once per month.!16

As noted, the number of prohibitions basically stagnated during the three
decades of Maria Theresa’s rule. That the strictness of censorship diminished
over the course of time becomes apparent when one considers that the Ger-
man book production roughly doubled in volume between 1760 and 1780: The
book fair catalogs list 1,296 titles for 1750, 1,284 for 1755, 1,198 for 1760, 1,517 for
1765, and 1,807 for 1770; in 1775, the number of new publications was as high as
2,025, and it continued to grow to 2,642 by 1780.117

Neither catalogs nor monthly lists of forbidden books seem to have been
issued from 1781 to 1783; it was only from January 1784 that monthly sum-
maries of prohibited publications were once again sent to the crown lands.!8
They are available only intermittently for the period between 1784 and 1791,11°
however—and since a considerable number of archives were consulted for this
study, it seems unlikely that lists for the existing gaps were ever published. This
assumption is controverted only by the circumstance that Joseph Petzek’s cata-

115 The individual catalogs are listed in the bibliography under “Prohibition lists and cata-
logues.”

116  They bore a slightly adapted title: Consignation der von der allhiesigen Biicher-Revisions-
Commission neuerlich fiir verwerflich angesehenen Biicher (Steiermérkisches Landesar-
chiv, Graz, shelfmark: LAA Archivum Antiqum vi11, K. 1315, H. 46-52).

117 Numbers according to: Codex nvndinarivs Germaniae literatae bisecvlaris. Mef3-Jahrbii-
cher des Deutschen Buchhandels von dem Erscheinen des ersten Mef3-Kataloges im Jahre
1564 bis zur Griindung des ersten Buchhéndler-Vereins im Jahre 1765. Mit einer Einleitung
von Gustav Schwetschke. Halle: Schwetschke 1850, as well as: Codex nvndinarivs Germa-
niae literatae continvatvs. Der Mef3-Jahrbiicher des Deutschen Buchhandels Fortsetzung
die Jahre 1766 bis einschlieflich 1846 umfassend. Vorwort von Gustav Schwetschke. Halle:
Schwetschke 1877.

118 With minor variations, these lists bear the following title: Verzeichnif} Derjenigen Biicher,
welche nach dem Antrage der Studien, und Biicher Censurs Hof-Commission im ver-
flossenen Monate Januar 1784 mit allerhchster Genehmigung verbothen worden.

119 The following months are missing: For 1784, months 5 and 7-10; for 1785, months 11
and 12; for 1786, months 3 and 9—12; for 1787, months 1-3 and 11; for 1788, months 5
and 8-10; for 1789, months 1, 2, 4, and 11; for 1790, months 4-5; for 1791, months 2 and
4.
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 67

log,!2% which covers the period from 1783 to 1794 and was likewise analyzed,
contains 61 titles that are not included in the preserved monthly lists.!?!

In addition to the prohibitions mentioned in the monthly listings, the data-
base and the above statistics also include the 185 works retroactively banned
in the course of the Josephinian recensorship performed during the years
1780/81-1783 and filed under the year 1784.122 While these bans entered into
force in 1784, they must be assigned statistically to the three preceding years.
The monthly prohibition lists for 1784 contain only 51 titles; adding to this the
26 titles from an estate inventory examined by the censors in the same year as
well as five books from the Petzek catalog, we arrive at a number of 82 rather
than the specified 267 works. Of the 185 “new” titles not included in the Cat-
alogus issued under Maria Theresa, 180 had been published in the four years
between 1780 and 1783/84—specifically, 17 in the year 1780, 27 in the year 1781,
50 in the year 1782, and 53 in the year 1783 (with three of the latter stating 1784
as their year of appearance, since publishers were accustomed to printing the
subsequent year on title pages for the Christmas sale).

The analysis of the prohibition numbers shows that the first years of
Joseph 11's rule were by no means devoid of censorship—in fact, they saw more
bans than the years 1785 to 1790. Overall, however, the impression that censor-
ship under Joseph 11 was somewhat less strict than during the periods before
and after is confirmed. This is further corroborated by the fact that German
book production increased by around 40 percent during the 1780s: After the
2,025 titles for 1775 and 2,642 titles for 1780 mentioned above, the book fair cat-
alogs included 2,853 works for 1785 and 3,560 for 1790.123

4.2 Prohibitions 1754-1780, by Language

Together with the listing of publishers following in a further section below, the
breakdown of banned books by language provides insights into international
connections within the book trade and cultural transfer during the period
under investigation.

120 Katalog dervon 1783 bis 1794 in Oesterreich von der hochl6blichen Hofbiicherzensurkom-
mission verbothenen Biicher. Zur Warnung der Herren Leser, Buchhéndler, und Buch-
drucker. Herausgegeben von Joseph Petzek. Freyburg im Breisgau 1794.

121 These 61 titles were distributed evenly across the registered annual volumes, with five titles
added to each of the years 1783 to 1787 and six titles added to each of the years 1788 to
1792.

122 They were taken from Verzeichnif$ aller bis 1ten Janer 1784 verbottenen Biicher, n. p., n. d.

123 Numbers according to: Codex nvndinarivs Germaniae literatae continvatvs (1877).

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



68 CHAPTER 2

TABLE 2 Prohibited books 1754~
1780, by language

German 2203 (= 46.8%)
French 1506 (= 32.0%)
Latin 619 (= 13.2%)
Italian 164 (= 3.5%)
English 111 (= 2.4%)
Other 98 (= 2.1%)
Total 4701 (= 100%)

What is striking here is that French was at least close to German in terms of
significance. The fact that Latin as the language of learning and the Church
was still very present is expected, while it is quite surprising that English—
which provided essential Enlightenment literature together with French—
played such a subordinate role, ranking well behind Italian.124

4.3 Most Frequently Banned Authors 17541780

The great importance of French is confirmed upon examining which authors
were most frequently affected by prohibitions. There are six Frenchmen among
the top ten names in the list along with three Germans—one of whom (Fred-
erick 11) likewise often wrote in French—and one Italian. Voltaire claiming
the top spot is unsurprising, although the huge margin of his lead is some-
what astonishing. The Marquis d’Argens, a long-term guest at the Prussian
court like Voltaire who fit the Enlightenment scenario well with his philo-
sophical and fictional works, is in second place. Their “employer,” the Prus-
sian philosopher king, comes in a close third with his philosophical, historical,
and fictional writings—tied with Georg Friedrich Meier, a further philoso-

124 There are occasional reports of interest in English literature and English language teach-
ing, among others by Rudolph Sammer’s publishing house, which specialized in English
literature. Quantitatively, however, this interest was likely marginal; cf. e.g. Reinhard Buch-
berger: Tristram Shandy am Kérntnertor, oder: Der Wiener Verleger Rudolph Sammer und
seine englischsprachige Produktion. In: Norbert Bachleitner and Murray G. Hall (eds.):
“Die Bienen fremder Literaturen.” Der literarische Transfer zwischen Grof3britannien,
Frankreich und dem deutschsprachigen Raum im Zeitalter der Weltliteratur (1770-1850).
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 2012, 173-189. Also noteworthy in this context is the fact that
Van Swieten mentions in his 1772 report to the empress that no one in the Censorship
Commission besides himself was able to read books in English (Quelques remarques sur
la censure des livres; see appendix), pp. 367—370.
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IN THE SERVICE OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT 69

pher focused on aesthetics and criticism of religion. Claude Joseph Dorat with
his plays and works of prose stands out in the ranking as a conservative and
anti-Enlightenment figure. Rousseau, most likely the best-known proponent
of French Enlightenment thinking in the German-speaking area alongside
Voltaire, along with the authors of satirical and frivolous-libertine prose and
epics Rétif de la Bretonne, Crébillon fils, and Wieland round off the group of
Enlightenment notables in the top ten. Italian-born Gregorio Leti made his
career as a historian at the French and English courts; his writings criticizing
the pope and the Catholic Church were all included in the Roman Index, and he
was rightfully considered an extremely unreliable historiographer by his peers.
The remaining names on the list of most frequently banned authors were like-
wise largely spearheads of the Enlightenment, be it in the realm of philosophy
and criticism of religion or that of belles lettres and satire. A few exceptions
trace back to the seventeenth century (among them Martin von Cochem, Fer-
rante Pallavicino, Johannes Praetorius, Johann Beer, or Jakob B6hme) and were
frowned upon as Protestants, satirists, or adherents of superstition. Aretino
from the realm of Renaissance literature and Ovid from classical antiquity
secured their places in the roster owing to their erotic writings. While censor-
ship during the period under scrutiny supported the Enlightenment in general
terms, the list of most frequently prohibited authors clearly shows the limits of
tolerance for the more radical offshoots of the movement.

TABLE 3 Most frequently prohibited authors 1754-1780

Voltaire 92

2. Argens, Jean-Baptiste de Boyer d’ 24
Dorat, Claude Joseph 17
Frederick 11. 17
Meier, Georg Friedrich 17

6. Rétif de La Bretonne, Nicolas-Edme 16
Rousseau, Jean-Jacques 16
Wieland, Christoph Martin 16

9. Crébillon, Claude Prosper Jolyot de 15
10. Leti, Gregorio 13
11. Hume, David 11
12. Chevrier, Francois-Antoine 10
Holberg, Ludvig 10

La Mettrie, Julien Offray de 10
Martin von Cochem 10
Pallavicino, Ferrante 10
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TABLE 3

CHAPTER 2

Most frequently prohibited authors 1754-1780 (cont.)

18.

22,

32.

39-

Praetorius, Johannes

Behrisch, Heinrich Wolfgang

Justi, Johann Heinrich Gottlob von
Loen, Johann Michael von

Poiret, Pierre

Bastide, Jean-Francois de
Bolingbroke, Henry St. John
Boureau-Deslandes, André-Francois
Castillon, Jean-Louis

Petit Du Noyer, Anne Marguerite
Lessing, Gotthold Ephraim
Marchand, Jean-Henri

Miller, Johann Peter

Ovid [P. Ovidius Naso]

Thomasius, Christian

Fidler, Ferdinand Ambrosius
Jurieu, Pierre

Mandeville, Bernard de

Nougaret, Pierre Jean Baptiste
Pilati, Carlo Antonio

Rosoi, Barnabé Farmian de
Zschackwitz, Johann Ehrenfried
Basedow, Johann Bernhard

Beer, Johann

Bohme, Jakob

Bussy-Rabutin, Roger de

Caylus, Anne Claude Philippe de
Courtilz de Sandras, Gatien de
Defoe, Daniel

Diderot, Denis

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang

Holbach, Paul Henri Thiry d’

La Beaumelle, Laurent Angliviel de
La Croze, Maturin Veyssiere
Lyttelton, George

Mairobert, Mathieu Francois Pidanzat de
Marino, Giambattista

Shaftesbury, Anthony Ashley Cooper of

-
o
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TABLE 3

Most frequently prohibited authors 1754-1780 (cont.)

71

58.

Toussaint, Frang¢ois-Vincent

Fusée de Voisenon, Claude Henri de
Zanovi¢, Stjepan

Aretino, Pietro

Bayle, Pierre

Brusoni, Girolamo

Desing, Anselm

Du Laurens, Henri-Joseph

Falques, Marianne Agneés

Fielding, Henry

Freschot, Casimir

Godard d’ Aucour, Claude

Hall, Joseph

Helvétius, Claude Adrien

Hommel, Carl Ferdinand

Iselin, Isaak

Rochette de La Morliere, Charles Jacques Auguste
La Solle, Henri Francois de
Lamberg, Maximilian Joseph von
Maubert de Gouvest, Jean Henri
Mauvillon, Eléazar de

Mercier, Louis Sébastien

Meusnier de Querlon, Anne-Gabriel
Oehme, Johann August

Pufendorf, Samuel von

Richter, Christoph Gottlieb
Schrockh, Johann Matthias

Sterne, Laurence

Vitringa, Campegius

Wezel, Johann Carl

Zachariae, Justus Friedrich Wilhelm

(S, IS NS RINS) NS &2 U6 SIS BINS) SIS ) RS, RIS BN S) WIS, NS &) BN S RRNS) BG) BIS, RS BN &) W) RS U1 B &) IS) B> Bie) I e )

N.B.: Author names are only provided for 3,273 of the 4,701 works banned
between 1754 and 1780; the remaining prohibitions pertained to periodi-
cals and anonymous publications.
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4.4 Prohibitions 1783-1791, by Language

CHAPTER 2

The breakdown of the prohibitions from 1783 to 1791 by language reveals a
slightly different picture than that for the years 1754 to 1780.

TABLE 4 Prohibitions 1783-1791, by lan-

guage
German 491 (= 76.6%)
French 126 (= 19.7 %)
Latin 15 (= 2.3%)
Italian 1(=0.15%)
English 1 (=0.15%)
Multi-language 7 (=11%)
Total 641 (= 100%)

German-language publications clearly dominate during this period, with
French dropping from almost one third to merely one fifth of the prohibitions;
the shares of the other languages are more or less unchanged. It is difficult to
determine whether the decline in French titles by more than a third of the
overall total is owed more to the increase in domestic book production or to
a greater tolerance applied to French literature, but both factors presumably

played a role.

4.5 Most Frequently Banned Authors 1783-1791

The list of the most frequently prohibited authors in the Josephinian era con-

tains mostly new names.

TABLE 5 Most frequently prohibited authors 1783-1791

1. Bahrdt, Karl Friedrich 1
2. Giuntherode, Karl von
Trenck, Friedrich von der
4. Berger, Christian Gottlieb
Desmoulins, Camille
Friedel, Johann
GrofSinger, Joseph
8. Knoblauch, Karl von
Mirabeau, Honoré-Gabriel Riqueti
Riem, Andreas

A~ A OO OO OO OO
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TABLE 5 Most frequently prohibited authors 1783-1791 (cont.)

Schulz, Johann Heinrich
Weissenbach, Joseph Anton

13. Albrecht, Johann Friedrich Ernst
Billardon de Sauvigny, Louis Edme
Brissot de Warville, Jacques Pierre
Biischel, Johann Gabriel Bernhard
Cranz, August Friedrich
Geiger, Carl Ignaz
Grof3ing, Franz Rudolph von
Klinger, Friedrich Maximilian von
Nougaret, Pierre-Jean-Baptiste
Reimarus, Hermann Samuel
Richter, Joseph
Spinoza, Benedictus de
Steinsberg, Karl Franz Guolfinger von
Vulpius, Christian August
Winkopp, Peter Adolph
Zaccaria, Francesco Antonio

W W W W W W W W WWWWWWwwWwwhsH bH

The prolific writer of popular Enlightenment texts, Karl Friedrich Bahrdt—
who seems to have embodied the béte noire of the Josephinian era—takes the
top spot. The former Augustine father Karl von Giintherode was a like-minded
author who increasingly devoted himself to religious satire. Friedrich von der
Trenck was presumably targeted by censorship as a thorny case in the diplo-
macy between Prussia and Austria, while Joseph Groflinger was a historian and
brochure author with a propensity for sensationalism—titles like Babylon, oder
das grofSe Geheimnis der europdischen Mdchte (Babylon, or the Great Secret of
the European Powers, 1784) were characteristic for his work. The writings of
Johann Friedel took a similar tack; among his banned works was Galanterien
Wiens auf einer Reise gesammelt, und in Briefen geschildert von einem Berliner
(Gallantries of Vienna Collected on a Journey and Described in Letters by a
Berliner, 1784), whereas Christian Gottlieb Berger was dedicated to philosophy
and pseudo-religious speculation. The only two Frenchmen near the top of the
list are the revolutionaries Camille Demoulins and Mirabeau.
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4.6 Prohibitions 17541791, by Discipline or Genre

TABLE 6 Prohibitions 1754-1780 respectively 1783-1791, by discipline or genre

Discipline/genre 1754-1780 1783-1791
Religion 1,132 (24.1 %) 244 (38.1%)
Philosophy 611 (13.0%) 52 (8.1 %)
Historiography 313 (6.7%) 78 (12.2%)
Literature, language, art, pedagogy 51 (1.1%) 1 (0.2%)
Geography 25 (0.5%) 11 (1.7 %)
Natural science (incl. medicine) 85 (1.8%) 5 (0.8%)
Political and military science, law 134 (2.9%) 20 (3.1%)
Economy and technology 9 (0.2%) 1 (0.2 %)
Advisory literature, guidebooks 99 (2.1 %) 11 (1.7 %)
Humor 52 (1.1%) 8(1.2%)
Poetry 303 (6.4%) 16 (2.5%)
Narrative prose 1,461 (31.1 %) 135 (21.1%)
Theater 137 (2.9%) 12 (1.9%)
Music 23 (0.5%) (o 2%)
Fine art, maps 1 (0%)

Other 57 (1.2%) 13 (2.0%)
Periodicals 208 (4.4%) 33(5.1%)
Total 4,701 (100%) 641 (100%)

Religion had a much greater significance in the list of banned books during
the Josephinian era than during the preceding decades. This can be attributed
to the fact that the other disciplines were no longer considered to pose great
potential threats. Only historiography and political science—that is, political
questions in the broadest sense—have a slightly larger share than during the
era of Maria Theresa. Philosophy and fiction were only of marginal interest to
the censors, with only literary prose still notably represented with around one
fifth of the prohibitions.
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4.7

Most Frequently Prohibited Publishers 1754-1791

TABLE 7 Publishers appearing most frequently in the prohibition lists, 1754-1791

75

»

10.

13.

16.

19.

22,

24.

26.

30.

© PN ST p

Marteau (Cologne)

La Compagnie (Amsterdam, The Hague, Utrecht, Cologne, Lau-
sanne, London)

Weygand (Leipzig)
Weidmann (17), Weidmanns Erben & Reich (22) (Leipzig)
Vofi (Berlin)

Rey (Amsterdam)
Hemmerde (Halle)

Rieger (Augsburg)
Duchesne (Paris)

Nicolai (Berlin, Stettin)
Nourse (London)
Schwickert (Leipzig)

Dyck (Leipzig)

Gebauer (Halle)

Haude und Spener (Berlin)
Breitkopf (Leipzig)
Felsecker (Nuremberg)
Gleditsch (Leipzig)

Decker (Berlin)

Fritsch (Leipzig)

Orell (Zurich)

Himburg (Berlin)

Lankisch (Leipzig)
Fleischer (Frankfurt, Leipzig)
Wetstein (Amsterdam)
Dieterich (Gottingen)
Martini (Hamburg, Leipzig)
Mylius (Berlin)
Waisenhaus (Halle)

Cramer (Geneva)

Delalain (Paris)

Hechtel (Frankfurt, Leipzig)
Korn (Breslau)

Meyer (Lemgo)

Richter (Altenburg)

70
60

45
39
32
29
27
25
21
20
20
20
18
18
18
17
17
17
16
16
16
15
15
14
14
13
13
13
13
12
12
12
12
12
12
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TABLE 7 Publishers appearing most frequently in the prohibition lists, 17541791 (cont.)

36. Andreae (Frankfurt) 11
Changuion (Amsterdam) 11
Hilscher (Leipzig) 11
Riidiger (Berlin) 11
Sommer (Leipzig) 11

41. Crusius (Leipzig) 10
Gosse (The Hague) 10
Junius (Leipzig) 10
Meyer (Breslau) 10
Mortier (Amsterdam) 10
Neaulme (The Hague) 10
Wever (Berlin) 10
Wolff (Augsburg, Innsbruck) 10

49. Critz (Munich) 9
Dodsley (London, Frankfurt, Leipzig) 9
Endter (Nuremberg) 9
Knoch und Esslinger (Frankfurt) 9

53. Arkstee & Merkus (Amsterdam) 8
Bartholomai (Ulm) 8
Ettinger (Gotha) 8
Garnéry (Paris) 8
Gerlach (Dresden) 8
Grund (Hamburg) 8
Hartknoch (Riga) 8
Iversen (Altona) 8
Liebezeit (Hamburg) 8
Mayr (Salzburg) 8
Rothe (Copenhagen, Leipzig) 8
Scheurleer (The Hague) 8
Varrentrapp (Frankfurt) 8

It is noteworthy that the name “Pierre Marteau” in Cologne heads this list;
it was a well-known fictitious brand that stood for politically controversial
as well as erotic literature. The Elzevier publishing house in Amsterdam was
allegedly the first to use this name, which exuded a certain aggressiveness,
to protect itself from prosecution. A host of German publishers employed
it as well, sometimes translated to “Peter Marteau” or “Peter Hammer.” Even
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renowned houses such as Nicolai, Vof3, Cotta, Fleischer, and Hartknoch are said
to have used the false label.125

The formula “Aux dépens de la Compagnie” (“At the expense of the Com-
pagnie”) was found almost equally as often on the title pages of treatises writ-
ten in French and largely belonging to the realm of “philosophical” (meaning
religion-critical and pornographic) literature. The places of publication speci-
fied for these works were Amsterdam, The Hague, Utrecht, Cologne, London,
and Lausanne—the traditional locations for French literature attempting to
avoid prohibition in its home country. A long list of French authors also availed
themselves of the extensive freedom enjoyed by the press in the Netherlands to
publish their works there without risk. Like “Cologne: Marteau,” however, the
formula primarily served to disguise French publishers wishing to obscure the
true place of printing. Amsterdam in particular was often used as a fictitious
printing location for French literature.26

“Real” Dutch publishers frequently issuing French editions of literature for-
bidden in Austria were Rey (6th position in the list), Wetstein (24th), Chan-
guion (36th), Mortier (41st), and Arkstee und Merkus (53rd), all of which were
located in Amsterdam, as well as Gosse, Neaulme (both 41st), and Scheurleer
(53rd) in The Hague. The Netherlands had a long tradition of international-
ized book production, traceable to a considerable extent to a sizable colony
of French emigrants and refugees. Gosse, Neaulme, and especially Rey were
important players in the Dutch publishing industry. Marc Michel Rey is con-
sidered the producer of “philosophical” Enlightenment literature!?” and main-
tained close contact with Voltaire, Rousseau, and Diderot. Between 1755 and
1764, he published the first editions of Rousseau’s works, then numerous books
by Voltaire from 1766 to 1778128—albeit not exclusively, which led to tensions

125 Cf Heinrich Hubert Houben: Verbotene Literatur von der klassischen Zeit bis zur Gegen-
wart. Ein kritisch-historisches Lexikon iiber verbotene Biicher, Zeitschriften und Theater-
stiicke, Schriftsteller und Verleger. Vol. 2. Bremen: Schiinemann 1928, 251—255.

126 Cf. Anne Sauvy: Livres contrefaits et livres interdits. In: Histoire de I'édition frangaise.
Le livre triomphant 1660-1830. Sous la direction de Roger Chartier et Henri-Jean Martin.
Paris: Fayard/Cercle de la Librairie 1990 (first edition 1984), 128-146, here 135 and 139.

127 Christiane Berkvens-Stevelinck: L' édition francaise en Hollande. In: Histoire de I édition
frangaise. Le livre triomphant 1660-1830. Sous la direction de Roger Chartier et Henri-
Jean Martin. Paris: Fayard/Cercle de la Librairie 1990 (first edition 1984), 403—417, here
413 (Annexe by Jeroom Vercruysse) describes him as “[...] le grand provéditeur des livres
philosophiques de langue francaise.”

128 Jeroom Vercruysse: Voltaire et Marc Michel Rey. In: Studies on Voltaire and the Eighteenth
Century 58 (1967): Transactions of the Second international congress on the Enlighten-
ment 1V, 1707-1763.
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with the authors.!? As confidant and publishing voice of the “philosophers,”
Rey was viewed as a circulator of poison by the French potentates.!3°

Besides the works printed abroad by French publishing houses, a certain
share of the Dutch publications in French were likely reprints. Prohibition
and reprints were intimately connected in the French-speaking area, since
only works allowed by way of a royal privilege were formally protected against
reprinting while others—including all tacitly tolerated writings—were legally
free game. The specification of “Amsterdam” as place of publication is nearly
as common on the lists of banned titles as “London” and “Leipzig”—with the
latter representing the leading book-producing city in the German-speaking
world and thus unsurprisingly the most frequent provider of literature forbid-
den in Austria. The only designation encountered even more often is “Frankfurt
and Leipzig”; especially when used without the name of a publisher, this was
usually a disguise.

There is also a single London-based publishing house near the top of the list,
namely John Nourse (10th position), which printed English-language works as
well as a considerable amount of French and some German literature.!3! The
location “Londres” in the case of French literature was likely another guise
for one or more Parisian publishers; in addition, it is said that Nourse pub-
lished on behalf of Vof3 (Berlin)—or, which seems more likely, that the latter
simply used the former’s name. The name “Jean Nourse” was placed on title
pages in France as a jest, which is indicative of its general familiarity as a
pseudonym: “Toujours a Londres, chez I'éternel Jean Nourse.”3? The number
of books overtly issued by Parisian publishers is small: Only Duchesne (gth
position), Delalain (3oth), and Garnéry (53rd) appear in the list. As the pro-
vided examples will have made plain by now, however, the specified locations
were not always the real places of printing, and the many fictitious declarations
likely disguised a large number of publications that were, in fact, produced in
France.

The share of French “exile publishers” in Switzerland in the titles on the Aus-
trian prohibition lists was small compared to those in the Netherlands and Lon-
don. Only Gebriider Cramer in Geneva (3oth position), which published many

129 Cf. Raymond Birn: Rousseau et ses éditeurs. In: Revue d’histoire moderne et contempo-
raine 40, no. 1 (1993), 120-136.

130 See Berkvens-Stevelinck: L' édition francaise en Hollande, 414.

131 Cf John Feather: John Nourse and His Authors. In: Studies in Bibliography 34 (1981), 205—
226.

132  Sauvy: Livres contrefaits et livres interdits, 139.
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of Voltaire’s works between 1756 and 1775,!33 plays a significant role here—

unlike the Société typographique de Neuchatel, for instance, which was famous

for its editions of French literature.

The majority of publications forbidden in Austria came from the Central
German states, produced by Weidmann respectively Weidmanns Erben und
Reich (4th position), Dyck (13th), Breitkopf, Gleditsch (both 16th), and Flei-
scher (24th) in Leipzig, Vo3 (5th), Nicolai (10th), Haude und Spener (13th), and
Decker (19th) in Berlin, or Hemmerde (7th) and Gebauer (13th) in Halle. All of
these were renowned publishers of scientific and fictional Enlightenment liter-
ature who engaged in “the business of the Enlightenment in an unspectacular
but successful manner.”3* Johann Friedrich Weygand (3rd) and Engelhard Ben-
jamin Schwickert (10th), on the other hand, were early representatives of the
“speculative” book trade who exploited their authors. Schwickert did not shy
away from producing reprints and established the fictitious company Dodsley
& Co. for this purpose,'35 which also makes it into the ranking of most fre-
quently prohibited publishers in 4g9th position. Only three publishing houses
on the list were located in Northern Germany: Dieterich (26th) from Gottin-
gen as well as Martini (26th) and Grund (53rd) from Hamburg. The largely
Catholic Southern German book industry likewise only played a marginal role
with Rieger (8th, Augsburg), Felsecker (16th, Nuremberg), and Wolff (41st, Augs-
burg and Innsbruck), as did Switzerland with Orell (19th, Zurich).

133 Bernard Lescaze: Commerce d’assortiment et livres inderdits: Genéve. In: Histoire de
I'édition frangaise. Le livre triomphant 1660-1830. Sous la direction de Roger Chartier et
Henri-Jean Martin. Paris: Fayard/Cercle de la Librairie 1990 (first edition 1984), 418—428,
here 422.

134 Reinhard Wittmann: Geschichte des deutschen Buchhandels. Ein Uberblick. Munich:
C.H. Beck 1991, 136: “das Geschift der Aufklirung auf unspektakulére, aber erfolgreiche
Weise [...]."

135 Cf ibid., 135-136.
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CHAPTER 3

Censorship as an Instrument of Repression: The Era
of Napoleon and the Vormdirz Period (1792-1848)

The first five years of the period discussed in this section form the transition
phase between the instructionally oriented and Enlightenment-focused cen-
sorship regime to the strictly prohibitive system instituted by Emperor Fran-
cis 11 in the post-revolutionary era. By 1795, this system was largely established
and chartered by way of a new censorship directive, and the number of book
prohibitions was climbing to new record heights. The Enlightenment from
above had bred an authoritarian state, and the unity between the sovereign’s
decisions and the will and interests of his subjects, which had formed the basis
for the Habsburg Monarchy under Joseph 11, turned out to be an illusion.!
While the focus of censorship during the previous decades had been placed
on enlightening the citizens and promoting their happiness, it now explicitly
served to maintain the “peace of the state” and suppress any ideas that “con-
found its interests and its good order,” as Metternich explained.?

Johann Ludwig von Deinhardstein, a head ideologist of the Metternich era
who was also active as a censor during the 1840s, added that the task of cen-
sorship was to prevent the publication of material that was “detrimental to the
state” and thus disturbed “the peace of the majority” for the benefit of an indi-
vidual.® The phase from 1805 to 1815, meaning the period of the Napoleonic
Wars with temporary French occupation and government of parts of the Habs-
burg Monarchy until the Congress of Vienna, is highly inhomogeneous and
complex in terms of its censorship history. There followed a comparatively uni-
form phase with consolidated and strict censorship from 1821 to 1848, with an
increasing loss of control occurring during the 1840s as a result of the rapid
growth of the book market—as will be demonstrated at the end of this chap-
ter.

1 Reinhart Koselleck: Kritik und Krise. Eine Studie zur Pathogenese der biirgerlichen Welt.
Frankfurt: Suhrkamp 1979 (first edition 1959), 132157, explains this process using Rousseau’s
concept of the volonté générale of society and its relationship to the decisions of the king, i.e.
of the state. In Austria, however, the sovereign authority was not replaced by a democratic
collective like in France but instead by a renewal of the absolute monarchy.

2 Quoted in Heindl: Der “Mitautor,” 42: “[...] Frieden des Staates [...] seine Interessen und seine
gute Ordnung verwirren.”

3 Quoted in ibid.: “[...] dem Staate Nachteiliges [...] die Ruhe der Mehrzahl”
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1 Between the French Revolution and Student Unrest: Censorship
from 1792 to 1820

11 The Establishment of the System of Police Censorship
Following a court decree issued on February 10, 1792, the Bohemian-Austrian
Court Chancellery inherited the censorship agendas from the discontinued
Studien- und Zensurhofkommission. This meant the end of collegiate treatment
of censorship questions; censors now submitted their individually compiled
reports, based on which an official at the Court Chancellery made the final
decision regarding permission or prohibition. Books written by revolutionary
French and Italian emigrants became the subject of more intensive inspec-
tion. A further court decree issued in February 1793 reminded the censors that
books painting the French Revolution in a positive light were to be allowed nei-
ther for printing nor for import. French newspapers like Moniteur and journal
de Paris could only be read with special permission from the court censorial
authorities.* Gazettes like the StrafSburger Courier and the Jenaische Allge-
meine Literatur-Zeitung were likewise prohibited for transporting undesirable
political contents.5

The police force was upgraded under the leadership of Count Pergen, who
viewed science in general as a threat to peace and order in the state.® A con-
servative publishing movement headed by Leopold Alois Hoffmann developed
simultaneously. In 1792—by order of Leopold 11—Hoffmann had founded the
Wiener Zeitschrift, which existed until 1793 and pursued the goal of uncovering
conspiracies and all forms of subversion.”

A General Censorship Ordinance subsuming the previous partial enact-
ments was issued on 22 February 1795.8 Manuscripts could not be printed, nor
books produced abroad be sold, without prior approval. Two copies of every

4 Reinalter: Die Franzosische Revolution und Mitteleuropa, 102.

Wangermann: Von Joseph I1. zu den Jakobinerprozessen, 126.

Cf. Helmut Reinalter: Osterreich und die Franzosische Revolution. Vienna: Osterreichischer
Bundesverlag 1988, 82—83.

7 See ibid., 86.

Hofdekret an simmtliche Lianderstellen vom 22. Februar, und an die Niederdstreichische

D Ut

o

Regierung vom 30. Mai, kundgemacht durch die Regierung ob der Enns unter dem 24., durch
das Tiroler Gubernium den 27., durch das Gubernium in Steiermark und Krain unterm 28.
Mirz, durch das Bohmische den 15., durch das Mihrische Gubernium unter dem 16. Mai,
durch die Niederostreichische Regierung unter dem 3. das Gubernium in Triest unterm 7.
Junius 1795. In: Sammlung der Gesetze welche unter der glorreichen Regierung des Kaisers
Franz des 11. in den simmtlichen K.K. Erblanden erschienen sind in einer Chronologischen
Ordnung von Joseph Kropatschek. Fiinfter Band enthélt die 1t Halfte des Jahres 1795. Vienna:
Mosle n.d., 182-194; see appendix, pp. 372—-374.
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manuscript had to be submitted so that one of them, which remained with
the Book Review Office after having been read by the censor, could be com-
pared to the printed version after its production. In the case of manuscripts,
a censor could require deletions (the final decision would then be “admittitur
omissis deletis”) or the specification of a printing location abroad (“admitti-
tur absque loco impressionis”). The Book Review Office decided which cen-
sor a manuscript was assigned to, and contact between censor and author
respectively publisher was to be avoided. Reprints and translations had to be
submitted for censorship like manuscripts, and the same applied to catalogs
of books offered for sale or auction. Particularly objectionable or scurrilous
writings found in such stocks were now no longer sent back to the publish-
ers or book merchants outside the monarchy they had originated from, as
had previously been customary, but were instead simply destroyed without
further ado. Sending manuscripts prohibited in Austria to other countries for
printing was forbidden. Most of the paragraphs in the General Censorship
Ordinance were obviously designed to put an end to misuse in the book pro-
duction and distribution process. The censorial screws were also tightened
noticeably during the years following its issuance, and as a result the prohi-
bition numbers reached a level that would remain unmatched even at the
end of the pre-March period despite the massive increase in literary pro-
duction.” As early as 1798, satirical observers commented sarcastically on the
frenetic prohibition activity in Austria: “With horror one sees that the num-
ber of books over which the Messieurs in Vienna declare the interdiction
becomes so much more sizable each time that one must almost fear they will,
in a few years’ time, prohibit the fair catalog lock, stock, and barrel.”® Due
to its strictness, the Austrian censorship apparently continued to be consid-
ered exemplary among likeminded rulers. Tsar Paul I of Russia, for instance,
decreed in 1799 that works forbidden “by the Viennese or other ruling lords’
censorship” should be proscribed in Russia as well.* Conversely, a prohibi-

9 Cf. The information in the statistical section below.

10  Jacob Pickharts Peregrinationen. 2 vols. Leipzig: Supprian 1798. Vol. 1, 43—44; quoted in
Dirk Sangmeister: Erkundungen in einem wilden Feld. Clandestine und subversive Lit-
eratur Erfurter Autoren und Verlage im Zeitalter der Franzosischen Revolution. In: Dirk
Sangmeister and Martin Mulsow (eds.): Subversive Literatur. Erfurter Autoren und Verlage
im Zeitalter der Franzosischen Revolution (1780-1806). Géttingen: Wallstein 2014, 7-70,
here 28: “Mit Schrecken sieht man, daf§ die Zahl der Biicher, iiber welche die Herrn zu
Wien das Interdikt aussprechen, jedesmal um so vieles ansehnlicher wird, daf} schier zu
befiirchten steht, sie werden in wenig Jahren den Mef3katalogus iiber Bausch und Bogen
verbieten.”

11 Quoted in Dirk Sangmeister: Vertrieben vom Feld der Literatur. Verbreitung und Unter-
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tion in St. Petersburg also constituted an argument for banning a play in
Austria.l?

While lists of forbidden books had been published only irregularly during
the Josephinian decade, they were consistently compiled and dispatched to the
responsible bureaus in the entire monarchy every month starting in 1792. Since
misuse regarding these lists was apparently also not uncommon, they were
only sent to the Book Review Offices, the regional authorities, and the customs
offices beginning in March 1797, with all other interested parties having to apply
for a Scheda to obtain them.!® Because they were also much sought-after as
reading lists, the Prague censor Amand Berghofer published a volume entitled
Verbothene Schriften (Forbidden Writings) in Bavaria in 1805 that was reprinted
in a second edition in 1808. When Berghofer, who had already attracted atten-
tion as an oppositional author with other activities in the past, was identified
as the author by the authorities, he was dismissed from public service.!* The
confidentiality of the prohibition lists excluded booksellers in particular, which
made it difficult for them to even determine which works were forbidden.

In 1801, responsibility for censorship was transferred to the Polizeihofstelle
(Court Police Section) established in 1792. It was presided over until 1804
by Count Johann Anton Pergen, who had been urging for censorship to be
included in the Section’s duties for a long time, since he was of the opinion that
written words caused “ideas to be propagated and attitudes of the citizens to
receive their orientation”’>—in other words, that the surveillance of literature
represented a facet of national security. His successor until 1808, Baron Thad-
deus von Sumerau, argued that censorship was “a simple police institution.”6
This statement was presumably intended to underline that rather than special-
ized knowledge, nothing but knowledge of the police guidelines and the mood
among the audience was required to assess the danger inherent in a book. The

driickung der Werke von Friedrich Christian Laukhard. Bremen: edition lumiére 2017, 33,
according to Neue Allgemeine Deutsche Bibliothek 1799, Intelligenzblatt, no. 34, 280: “[...]
von der Wiener oder andern regierenden Herren Censur.”

12 Cf Zensurprotokolle des Jahres 1805 (Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Polizeihofstelle
Hu/1805).

13 Cf Madl and Wogerbauer: Censorship and Book Supply, 82. Partial holdings of the lists
are also available at major libraries; in Vienna, at the Austrian National Library and the
University Library.

14  Cf Wogerbauer: Die Zensur ist keine Wissenschaft, 118-121.

15  Benna:Organisierung und Personalstand der Polizeihofstelle, 221:“[ ... ] ideen fortgepflanzt
werden und gesinnungen der staatsbiirger ihre richtung erhalten.”

16  Quoted in Wolfram Siemann: “Deutschlands Ruhe, Sicherheit und Ordnung.” Die Anfinge
der politischen Polizei 1806-1866. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1985, 48: “eine blofie Polzeianstalt.”
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Court Police Section was subsequently headed by Baron Franz von Hager zu
Allentsteig until 1816 and finally, until 1848, by Count Joseph Sedlnitzky, who
was infamous for being a narrow-minded fanatic.'”

1.2 The Censors
The censors reported to the Court Police Section and were listed as being on its
staff in the court schematics. They were to combine the abilities of a good offi-
cial accustomed to following regulations with the qualities of a scholar; ideally,
this meant they should be educated clerks who actively published their own
writings and kept abreast of one or more fields of knowledge by way of system-
atic reading. In addition, they were expected to be proficient in as many lan-
guages as possible and possess political intuition—or as Section head Sumerau
put it in 1806, “administrative knowledge” (“Geschéftskenntnisse”) and “a cer-
tain tact.”!8 This “administrative knowledge” and intuition were susceptible to
failure when an author’s intention was unclear, however. The book Peter Sul-
tan, der Unaussprechliche und seine Veziere, oder politisches A.B.c. Biichlein zum
Gebrauch der Konigskinder von Habessinien (Peter Sultan the Unspeakable and
his Viziers, or Political ABC Booklet for Use by the Royal Children of Abyssinia,
1794) by Ernst August Anton von Géchhausen was recommended for prohibi-
tion by its censor in 1795 because it contained a “portrayal of the reprehensi-
ble activity of the so-called Illuminati” that served only to “make known the
disprovable abuse aimed at the divine service, regents, etc.” The State Chan-
cellery, on the other hand, found the intention of the author unquestionable
and the book to be useful as a “counterpart against the socially revolutionary
writings.” The consulted privy councilor Eger brushed this view aside by clas-
sifying Gochhausen’s work as one of the many writs masked as defenses of the
Ancien Régime: “precisely under this mask, whereby Voltér [sic] and consorts
ridiculed the sultans and church dignitaries, they have also striven to make
abhorred the heads of our Monarchy."

“Genuine” censors were distinguished from temporary ones, with differ-
ences existing not only in regard to wages but also in terms of status: The former

17  Cf Hadamowsky: Ein Jahrhundert Literatur- und Theaterzensur, 301.

18  Quoted in Friedrich Wilhelm Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur und
Druckforderung in der Napoleonischen Zeit. Eine Dokumentation auf Grund der Akten
der Obersten Polizei- und Zensurhofstelle. Vienna 2010 (https://fedora.phaidra.univie.ac
.at/fedora/get/0:62678/bdef:Book/view [last accessed on 12/13/2021]), 32.

19 Wienbibliothek, Handschriftensammlung, Abschriften nach Akten des Ministeriums des
Inneren, Biicherzensur Bd. 2 (1793-1797), fol. 214—215: “Darstellung des Unwesens der soge-
nannten [lluminaten’, “die zu widerlegenden Ausfille gegen Gottesdienst, Regenten, etc.
bekannt werden zu lassen’, “Gegenstiick wider die sozialen revolutionéren Schriften’,
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were permanently employed while the latter could be dismissed at any time.2°
The number of censors fluctuated between eight and ten in the period from
1792 to 1803 before being increased to 13 in 1804, most likely due to the exten-
sive recensoring campaign described below. Only five to eight genuine censors
were employed in the twelve designated positions from 1826 to 1840, with the
remaining posts filled by temporary staff. The period from 1841 to 1848 likewise
saw between ten and thirteen censors active at any given time, with the major-
ity of the work once again being performed by temporary employees.

Scholars represented one of the major groups among the censorial staff.
In Vienna, this category included the jurists Johann Bernhard Folsch (1798—
1820),2! professor of constitutional law, Anton Gustermann (1807-1823), pro-
fessor of ecclesiastical law, Anton von Plappart (1838-1847), court councilor of
the Supreme Judiciary Section and praeses of the Faculty of Law of the Uni-
versity of Vienna, orientalist Josef von Hammer-Purgstall (1811-1825), philoso-
pher and natural scientist Cassian Hallaschka (1833-1847), the professor of
aesthetics Johann Ludwig Deinhardstein (1842-1848), the professor of Slavic
studies Bartholoméus Kopitar (1812—-1844), the physicians Andreas Joseph von
Stifft (1804—1836) and Johann Nepomuk von Raimann (1840-1847), both of
whom were personal physicians to the emperor, the independent scholar Wen-
zel Wabruschek-Blumenbach (1841-1847), and the classical philologist as well
as tutor and librarian at the princely Schwarzenberg house, Emerich Hohler
(1841-1846). Among the theological censors were Mathias Dannenmayer (1797—
1804), Anton Karl Reyberger (1808-1811), Augustin Braig (1812-1817), Thomas
Joseph Powondra (1823-1828), and Joseph Scheiner (1841-1848), all of them
professors of theology, as well as Jacob Ruttenstock (1818-1830), provost in
Klosterneuburg and delegate of the Lower Austrian Estates, Andreas Wenzel
(1816-1831), abbot of Schottenstift Abbey in Vienna, and Franz Zenner (1841
1848), adjunct of theological studies at the University of Vienna and canon of
St. Stephen’s.

A second group of censors was formed by government officials, most of
whom were themselves authors in a scientific field or of works of fiction. As

“eben unter dieser Maske, da Voltir und Consorten die Sultane und Bonzen licherlich
machten, haben sie auch die Haupter unserer Monarchie verhasst zu machen sich bestre-
bet”

20  Wiesner: Denkwiirdigkeiten der Oesterreichischen Zensur, 394. Details on salary demands
and raise increments of the censorship officers around 1800 can be found in Schembor:
Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur.

21 The numbers in parentheses specify the period during which the respective person was
employed as a censor according to the court schematics. I would like to thank Daniel
Syrovy for perusing the schematics.
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has often been noted, public officials as authors dominated the literary scene
in Austria, and some of these men also worked as censors at least temporar-
ily. Examples of such personal unions in Vienna were Johann Christian Engel
(1797-1813), secretary of the Transylvanian Court Chancellery and an expert on
the history of Southeastern Europe, Johann Gabriel Seidl (1841-1848), custo-
dian of the Imperial Royal Coin and Antiques Collection, and Leopold Chimani
(18411844 ), who worked first as a teacher and then in the distribution of official
schoolbooks besides writing numerous pedagogic texts and other literature for
children and adolescents. Further officials and censors who were occasionally
active as authors were the Lower Austrian state councilors Baron Aloysius von
Locella (1793-1800) and Franz Karl von Hégelin (1793—-1808), while censor Peter
Joris (1816-1825) seems to have otherwise been employed only in the Supreme
Judiciary Section and the directorate of the imperial porcelain manufactory.
Joseph Schreyvogel (1817-1825) was not a public official at all, but neverthe-
less effectively in the service of the court as dramaturg at the Imperial Court
Theater (Burgtheater). Their dual capacity as authors and censorship officials
brought this group of state-loyal writers into disaccord with their literary col-
leagues who defended the freedom of speech, regularly causing the censors to
feel psychologically conflicted.??

Another writing public clerk involved with censorship was Johann Michael
Armbruster from Wiirttemberg; he had previously served as police commis-
sioner in Freiburg im Breisgau, issued antirevolutionary and anti-French writ-
ings, and made a name for himself in Vienna as publisher of a newspaper and
operator of a lending library. Armbruster committed suicide in 1814. Among
the staff of the Book Review Office were Franz Sartori, likewise journalisti-
cally active and the Office’s director from 1814, and the poet Johann Mayrhofer,
best known today as a friend of Franz Schubert, who set several of his texts
to music. Mayrhofer’s suicide is notorious: He jumped out of a window of the
Book Review Office in 1836—presumably less as a result of the mental stress of
his work as a censor than owing to a severe attack of hypochondria related to
the cholera epidemic sweeping Vienna at the time.?3

22  Cf. Waltraud Heindl: Zensur und Zensoren, 1750-1850. Literarische Zensur und staats-
biirgerliche Mentalitét in Zentraleuropa. Das Problem Zensur in Zentraleuropa. In: Marie-
Elizabeth Ducreux and Martin Svato$ (eds.): Libri Prohibiti. La censure dans 1’ espace habs-
bourgeois 1650-1850. Leipzig: Leipziger Universitétsverlag 2005, 27—-37; Waltraud Heindl:
Der “Mitautor”; on Seidl and the attacks against him, see Julius Marx: Johann Gabriel Seidl
als Zensor. In: Jahrbuch des Vereines fiir Geschichte der Stadt Wien 15/16 (1959/60), 254—
265.

23  Cf. Karl Kasper: Schuberts Freund Mayrhofer als Biicherrevisor. In: Borsenblatt fiir den
deutschen Buchhandel, no. 198, August 25, 1928, 950-953.
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Disregarding the representatives of scientific disciplines—usually profes-
sors—who could hardly refuse such a post, the majority of censors working in
subordinate positions fulfilled their duties with the ulterior motive of earning
merit in order to advance in the administrative hierarchy. One such longtime
censor was Abbé Ignaz P6hm (1793-1827), a secular priest and doctor of the-
ology who worked his way up from assistant librarian at the Viennese court
library to custodian of the institution and imperial royal councilor.

Another long-serving censor who likely viewed his job primarily as a way of
forging useful contacts was the imperial court secretary and versatile author,
publisher, and translator Baron Joseph Friedrich von Retzer (1782-1824), who
was assigned specifically to foreign-language literature. Some of the books cen-
sored by him contained slips of paper proving that he had not actually read
the books himself, instead passing them on to his friend Joseph Richter, author
of the popular Eipeldauerbriefe (Eipeldau Letters) among many other works.
Accosted with regard to this matter, Retzer claimed to have wanted to help the
financially troubled author, adding that the handing off of books to be cen-
sored to collaborators had a long tradition: He mentioned Abbé Rosalino, who
allegedly read for Hégelin as a young man, and asserted that Blumauer had
employed an assistant as well; he, Retzer, had previously perused hundreds of
books for Locella and court councilor von Birkenstock; and even the great Ger-
ard van Swieten had availed himself of the aid of others.

It was not the first time Retzer had worked with a contributor; he had previ-
ously cooperated with Feldkriegskanzlei (Army Field Office) secretary Mayer,
who had been recommended to him by the emperor’s brother-in-law, the
Prince of Wiirttemberg. This had not been an entirely selfless recommenda-
tion, since it gave the prince access to newly published works that had been
subjected to censorship and were oftentimes considered risqué. Their prox-
imity to the forbidden section of the book market seems to have lent socially
high-ranking censors like Retzer a certain attractiveness in the eyes of ladies as
well. In 1811, for example, Countess Wolkenstein requested Retzer to lend her
the censorship copy of the new novel by Pigault-Lebrun, which was allegedly
salacious.?*

1.3 The Recensoring Campaign 1803-1805
Between 1803 and 1805, the Josephinian prohibition catalog was revised and
many previously approved titles were forbidden—2,552, to be precise.2> Only

24  Cf. Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur, 172-175, according to records of the
Court Police Section.
25  Cf. Hadamowsky: Ein Jahrhundert Literatur- und Theaterzensur, 302.
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the writings of the now tolerated Protestants were treated with more indul-
gence compared to the catalog published during the reign of Maria Theresa,
with far more strict standards applied to all other disciplines and genres. Auc-
tion and estate catalogs were retroactively censored according to the new
evaluation criteria. Joseph 11's educational policy, which had promoted book
production and distribution, was oppugned in all its aspects. The previously
mentioned Police Director Pergen described the measures as follows in 1803 in
connection with the need for recensorship:

It was part of the plans for immodest promotion of an unconditional and
inappropriate enlightenment of the populace under the government of
the most blessed Emperor Joseph to increase the number of book print-
ers and satisfy the addiction to reading, once excited, everywhere in the
easiest and most inexpensive fashion. The fruits show what befuddle-
ment of ideas has developed therefrom, how true rigorous scholarship
and intellectual culture have declined, and how unbounded know-all-
ness and passionate taste for boring novels and vacuous brochures have
increased.26

The recensoring campaign was not only extremely laborious, it also engen-
dered a host of problems. The libraries of private book collectors suddenly
contained forbidden books, and booksellers and antiquarians had likewise
relied on the continued admissibleness of various titles while establishing
their inventories. The Viennese booksellers’ board submitted a petition in Jan-
uary 1804 asking for permission to continue selling books that had been right-
fully purchased in the past. In the event that their motion should be denied,
they sought compensation for their damages from the Lower Austrian govern-
ment.2? Both requests were refused, since the authorities did not wish to make
any exceptions to the ban on sales, and financial redress for the considerable
stores of unsellable books would have been too costly.

26  Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur, 69—70: “Es gehorte zu den Planen un-
bescheidener Beforderung einer unbedingten und ungemessenen Volksaufklarung unter
der Regierung des hochstseligen Kaisers Joseph, die Anzahl der Buchdrucker zu ver-
mehren und die einmal gereizte Lesesucht iiberall auf die leichteste und wohlfeilste Art zu
befriedigen. Die Friichte zeigen, welche Verwirrung der Ideen hieraus entstanden sei, wie
wahre griindliche Gelehrsamkeit und Geisteskultur abgenommen und bodenlose Vielwis-
serei und leidenschaftlicher Geschmack an faden Romanen und geistlosen Broschiiren
zugenommen habe.”

27 Archiv der Korporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst- und Musikalienhéndler, 1804, 5 (Jan-
uary 9,1804).
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The publishing houses that had recently produced books that were sud-
denly prohibited were particularly heavily affected. This was especially notice-
able in the case of complete editions of the works of an author, where cer-
tain titles or volumes had to be dropped. One such author was C.M. Wieland,
whose works had been printed by Schrambl, respectively his successor Chris-
tian Krotz, in Vienna. The first challenge was actually obtaining the relevant
information: Since the publishers and booksellers did not have access to the
prohibition lists—which naturally also applied to the results of the recensor-
ing campaign—the titles forbidden by the campaign were gradually posted in
the Book Review Office for information. As this procedure likewise involved the
risk of booksellers copying the lists, the titles of banned works were oftentimes
only read out loud, and the retailers or their assistants had to trust their ability
to memorize them. Nevertheless, the booksellers were required to submit lists
of the now prohibited books included in their stocks.

The indemnity claims by publishers constituted a massive problem. The
29,000 volumes of the abovementioned Wieland edition alone represented
an estimated value of 21,750 guilders, a loss no publishing house would likely
survive. The debates concerning possible compensation payments thus ended
in 1807 with the very reasonable decision to allow stocks of now forbidden
books to be sold, albeit without announcements in catalogs or periodicals® or
other commotion—and only to persons from whom “no misuse is likely to be
expected due to their upbringing, status, or character,”?® meaning in a process
similar to the granting of Scheden.

In the course of the recensoring campaign, a guideline stipulating the pro-
cedure for censorship and the rules for evaluating individual genres of books
was compiled in 1803.39 It included the following provisions: All manuscripts
including new publications, books designated for reprinting, and translations
were to be forwarded to the censors responsible for the respective area of exper-
tise, who could decide to allow a work, reject it, or prescribe changes respec-
tively recommend a degree of prohibition to be confirmed by the Court Police
Section; in the case of works touching on important matters of domestic or
foreign policy, the Court Police Section had to be involved prior to their admis-

28 Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur, 79 and 87; on this case, cf. also Otto
Rauscher: Der Wiener Nachdruck und die Zensur von Wielands Werken. In: Chronik des
Wiener Goethe-Vereins 39 (1934), 39—41.

29  Archiv der Korporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst- und Musikalienhéndler, 1807, 42 (Octo-
ber 10,1807).

30  “Zensur-Vorschrift vom12. September1803. Anleitung fiir Zensoren nach den bestehenden
Verordnungen.” Prior to the fire at the Palace of Justice, this instruction was included in
files of the Court Police Section that a clerk had compiled; cf. Heribert Nagler: Regierung,
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sion even if the censor’s verdict was positive. The defined degrees of approval
for manuscripts as well as for works imported from abroad were “admittitur”
(meaning unconditional allowance) and “transeat” (meaning that the respec-
tive title could be sold but not announced or advertised). The degrees of pro-
hibition were “erga schedam conceditur” and “damnatur.” In the former case,
the local Book Review Office could grant educated and trustworthy persons
special permission to obtain a book, whereas in the latter case it was only the
Court Police Section that could grant Scheden—which it generally only did in
response to applications from scholars and diplomats. Manuscripts considered
worthless and superfluous, which “are sloppily hustled in a supremely wretched
tone or without correctness and order of the thoughts, or in any other manner
entirely without content,”3! were to be disposed of with the verdict of “typum
non meretur,” a process specifically intended for the areas of belles lettres and
light fiction, pamphlets, and brochures.

The listed reasons for prohibition were: attacks on religion (especially from
the realms of deism, Socinianism, and materialism32), the clergy, the monar-
chistic form of government, the regent, or the administration that “could pro-
voke a spirit of inebriation, disregard for the state administration, disorder,
disquiet, mistrust, dissatisfaction, or even revolt,”33 as well as violations of
morality and personal insults. Periodicals containing listings of the books pro-
hibited in Vienna were now also forbidden.3* Protestant writings, on the other
hand, were fundamentally allowed as long as they did not maliciously attack
the Catholic faith or the Church. Also designated for prohibition were treatises
lauding the Freemasons,3® Rosicrucians, llluminati, and similar groups, works

Publizistik und 6ffentliche Meinung in den Jahren 1809-1815 in Osterreich. Diss. Vienna
(typewritten) 1926, 1617 and 67-72; see appendix, pp. 382—385.

31 Quoted in Nagler: Regierung, Publizistik und 6ffentliche Meinung, v: “[...] in einem aus-
gezeichnet elenden Ton oder ohne Richtigkeit und Ordnung in den Gedanken hineinge-
hudelt, oder auf eine andere Weise ganz ohne Gehalt sind.”

32 Deists and Socinians were Hussite groups in the broadest sense that appeared in Bohemia
during the decade of Joseph 11. They were persecuted even by this relatively tolerant
monarch and banished—preferably to Transylvania—if they could not be converted to
Catholicism; cf. Wangermann: Die Waffen der Publizitit, 103-107.

33  Cf Nagler: Regierung, Publizistik und 6ffentliche Meinung, vir: “[...] Schwindelgeist, Ge-
ringschétzung der Staatsverwaltung, Unordnungen, Unruhe, Misstrauen, Missvergniigen
oder sogar Aufstand erregen konnten.”

34  For example, the Neue Allgemeine Deutsche Bibliothek reprinted the lists of books forbid-
den in Vienna starting in 1793.

35  The prohibition of Masonic writings was introduced in 1797 and remained in effect
unchanged into the pre-March period; cf. Archivio di stato, Milano, Atti di governo, Studi
p. m. 87, letter from Sedlnitzky to Saurau on 10/4/1816 (thanks to Daniel Syrovy for the
friendly hint).
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about quackery intended for reading by “the people,” instructions on how to
win the lottery or forbidden games, and the formula fiction burgeoning in the
late eighteenth century—especially stories revolving around knights, bandits,
ghosts, and secret societies, which “excite and occupy the imagination, fill it
with adventurous ideals, or even lend crime the luster of greatness.”36

As early as January 16, 1800, all such tales featuring secret societies, knights,
ghosts, and swindlers had been forbidden along with chivalry plays so that
“the heads are not filled with ideas from the realm of novels, the imagina-
tion not overexcited, and the mind not given a wrong direction.”®” The head
of the recensoring campaign, university professor and censor Johann Bern-
hard Folsch, had encouraged the emperor not to give in to the “indolent tastes”
(“indolenter Geschmack”) of the audience and the economic interests of the
book industry.38 Part of the strategy to fight trivial literature was the closure of
all lending libraries, which had quickly become the key institutions for the dis-
tribution of light fiction, in 1798. They were only allowed to reopen in 1811. The
censorship guideline pointed to the existing “reading mania” (“Lesewut”), and
accordingly recommended a special focus on literature designed to appeal to a
large audience while stating that learned discourse could be treated with more
leniency. The fear of a vulgarization of the reading public’s tastes was undoubt-
edly exaggerated: An inordinate production of chivalry and horror novels is
bibliographically not verifiable, and the number of banditry tales being pub-
lished was likewise relatively insignificant.39

Noteworthy in terms of the history of mentality is the final paragraph of
the guideline, which bespeaks a pseudoreligious worldview strongly oriented
around the Manichaean principle, in which censorship defends the side of
good:

The main considerations are always according to the highest will of His
Majesty: Promotion of religion, morality, the serious sciences, and of all

36  SeeNagler: Regierung, Publizistik und 6ffentliche Meinung, vi1: “[...] die Einbildungskraft
spannen und beschiftigen, sie mit abenteuerlichen Idealen fiillen, oder gar dem Ver-
brechen den Anstrich von Grosse geben.”

37  Quoted in Madl and Wogerbauer: Censorship and book supply, 79: “[...] die Kopfe nicht
mit Ideen aus der Romanenwelt angefiillt, die Einbildungskraft nicht iiberspannt, und
dem Geiste eine falsche Richtung gegeben werde.”

38  Julius Marx: Die amtlichen Verbotslisten. Neue Beitrédge zur Geschichte der 6sterreichi-
schen Zensur im Vormirz. In: Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staatsarchivs 11 (1958),
412—466, here 418.

39  SeeDirk Sangmeister: Zehn Thesen zu Produktion, Rezeption und Erforschung des Schau-
erromans um 1800. In: Lichtenberg-Jahrbuch 2010, 177-217, here 179-181. On bandit novels,
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that is truly good, true, beautiful, and for the public benefit; suppression
as best possible of all that can lead to irreligion, to immorality, to dissat-
isfaction, to philosophism, to enlightenment.4°

Regarding the contents to be prohibited, the guideline prefigured the wording
of the Censorship Regulation of 1810.

1.4 The Years of Napoleonic Occupation and the Censorship Regulation
of 1810

In the course of his military campaigns, Napoleon conquered large areas of the
Habsburg Monarchy and even occupied its capital twice for several months,
once in late 1805 and then again from May to November 1809. These occupa-
tions—especially the one in 18o9—Ileft noticeable traces in literary life. The
French administration abrogated censorship altogether, at most prosecuting
anti-French propaganda, and the Book Review Office immediately ordered its
stores of confiscated books to be returned to their owners.*! Several publishers
promptly began marketing books that had previously been prohibited: Pich-
ler published Blumauer’s poems along with his book Virgils Aeneis travestirt
(Virgil's Aeneid Travestied; 1784), a bitter satire on the Catholic religion and
papal power, as well as an uncensored edition of the works of Schiller. Wal-
lishausser, another renowned Viennese publishing house, announced an edi-
tion of Voltaire’s strictly forbidden Pucelle d’Orléans. This caused none other
than Friedrich Schlegel to call for stern censorship that had previously pre-
vented the publication of texts suitable for “making the male German national
character flaccid and capable of some debasements occurring in the most
recent history.” The French had granted freedom of the press, he said, but only
for writings acceptable to them, and the propagation of the Pucelle d’Orléans,
the “dirtiest product that French literature has to offer in this genre,” served
their interests because it paralyzed “the driving forces of true honor and a
manly sense of freedom.”#2

cf. Holger Dainat: Abaellino, Rinaldini und Konsorten. Zur Geschichte der Rduberromane
in Deutschland. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1996, 43, who identified only roughly 320 such novels
for the time between 1795 and 1850.

40  See Nagler: Regierung, Publizistik und 6ffentliche Meinung, x1v: “Die Hauptriicksichten
sind immer nach dem a. h. Willen Sr. Majestit: Beférderung der Religion, der Sittlichkeit,
der ernsten Wissenschaften und alles dessen, was wirklich gut, wahr, schon und gemein-
niitzig ist; moglichste Unterdriickung alles dessen, was zur Irreligion, zur Sittenlosigkeit,
zur Unzufriedenheit, zum Philosophismus, zur Aufklarerei hinfithren kann.”

41 Cf Franz Hadamowsky: Schiller auf der Wiener Bithne 1783-1959. Vienna: Wiener Biblio-
philen-Gesellschaft 1959, 18.

42 Uber die neue Wiener Prefifreiheit (first published in: Osterreichische Zeitung 1809,
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A considerable number of books traditionally frowned upon in Austria were
immediately banned again following the withdrawal of the French forces. The
sale of already printed editions was sometimes permitted, but in such cases
the booksellers were obligated to compile lists of purchasers and submit them
to the police.3 Not only had various publishers and booksellers compromised
themselves during the period of occupation, but the head of the Book Review
Office, Karl Escherich, had also maintained friendly relations with the French.
He was sent into retirement immediately after the Habsburgs regained con-
trol.#4 On the other hand, many anti-French propaganda texts—including
Archduke Johann's appeal to the Tyroleans to resist—were likewise destroyed
following the termination of hostilities.*

In January 1810, a relatively liberal patent entitled Vorschrift fiir die Leitung
des Censurwesens und fiir das Benehmen der Censoren (Regulation for the Ad-
ministration of Censorship and for the Behavior of Censors) was issued.#¢ Soon
after assuming power, Napoleon had introduced relatively strict control of the
press—first in France, then in the occupied territories. Censorship was con-
tinually intensified during his reign, reaching a culmination with the rigorous
decrees of 1810 and 1811.#7 Austria hoped to increase its international pres-
tige by issuing comparatively mild censorship rules. As Friedrich von Gentz
wrote in a letter, such a measure surely had to “increase the popularity and the
moral credit of the Austrian government immensely.” He also added: “We must
seek to fight our new friend with such weapons from now on.”*® The surveil-

107-108). In: Friedrich Schlegel: Studien zur Geschichte und Politik. Eingeleitet u. hg. v.
Ernst Behler. (Kritische Friedrich-Schlegel-Ausgabe, vol. 7) Munich, Paderborn, Vienna:
Schoningh, Zurich: Thomas Verlag 1966, 96—99, here 97 and 98: “[...] den ménnlichen
deutschen Nationalcharakter zu erschlaffen und zu manchen in der neuesten Zeit-
geschichte vorkommenden Erniedrigungen fahig zu machen [...] schmutzigsten Produkt,
welches die franzosische Literatur in dieser Gattung aufzuweisen hat [...] die dem neuen
System so verhafdten Triebfedern der wahren Ehre und eines mannlichen Freiheitssinnes.”

43  Cf Karl Glossy: Schiller und Osterreich. In: K.G.: Kleinere Schriften. Vienna, Leipzig:
Fromme 1918, 18-37, here 20.

44  Cf. Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur, 39—41.

45  Cf. Nagler: Regierung, Publizistik und 6ffentliche Meinung, 102.

46 See appendix, pp. 388—390. There exists a draft of this 1810 regulation written by the pres-
ident of the Court Censorship Section, Hager, that was more liberal than the final product
(printed in Nagler: Regierung, Publizistik und offentliche Meinung, xv—xx1). For example,
Hager had called for complete freedom for scientific works and serious fiction (“classics”).

47  Cf. Pierre Horn: Vom autokratischen Kaiserreich zur konstitutionellen Monarchie: Zen-
sur und Emanzipation der franzosischen Presse im Vormérz (1804-1848). In: Gabriele
B. Clemens (ed.): Zensur im Vormérz. Pressefreiheit und Informationskontrolle in Europa.
Ostfildern: Jan Thorbecke Verlag 2013, 23—38, here 26.

48  Quoted in Fischer: Deutsche Kommunikationskontrolle, 66: “[...] die Popularitit und den
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lance system established by Metternich over the coming years, on the other
hand, was part of a toughened response to political opponents and agitators:
Napoleon’s suppression of revolt with military force was effectively considered
good practice by the Austrian restoration as well.#? The ostensible mildness
announced by the censorship regulations served in part to strengthen Austrian
journalism, which—as Metternich explained in a speech in November 1809—
could prove very useful for fending off enemies.>°

That the primary goal of the Vorschrift of 1810 was not to grant freedom but
rather to establish a perhaps well-intended but nevertheless paternalistic regi-
men is already apparent in its preamble announcing a “purposively guided free-
dom of reading and writing.” The “supreme regental and fatherly obligations”
required protecting “with a cautious hand [...] the hearts and minds of the
immature from the corruptive monstrosities of a hideous fantasy, from the poi-
sonous exhalation of selfish debauchers, and from the dangerous pipe dreams
of eccentric minds.”®! Like in the guidelines of 1803, tolerance was promised
to serious and innovative scientific contributions, while worthless light fic-
tion would be met with the full severity of censorship. Not just objectionable
texts but useless ones as well—like the “endless mass of novels that revolve
exclusively around flirtations as their eternal axis” and sought only to “cradle
the sensuality”—were to be kept from the population: “It should therefore in
all seriousness be endeavored to put an end to the so detrimental literature
of novels.”>? The motives for censorship (protection of the monarch and his
dynasty, of foreign governments, of religion and morality as well as the honor of

moralischen Kredit der 6sterreichischen Regierung ungeheuer heben [...]. Mit solchen
Waffen miissen wir unseren neuen Freund forthin zu bekdmpfen suchen.”

49  Wolfram Siemann: Metternich. Stratege und Visionér. Eine Biografie. Munich: C.H. Beck
2016, 319.

50  Cf.ibid., 322.

51 Quoted in Julius Marx: Die Gsterreichische Zensur im Vormérz. Vienna: Verlag fiir Ge-
schichte und Politik 1959, 73: “[...] zweckméfig geleitete Lese- und Schreib Freyheit [...]
obersten Regenten- und Vaterpflichten [...] mit vorsichtiger Hand [...] Herz und Kopf der
Unmiindigen vor den verderblichen Ausgeburten einer scheuflichen Phantasie, vor dem
giftigen Hauche selbstsiichtiger Verfiihrer, und vor den gefahrlichen Hirngespinnsten ver-
schrobener Kopfe.”

52 Quoted ibid., 74: “[...] endlose Wust von Romanen, welche einzig um Liebeleyen als ihre
ewige Achse sich drehen [...] die Sinnlichkeit zu wiegen [...]. Es soll daher allen Ernstes
getrachtet werden, der so nachtheiligen Romanen-Lektiire ein Ende zu machen.” To con-
clude herefrom that the censors arrogated competence for literary criticism, as Wiesner
(Denkwiirdigkeiten der Oesterreichischen Zensur, 225 and 228) claims, would be a mis-
take; rather, it was about evaluating the contents of light fiction in terms of their putative
effect.
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individuals against defamation) and its degrees as defined in 1803 were recon-
firmed.

Theological writings were still reviewed by the secular governmental cen-
sors, although the bishops were entitled to lodge appeals if they were dissatis-
fied with individual verdicts. The emperor himself as the highest authority had
the final say in such cases. A decree issued by the Court Chancellery on July 21,
1814 stipulated an additional assessment by a bishop for theological literature;
this act partly repealed the transferal of censorship into the hands of the state
implemented by Joseph 11.

The book reviewers commissioned two expert opinions—respectively more
often only one starting in 1810—from the staff of censors.>3 Even though there
were specialists for various areas of expertise among the official censors, scien-
tific literature in the strict sense as well as textbooks and other teaching materi-
als were handled by high-ranking faculty members (Oberstudiendirektoren) in
the respective discipline, who censored the works themselves or passed them
on to appropriate specialists in a process known as faculty censorship. In any
case, such faculty censors merely did the groundwork for the genuine censors,
who ultimately decided on the individual cases.

The reports compiled by the censors (known as vota) were to provide a com-
prehensible argumentation for their superiors up to the emperor with the goal
of facilitating assignment to one of the verdicts “admittitur,” “transeat,” “erga
schedam,” and “damnatur.” Especially desirable were references to noteworthy
passages, with the censors expected to highlight the page numbers and/or text
passages relevant for the verdict in the censorial copy or manuscript for hurried
readers—or even more comfortably for their busy superiors, to simply quote
them in the report.54

” « ” o«

The Vorschrift remained in force until 1848 and represented the only guide-
line for the censors during this period. It was reaffirmed and distributed to the
censors throughout the monarchy in lithographed form as late as 1840.

15 The Censorship Reports: Examples from the Years 1810/11

Preserved censorship reports are rare, as the majority of them were apparently
destroyed by the fire in the Vienna Palace of Justice in 1927. In addition, the
reports were summarized in log journals, which are only preserved for certain

53 On the procedure, cf. Wiesner: Denkwiirdigkeiten der Oesterreichischen Zensur, 266—298;
a similar description is offered by Thomas Olechowski: Die Entwicklung des PrefSrechts
in Osterreich bis 1018. Ein Beitrag zur dsterreichischen Medienrechtsgeschichte. Vienna:
Manz 2004, 168.

54  Cf. Giese: Studie zur Geschichte der Pressegesetzgebung, 410—411.
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periods.>> A total of go works were banned between November 1810 and Octo-
ber 1811, of which 62 were in German, 26 in French, and two in Polish. Compared
to the total production of the German book trade (1810: 3,864 titles) and the
prohibition activity during the 1790s and 1820s, this number is diminutive.

Thirty of the printed works forbidden in 1810/11 (26 of them in German and
two each in French and Polish) can be considered nonfiction. They were mostly
from the fields of theology, philosophy, political science, and history (especially
military history) along with a few legal, economic, geographical, and statistical
texts. The remaining 6o works included novels (22, of which 11 in French), var-
ious anthologies of short stories, poems, anecdotes, or humorous texts (24, of
which 7 in French), periodicals (7, of which 1in French), books for youths (5),
and two volumes of drama. This second group was thus largely composed of
works that the Vorschrift of 1810 defined as suitable for dissemination.

Sixty of the 9o banned texts received the stricter verdict of “damnatur,” while
30 were marked as “erga schedam.” This assignment in the prohibition lists
conforms roughly, though not entirely, to the Vorschrifi’s aim of treating the
sciences with more tolerance (meaning “erga schedam”) while applying the
utmost severity (meaning “damnatur”) to the fundamentally “useless” belles
lettres.

Let us first look at a few examples of attacks on the Christian faith or the
clergy. It is readily apparent that a treatise like G. Ch. Cannabich’s Kritik der
practischen christlichen Religionslehre (Criticism of the Practical Christian Doc-
trine, 1811) provoked a host of objections that need not be discussed here. No
less exceptionable in the eyes of the responsible censor was L.P.G. Happach’s
Ueber die Beschaffenheit des kiinftigen Lebens nach dem Tode (On the Nature
of the Future Life after Death, 1811), which describes the earth’s atmosphere as
the living environment of the souls, who nevertheless need food and shelter
like the living. As proof of his theory, the author mentions the phenomenon
of the fata morgana, which he considers a reflection of the celestial dwellings.
In keeping with the censorship regulations, the censor differentiated between
educated and immature readers and forbade the text because “such notions of
the future life may appear entertaining to educated readers; [but] they do not
conform to the Christian fundamental tenets and might mislead unpracticed
thinkers to new fallacies.”>®

55  The records cited in the following are accessible at the Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv,
Polizeihofstelle, under the shelfmark g7k/1811.
56  “solche Vorstellungen vom kiinftigen Leben gebildeten Lesern wohl unterhaltlich schei-

nen’, “sie aber dem christlichen Lehrbegriffe nicht entsprechen, und ungeiibte Denker zu
neuen Irrthiimern verleiten konnten”.
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Roguish cleric or monk figures in novels were frequently rejected, for exam-
ple an abbot named Hilarius in Geschichte zweyer Frauen aus dem Hause Blan-
kenau. Eine Sage aus der Vorzeit (A Tale of Two Women from House Blankenau:
A Myth from Times Past, 1811), whose character was “a mixture of bigotry, crafti-
ness, pride, unfaithfulness, fanatism, and so on”57 according to the censor. A
periodical like the Neue Oberdeutsche Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung was with-
drawn from circulation for a single article—a review of the treatise Ueber das
Bediirfniss einer Reformation des Priesterstandes (On the Need for a Reforma-
tion of the Priesthood, 1811), which was assessed as containing “grave insults to
a profession which, once dispossessed of its dignity and its repute, is no longer
able to do good.”>®

Even Austrian public officials like Friedrich Schlegel, who served as court
secretary in Vienna during this period, could not expect to be spared by the
censors. Schlegel’s Lessing commentary Lessings Geist aus seinen Schriften (Les-
sing’s Spirit from His Writings, 1810) was forbidden because of a perceived
“offensiveness against Vienna” (“Ausfall gegen Wien”) and in particular because
of attacks against religion in the essays on fatalism, Christianity, reason, and
the Freemasons. Besides the Masons, mention of the Rosicrucians and the
Templars was likewise not acceptable, and Schlegel’s supposed trivialization
of suicide can also be assigned to the area of theologically motivated reasons
for prohibition.>?

The most important political reason for book bans were attacks on the impe-
rial family. In this regard, even a novel like Mme. Barthélemy-Hadot’s Clotilde
de Hasbourg ou le tribunal de Neustadt (Clotilde of Habsburg or the Tribunal
of Neustadt, 1810), a family saga set in the fourteenth century and revolving
around Rudolf the Founder, was considered insulting because it presented
“some of them [the members of the Habsburg Austrian House] as unnaturally
dissolute and deplorable while the others, the oppressed, are portrayed as vir-
tuous and likeable.”6? The censor found it “unbecoming to introduce such exe-
crable characters and persons as the alleged Clotilde and the alleged Casimir as
the oldest siblings of Emperor Rudolph are as being among the forebears and

57 “ein Gemisch von Bigotterie, Schlauheit, Stolz, Treulosigkeit, Fanatism, und so weiter”.

58  “grobe Beleidigungen gegen einen Stand vorkommen, welcher, sobald er um seine Wiirde
und sein Ansehen gebracht wird, nichts Gutes mehr zu wirken vermag”.

59  In the cases of Achim von Arnim: Halle und Jerusalem. Studentenspiel und Pilgeraben-
theuer (Heidelberg 1811) and W. Blumenhagen: Freia. Romantische Dichtungen (Erfurt
1811). On this, cf. also Chapter 6.3. below.

60  “die einen [der Mitglieder der habsburgischen Dynastie] ebenso unnatiirlich lasterhaft
und verabscheuungswiirdig, als die andern, die unterdriickten, tugendhaft und liebens-
wiirdig”.
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relatives of the Habsburg House, and to let them circulate as such among the
audience.”6!

Nor was shade allowed to be cast on any other legitimate dynasties. An issue
of the journal Europdische Annalen was forbidden because of “the continued
portrayal of the battles on the Champ de Mars, then because of the offensive-
ness to the Bourbons in Spain [and] to clergy and nobility in general”? (refer-
ring to Europdische Annalen, 1810, 10th issue). Descriptions of the amorous
adventures of kings in novels were also considered objectionable (for example
in M. de Faverolle’s Le Parc aux cerfs, ou histoire secréte des jeunes Demoiselles
qui y ont été renfermées [The Parc aux cerfs, or Secret History of Two Young
Ladies Who Were Imprisoned There], 1809).

Another frequent reason for prohibition during this period were narrations
of the military successes of the Napoleonic forces, since they implied defeats of
the Austrians and their emperor. A censor accused the author of one such mili-
tary history account of insulting the Austrian people by claiming that they had
begged Napoleon for mercy and by presenting the Battle of Essling as a French
victory (René Perin: Vie militaire de J. Lannes, Duc de Montebello [The Military
Life of J. Lannes, Duke of Montebello], 1809).

As stipulated by the Vorschrift, special attention was paid to the feared sub-
version of patriotism during the censorship of popular writings and publica-
tions for the youth: The censor of Herzensgiite und SeelengrifSe. Eine Beyspiel-
sammlung fiir Kinder (Kindness of the Heart and Greatness of the Soul: A
Collection of Examples for Children, n.d.) reported that “the contents of this
writ for young people, which on pp. 6889 is a portrayal of military heroics of
the French military, which therein are not rarely compared to the heroes of
antiquity, are not proper reading for children who should honor and love their
fatherland: Austria, their Sovereign, and their defenders.”63

It may come as a surprise that even criticism of the state finances con-
stituted a reason for prohibition. In September 1811, the book Handels- und
Finanz-Pandora der neuesten Zeiten (Trade and Finance Pandora of the Most

61 “unschicklich, solche griflliche Charaktere und Personen, wie die angebliche Clotilde,
und der angebliche Casimir als die &ltesten Geschwister des Kaisers Rudolph sind, als zu
den Voreltern und Verwandten des Habsburgischen Hauses gehorig vorzustellen, und als
solche im Publicum cursiren zu lassen”.

62  “[w]egen der fortgesetzten Darstellung der Schlachten auf dem Marsfelde, dann wegen
der Ausfille auf die Bourbons in Spanien auf Clerus und Adel iiberhaupt”.

63  “Der Inhalt dieser Jugendschrift, welche von S. 68—89 eine Darstellung militdrischer Hel-
denthaten des franzosischen Militirs ist, welche darin nicht selten mit den Helden des
Alterthums verglichen werden, ist keine ansténdige Lectiire fiir Kinder, welche ihr Vater-
land: Oesterreich, ihren Fiirsten und ihre Vertheidiger achten und lieben sollen”.
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Recent Times, 1810) by Georg Christian Otto Georgius was banned. The cen-
sor stated that while the author illuminated the condition of the European
states’ finances, he wrote with a presumptuous tone that insulted the courts,
especially that of Austria. An issue of the periodical Der Verkiindiger (The Pro-
claimer, 1811, no. 31) was forbidden because the Austrian paper money was
“demeaned with profane humor” (“mit derbem Witz herabgewiirdigt”) within
it. The background in this case were the financial problems resulting from the
lost wars against Napoleon, which led to national bankruptcy and devaluation
of the bills, the so-called Bancozettel (bank slips), in 1811.

As far as questions of morality were concerned, the censorial system exhib-
ited a particular sensitivity to French writings, with national stereotypes occa-
sionally being incorporated in the verdicts: “Even though no actual obscenities
occur in this lyrical anthology, some passages due to the national frivolous-
ness and due to French plays on words give enough cause [ ...] to forbid it"6+
(Anthologie lyrique, deuxiéme édition de Momus en délire [Lyrical Anthology,
Second Edition by Momus in Delusion], 1810). Even a reference to a scorned
author’s name was sometimes enough to elicit a ban: “Is an excerpt from
Louve’s [sic] Faublas [Louvet de Couvray: Les amours du chevalier Faublas],
and thus [...] to be forbidden”65 (Pariser Néchte [Parisian Nights], 1811).

Not even Heinrich von Kleist was immune to accusations of immorality.
The first volume of his collected Erzdhlungen (Stories, 1810), which included
“Michael Kohlhaas,” “Die Marquise von O ..., and “Das Erdbeben in Chili” was
rated “damnatur” in January 181 by censor Baron Retzer, who specialized in
belles lettres, owing to two relatively unremarkable passages in the latter story:

Though these stories are not without any value, their content can never-
theless not make one forget the immoral passages, which appear espe-
cially in the tale “The Earthquake in Chile” pp. 307 and 308. A young
Spaniard, whose girl of his heart had been put in a convent by her father,
seeks an opportunity to see her, and by an unfortunate coincidence he
meets with her in a secretive night, and makes the convent garden the
witness of his fullest carnal bliss. The girl is pregnant, and goes into labor
precisely at the moment in which the ceremonial Corpus Christi proces-

64  “Obschon in dieser lyrischen Anthologie keine eigentlichen Obsconititen vorkommen,
so geben doch einige Stellen durch die nationelle Frivolitit und durch franzosische Witz-
spiele Anlafd genug dieselbe [...] zu verbiethen.”

65  “Ist ein Auszug aus Louves [sic] Faublas [d. i. Louvet de Couvray: Les amours du chevalier
Faublas], und daher [...] zu verbiethen”
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sion of the nuns begins, which the novices are to follow. The outcome of
this narration is most dreadful.6¢

The argument of a “dreadful, outrageous, and inhumane” (“gréfllich[en], em-
porend[en] und unmenschlich[en]”) ending was also applied to Kotzebue’s
drama Adelheid von Wiilfingen. Ein Denkmal der Barbarey des 13. Jahrhunderts
(Adelheid of Wiilfingen: A Memorial to the Barbarism of the 13th Century, 1810).
The censor was apparently afraid that such an ending might engender doubts
regarding the world order among readers.

When the following paragraphs mention several of the many forbidden nov-
els, it is worth remembering that chivalric romanticism, horror stories mod-
eled on the English gothic novel, and bandit tales about the likes of Rinaldo
Rinaldini were in the late stage of their heyday at this time. Besides indecent
scenes, it was therefore frequently the density of the adventures and the por-
trayed criminality that censors took offense at. One adventure novel presented
a “scum of humanity” (“Abschaum der Menschheit”) as its hero (Le Capitaine
subtle, ou intrigue devoilée [Captain Subtle, or the Unveiled Intrigue], 1810),
another was characterized as “pervaded by robbers’ and lovers’ adventures”¢”
(Legay: La roche du diable [The Devil's Rock], 1809), a third eliminated as “a
very ordinary tale of libertines and rascals”®® ( Jean Clergeot, ou le danger [de
changer] de nom [Jean Clergeot, or the Danger of (Changing) One’s Name], an
7 de la république).

Besides specific objectionable passages, the censors rarely neglected to men-
tion the inferior literary quality of reviewed novels as well to justify a rec-
ommendation of “damnatur” A further corroboration for proscription were
derogatory remarks about the author like “The Abbé Sabatier is not one of the
most exquisite authors of France’®® (Les Caprices de la fortune [The Whims
of Fortune], 1809). The production of another novel writer was described as

66  “Wenn diese Erzdhlungen auch nicht ohne allen Werth sind, so kann ihr Gehalt doch die
unmoralischen Stellen [nicht] vergessen machen, welche besonders in der Erzahlung “das
Erdbeben von Chili” S. 307 und 308 vorkommen. Ein junger Spanier, dem der Vater das
Midchen seines Herzens in ein Kloster gegeben hatte, sucht Gelegenheit sie zu sehen,
durch einen ungliicklichen Zufall kommt er mit ihr in einer verschwiegenen Nacht zusam-
men, und macht den Klostergarten zum Zeugen seines vollensten kérperlichen Gliickes.
Das Médchen ist schwanger, und bekommt eben in dem Augenblick die Mutterwehen, als
die feierliche Frohnleichnahmsprocession der Nonnen beginnt, welcher die Novizinnen
folgen sollen. Der Ausgang dieser Erzahlung ist in h6chstem Grade gréfilich.”

67  “mit Rduber- und Liebesavanturen durchflochten”.
68  “eine ganz gewohnliche Libertin und Spitzbubengeschichte”.
69  “Der Abbé Sabatier ist keiner von den vorziiglichsten Schriftstellern Frankreichs.”
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“the unprincipled babble of an inexhaustible French aesthete””° (Agathe d’En-
tragues. Roman historique de [’auteur d’Irma [Agathe d’Entragues: Historical
Novel by the Author of Irma], 1807). This occasionally went so far as to doubt a
writer’s mental faculties, for example when a censor berated “excrescences of
a half-insane mind"”! (Der Todesbund [The Death Alliance], 1811).

The renowned orientalist and later president of the Academy of Sciences,
Hammer-Purgstall, offered up an exaggerated rhetorical analysis of the above-
mentioned novel Clotilde de Hasbourg when he wrote: “This work has no value
from the perspective of imagination, arrangement, expression, and the other
features that constitute the nature and the merits of an epic poem.””? Similarly,
the report about Sabatier de Castres stated that “neither his ingenuity, nor the
execution of his works, nor his style””3 could be lauded (Les Caprices de la for-
tune, 1809). Phrasings assigning works to certain sociological or literary history
categories, for example “a product of the writing-excited period of Austria [i.e.
Josephinism],””#* also served as abbreviated assessments ( Der deutsche Diogenes
oder der Philosoph nach der Mode [The German Diogenes or the Philosopher
Following Fashion], 1792).

As should be apparent from these examples, the Censorship Regulation of
1810 caused the censors to gauge the usefulness of literature and even employ
stylistic deficiencies as additional arguments for prohibition besides the deter-
mination of objectionable contents. Long before the disputes about “Schmutz
und Schund” (roughly: “filth and rubbish”) towards the end of the nineteenth
century, this represents a systematic attempt to keep the emerging popular cul-
ture under control.

1.6 The Book Review Offices

The oldest Book Review Offices in the crown lands were the ones in Prague
(1723) and Graz (1732); after 1792 and the transfer of the censorship agendas
to the competency of the Court Police Section, the network of offices in the
capitals of the provinces was expanded. In the 1830s and 1840s, mirroring the
ongoing development of the book industry itself, there existed a total of 13

70  “das prinziplose Gewasch eines nie sich erschopfenden franzosischen Schongeistes”.

71 “Geburten eines halb verriickten Gehirns”.

72 “Dieses Werk hat von Seite der Erfindung, der Anordnung, des Ausdruckes und der {ibri-
gen Eigenschaften, die das Wesen und die Vorziige eines epischen Gedichtes ausmachen,

keinen Werth”.

73 “weder seine Erfindungsgabe, weder die Ausfithrung seiner Werke, noch sein Vortrag
gerithmt werden”.

74  “ein Product aus der schreibseligen Periode Oesterreichs [d. i. des Josephinismus]”.
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Book Review Offices in Vienna, Linz, Salzburg, Graz, Innsbruck, Laibach/Ljubl-
jana, Triest/Trieste, Prague, Briinn/Brno, Lemberg/Lviv, Zara/Zadar, Milan, and
Venice.” In addition, the lists of allowed books occasionally mention adminis-
trative bureaus in Pest, Pressburg/Bratislava, Klagenfurt, and Ragusa/Dubrov-
nik that fulfilled the function of book review as well. The prohibition lists were
accordingly produced for distribution in large editions of 165 copies during this
period.”® Hungary and Transylvania possessed a special status in this regard,
with their respective court chancelleries involved in the censorship decisions.

The Book Review Offices respectively the local censors were allowed to apply
the assessments of “admittitur” and “transeat” to shorter, obviously unprob-
lematic—and in particular, non-political —manuscripts and books of their
own accord, thereby clearing them for printing, and to request minor changes
or omissions in the case of manuscripts. A brief perusal was generally enough
to determine the innocuousness of book announcements and other adverts
and notices, the catalogs of publishers, antiquarians, auctions, and lending
libraries, and even many regular printed works of minor importance. The
book reviewers in the crown lands were not permitted to impose prohibitions,
however—these had to be issued by the Court Police Section in Vienna. After
all, the monthly or semi-monthly prohibition lists were ultimately approved
by the emperor himself, at least by form. In addition to the above, the Book
Review Offices were responsible for censoring local newspapers (but not peri-
odicals), necessitated not least by the significant loss of time their dispatch
to Vienna would have entailed, and they also organized the assignment of
Scheden for books with the corresponding verdict. Exceptions to these limited
competencies of the Book Review Offices in the capitals of the crown lands
were the offices in Lemberg, Milan, and Venice, where all manuscripts for works
to be published as well as books in Polish respectively Italian arriving from
abroad were assessed. The lists of forbidden and permitted books reveal that
this approach suggested itself due to the sheer quantity of works published in
these languages.

The Book Review Offices also formed relay stations within the censorial pro-
cess, and this function entailed various tasks to be fulfilled by the reviewers

75  Cf. Oesterreichische National-Encyclopidie, oder alphabetische Darlegung der wissens-
wiirdigsten Eigenthiimlichkeiten des osterreichischen Kaiserthumes. In sechs Bénden.
Erster Band. Vienna: In Commission der Friedrich Beck’schen Universitéts-Buchhandlung
1835, 418; Hof- und Staatshandbuch des osterreichischen Kaiserthumes. Vienna: K. k. Hof-
und Staatsdruckerey 1844, 571-572.

76  Cf. Giese: Studie zur Geschichte der Pressegesetzgebung, 411; Marx: Die amtlichen Ver-
botslisten, 416.
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(only three reviewers were active at the Viennese Book Review Office in 1810)
and their clerks: They accepted the submitted manuscripts along with books
slated for reprinting and passed them on to suitable censors in case of con-
cerns.”” They also issued the imprimaturs for obviously unobjectionable works
as well as those cleared by the censors before returning them to their respec-
tive authors and publishers. All books arriving from abroad (as part of orders
by booksellers or simply for review) and as yet unknown and therefore neither
allowed nor banned in Austria had to be submitted to the censorship pro-
cess. This often required extensive proficiency in the languages spoken within
the monarchy as well as those used outside it: Besides works in French and
English, many Italian, Polish, Ruthenian, Czech, and Hungarian writings were
received.”® The censorial reports on foreign books had to be forwarded to the
Court Police Section for the final decision on their verdict. It was also the duty
of the Book Review Offices to request the opinion of the State Chancellery in
the case of politically controversial literature, of the Court Chancellery in the
case of legal subject matters, of the Court Education Commission in the case of
textbooks, of the Imperial War Council in the case of military writings, and of
the episcopal consistory in the case of religious literature.” In addition, they
had to inspect the baggage of travelers, libraries forming parts of estates, the
catalogs of booksellers, antique dealers, and auctions as well as sheet music,
maps, and artworks.

Every written or printed matter from epitaphs to encyclopedias, every
image from cufflinks to copper engravings was examined. For pictures on
rings, bosom pins, or pipe heads, the ambition to prevent any symbols of
secret societies was also involved. In the case of music, texts and draw-
ings had to be paid heed to, revolutionary or political songs were frowned
upon; sometimes even dedications were disapproved of.8%

77  Two censors were usually assigned to each manuscript, with a third censor consulted in
the event that their opinions conflicted, see Marx: Die 6sterreichische Zensur im Vormérz,
18. Individual cases like that of Grillparzer’s poem “Campo vaccino” in the almanac Aglaja
(see below) show, however, that this time-consuming procedure was not followed consis-
tently. In any case, only one expert opinion was required for the review of already printed
books.

78  Cf. the detailed listings of censored manuscripts and books by language in the section on
statistics.

79  Cf Olechowski: Die Entwicklung des Prefirechts, 169.

80  Marx: Die Osterreichische Zensur im Vormirz, 55: “Von der Grabinschrift bis zum Lexikon
wurde alles Geschriebene oder Gedruckte, vom Manschettenknopf bis zum Kupferstich
jede Abbildung gepriift. Bei Bildern auf Ringen, Busennadeln oder Pfeifenkdpfen war
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This listing by Julius Marx could be expanded to include the ostensibly
unsuspicious genre of dictionaries, which nevertheless faced censorial prob-
lems.8! As a complete catalog of forbidden titles did not exist, excellent bib-
liographical knowledge—especially regarding new publications—and an out-
standing memory concerning previously assessed writings were requirements
for working as a reviewer. Beginning in 1815, there were at least printed over-
all listings of the prohibited books in German, French, and Italian, which were
subsequently supplemented by hand to include newly banned titles.82 In addi-
tion, the reviewers maintained handwritten cumulative thesauruses; for exam-
ple, the Book Review Office in Graz had alist of all foreign newspapers, an index
of musical works and lithographs (1780-1840), and a catalog of permitted books
from 1770 to 1837 in 31 volumes.82 It would have been far too laborious to look
up each individual title during the inspection of auction catalogs or the list-
ings of booksellers and lending libraries, however; for this task, a reviewer had
to use his experience and develop a certain intuition for problematic titles.

Furthermore, all activities had to be documented and report forms submit-
ted weekly to the superordinate entity. The processing of the many periodicals
and newspapers entailed considerable effort, particularly since every item that
underwent review had to be inventoried in lists: In addition to the lists of for-
bidden writings to be compiled and issued in numerous copies every month
(respectively every two weeks from 1822), a regulation issued in 1796 required
even more extensive lists of permitted writings and manuscripts to be created
(cf. Figures 4, 5, and 6).84 Contact also had to be maintained with the customs
authorities regarding the return of imported prohibited books to their sources
abroad, and the review officers cooperated with the local police forces to per-
form visitations at booksellers and private households. Last but not least, the
Book Review Offices also accepted and processed the applications for Scheden.

auch das Bestreben, jedes Abzeichen geheimer Gesellschaften zu verhindern, mitbeteiligt.
Bei der Musik waren Texte oder Zeichnungen zu beachten, revolutionére oder politische
Gesédnge waren verpont; manchmal beanstandete man Widmungen.”

81  Cf. Daniel Syrovy: Das Worterbuch muss verboten werden! Niccolo Tommaseos Syn-
onymworterbuch der italienischen Sprache und die Zensur im habsburgischen Mailand.
In: Zibaldone—Zeitschrift fiir italienische Kultur der Gegenwart 61 (2016), 9—21.

82 Neu durchgesehenes Verzeichniss der verbothenen deutschen Biicher. Vienna 1816; Cata-
logue revue et corrigée des livres prohibés, frangois, anglois et latins. An 1816; Catalogo de’
libri italiani o tradotti in italiano proibiti negli stati di sua maesta I'imperatore d’Austria.
Venezia 1815.

83  Friedrich Wilhelm Kosch: Das Grazer Biicherrevisionsamt 1781-1848. In: Zeitschrift des
Historischen Vereines fiir Steiermark 60 (1969), 45-84, here 83-84.

84  Hadamowsky: Ein Jahrhundert Literatur- und Theaterzensur, 302.
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FIGURE 4 List of books forbidden in the first half of April 1846, in lithographed form
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FIGURE 5 List of books forbidden in January 1799, in printed form
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FIGURE 6 List of works permitted during the military year 1816 (Novem-
ber 1815—-October 1816), title page

Marx quotes a regulation on inquiries to be made in the case of an applica-
tion for a Scheda: The required information included the “rank and employ-
ment of this Scheda applicant,” his “personal and family circumstances,” his
“previous moral and political stance,” the “degree and orientation of his intel-
lectual education”; in short, the extent of his “trustworthiness.”8> Beginning

85  Julius Marx: Vormirzliches Schedenwesen. In: Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staats-
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in 1803, the emperor perused the list of persons applying for Scheden for for-
bidden books and decided personally on each one. This naturally led to huge
delays in the handling of these applications, and the Court Police Section feared
that booksellers would shirk the process on behalf of their customers and
smuggle books instead. The emperor eventually agreed to let the police han-
dle the granting of Scheden in 1809; he still insisted on reviewing the records
on permissions and rejections, however. Lists were to be kept not only of the
names of trustworthy persons who were allowed to obtain prohibited books,
but also of the names of individuals whose applications had been denied.

Not even members of the imperial family enjoyed the right to read forbidden
writings at will. As proven by various objectionable works ordered by Archduke
Johann, for example on scandals at various courts (Die geheime Geschichte
des Hofes von St. Cloud [The Secret History of the Court of St. Cloud]; Ver-
traute Briefe iiber die inneren Verhiltnisse am preuf$ischen Hofe [ Confidential
Letters on the Internal Affairs at the Prussian Court]) or matrimony (Die rein-
menschliche Ansicht der Ehe [The Purely Human View of Marriage; by Jakob
Salat]), the emperor’s brother had a keen interest in literature considered taboo
and therefore maintained close contact with the Book Review Office. When he
was given the book Napoleon Buonaparte wie er leibt und lebt, und das franzo-
sische Volk unter ihm (Napoleon Buonaparte in Real Life, and the French People
under Him, Petersburg: Hammer 1806) without approval from Francis 1, the
emperor chastised Police Chief Sumerau:

It is not rightly done that you have given the mentioned book to my
brother without obtaining my prior permission. You shall henceforth
know to abide by my orders without consideration of the person and
demand the granted book back from my brother.86

It is said that even the books of Francis I’ deceased wife Maria Ludovica were
seized by the police and searched for forbidden titles.87

archivs 16 (1963), 453—468, here 459: “Stand und die Beschéftigung dieses Schedenwer-
bers [...] seine personlichen und Familienverhéltnisse [ ...] seine bisherige moralische und
politische Haltung [...] Grad und die Richtung seiner intellektuellen Bildung [...] Ver-
trauenswiirdigkeit.”

86  Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur, 98: “Es ist nicht recht geschehen, dass
Sie das angefiihrte Buch Meinem Herrn Bruder, ohne vorldufig Meine Begnehmigung
einzuholen, ausgefolgt haben. Sie werden kiinftig Meinen Befehlen ohne Riicksicht der
Person nachzuleben wissen und das ausgefolgte Buch von Meinem Herrn Bruder zuriick-
fordern.”

87  Cf.Wagner: Die Zensur in der Habsburger Monarchie, 218.
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On the other hand, the emperor would write indignant handbills when pro-
hibited books that were important for his ministers were delayed by the cus-
toms and censorship authorities, as was the case with L’an mille sept cent quatre
vingt quinze (The Year Seventeen Ninety-Five) by Maurice Montgaillard, which
Foreign Minister Thugut was eagerly expecting but was being retained at the
main customs office. Francis complained that the officers there should have
recognized that the book was destined not for sale but for official use. In future,
he demanded, “all parcels containing printed or unprinted writings and arriv-
ing by mail addressed to my Minister of the Exterior Baron of Thugut” were to
be waved through.58

17 The State Chancellery

The State Chancellery was involved in all constitutional and delicate political
questions—especially concerning day-to-day diplomatic affairs—and there-
fore also held sole responsibility for the official press (Wiener Zeitung, Oster-
reichischer Beobachter). State Chancellor Metternich sometimes even inter-
vened in person, for example in the infamous case of Grillparzer’s poem on
the Campo Vaccino. On the occasion of a journey through Italy, the not yet
3o-year-old Austrian poet had written verses on the ruins at the Roman Forum
(also known as Campo Vaccino, a former cow pasture) that included an expres-
sion of his incomprehension at the “new ecclesiastic [character]| or rather
the priestliness imposed on things of old.”8® The two incriminated stanzas
were:

Kolosseum, Riesenschatten (Coliseum, giant shadow

Von der Vorwelt Machtkolof3! Of the Old World’s hulking power!
Liegst du da in Tods-Ermatten, Lie you there in death’s exhaustion,
Selber noch im Sterben grof3? Grand still in your final hour?

Und damit verh6hnt, zerschlagen, And to earn your death as martyr,
Du den Martertod erwarbst, Mocked and shattered far and wide,
Muf3test du das Kreuz noch tragen, You were forced to bear the cross,
An dem, Herrliche[r]! du starbst! O glorious one, by which you died!

88  Wienbibliothek, Handschriftensammlung, Abschriften nach Akten des Ministeriums des
Inneren, Biicherzensur Bd. 2 (1793-1797), fol. 239: “[...] alle Pakete, die gedruckte, oder
ungedruckte Schriften enthalten, und unter der Aufschrift meines Ministers der auswirti-
gen Geschifte Frh. v. Thugut auf Postwegen ankommen.”

89  Franz Grillparzer: Selbstbiographie. In: Grillparzers Werke in sechs Banden. Vol. 5. Vienna:
Osterreichische Staatsdruckerei n.d., 193: “neue Kirchliche oder vielmehr dem Alten aufge-
drungene Pfaffische.”
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Thut es weg dief heil'ge Zeichen! Take away this holy symbol!

Alle Welt gehort ja dir! All the world at your command!
Ueb'rall, nur bey diesen Leichen, Anywhere but by these corpses,
Ueb'rall stehe, nur nicht hier! Anywhere but here to stand!

Wenn ein Stamm sich losgerissen If a branch has broken free

Und den Vater mir erschlug, And put to death the father mine,

Soll ich wohl das Werkzeug kiissen, ~ Must I kiss this tool of killing
Wenn’s auch Gottes Zeichen trug?®®  Just because it bears God’s sign?)

The cross installed on the Coliseum in honor of the Christian martyrs made
the venerable site itself a “martyr” in the poet’s eyes. Grillparzer’s condemna-

tion of the erection of the cross was interpreted as criticism of the reigning
Pope Pius viI:

As Pope Pius vi1, under whom the restoration of the Coliseum began,
was still reigning (1800-1823), the attack against the cross [...] could be
construed as a personal insult to the Pope, and indeed one later spoke
regularly of this “matter with the Pope” [...].9!

According to Grillparzer’s verses, the Church should respect (pagan) antiquity
and its merits as well as its ruins. This notion was also visible in a comparison
between Titus and the first Christian emperor Constantine:

Uber Roma’s Heldentriimmern (Over Rome’s heroic ruins
Hobst du deiner Meinung Thron; You raised your opinion’s throne;
In der Meinung magst du schimmern,  In opinions you may shimmer,

Die Geschichte spricht dir Hohn.%2 History offers scorn alone.)

90

91

92

Quoted according to August Sauer: Proben eines Commentars zu Grillparzers Gedichten.
In: Jahrbuch der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft 7 (1897), 1-170, here 4o. This is the version that
appeared in Aglaja; other editions and manuscripts read “Herrlicher” instead of “Herr-
liche.”

Franz Grillparzer: Gedichte, erster Teil (Sdmtliche Werke. Historisch-kritische Gesamtaus-
gabe. Hg. v. August Sauer fortgefiihrt von Reinhold Backmann. Erste Abtheilung, vol. 10).
Vienna: Anton Schroll, Deutscher Verlag fiir Jugend und Volk 1932, 279: “Da Papst Pius v11.,
unter dem die Herstellung des Kolosseums begann, noch regierte (1800-1823), konnte der
Angriff gegen das Kreuz [...] als eine personliche Beleidigung des Papstes aufgefaf3t wer-
den, und in der Tat sprach man spiter immer wieder von dieser ‘Geschichte mit dem
Papste’ [...]."

Sauer: Proben eines Kommentars, 39. In other versions, the word “Meinung” (opinion) is
replaced with “Kirche” (church). On the context, namely Grillparzer’s anti-clerical stance
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The poem appeared in 1819 in the 1820 volume of the almanac Aglaja pub-
lished by Wallishausser, and official censorship in the person of Grillparzer’s
friend, the director of the Imperial Court Theater and Aglaja editor Joseph
Schreyvogel, had raised no objection. 400 copies of the almanac had already
been consigned when conservative Catholic circles complained about the
poem. Grillparzer himself writes that the overeager publisher had given a copy
of the almanac to “the wife of the crown prince of a neighboring court known
for his enlightened views on art as well as for his stern religiousness,”®3 which
could only refer to the court of Bavaria. The crown prince had subsequently
inquired with the emperor as to why the almanac had been approved by cen-
sorship in Vienna. Catholic romanticist poet Zacharias Werner is also men-
tioned as having denounced Grillparzer in this context.%* According to Julius
Marx, Police Chief Sedlnitzky quickly read the verses himself and issued a
prohibition, decreeing the pages with the incriminated poem to be torn out
of all copies of the almanac discoverable in Vienna®>—which unsurprisingly
resulted in interested readers who were unable to get their hands on a printed
copy making handwritten transcriptions of “The Ruins of Campo Vaccino” from
several circulating intact issues of the book. Sedlnitzky reported to the emperor,
justifying the removal of the poem from the printed copies of Aglaja by stat-
ing that “several passages of this poem violate sanctums of the Christian and
especially the Catholic religion crudely and obviously”®® Summoned by the
police to explain himself, Grillparzer pointed to his restrained phraseology in
the poem and attempted to protect Schreyvogel from being reprimanded for
negligence in his concomitant roles as editor and censor. Since the poem indi-
rectly attacked the pope for his “occupation” of the Forum with the Christian
cross, the case was (also) a political one and hence fell into the competency
of the State Chancellery besides that of the police. With assistance from two

in the tradition of the Enlightenment, cf. Ritchie Robertson: Poetry and Scepticism in the
Wake of the Austrian Enlightenment: Blumauer, Grillparzer, Lenau. In: Austrian Studies
12 (2004), 17-43.

93  Grillparzer: Selbstbiographie, 194: “der Gemahlin des ebenso wegen seiner erleuchteten
Kunstansichten als wegen seiner strengen Religiositét bekannten Kronprinzen eines be-
nachbarten Hofes zugeeignet.”

94  Cf. Gedichte, erster Teil (Simtliche Werke. Historisch-kritische Gesamtausgabe, vol. 10),
278.

95  Julius Marx: Metternichs Gutachten zu Grillparzers Gedicht “Campo vaccino.” In: Jahr-
buch der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft, Neue Folge 2 (1942), 49-69, here 59.

96  Quoted in Sauer: Proben eines Kommentars, 131: “mehrere Stellen dieses Gedichtes gegen
Heiligthiimer der christlichen und besonders der katholischen Religion grell und offenbar
verstossen.”
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high-ranking clerks, Metternich wrote the corresponding expert opinion that
sought to justify the ban. He confirmed that the poem was “written against the
Christian religion as the alleged cause of the decline of the Roman Empire” and
reproached the “assault on the erection of the cross in this day on the ground so
many thousands of martyrs fertilized with their blood” in particular.®? This con-
stituted the final decision against Grillparzer, Schreyvogel, and Wallishausser in
this censorship case.

In another case, it was “chief ideologist” Friedrich von Gentz who became
active as the State Chancellery’s censor. The text in question was Franz Julius
Schneller’'s manuscript Oesterreichs Einfluf3 auf Deutschland und Europa, seit
der Reformation bis zu den Revolutionen unserer Tage [Austria’s Influence on
Germany and Europe, from the Reformation to the Revolutions of Our Time],
which the professor of history had submitted to the censorship authorities. An
admirer of Joseph 11 and Napoleon, Schneller had already been under police
observation for some time and had repeatedly come into conflict with the cen-
sorial apparatus.

The manuscript by the professor of history slated for printing was submit-
ted to the publicist of the State Chancellery for censorship, who furnished
it with very characteristic notes and marginalia, and in doing so, entirely
in the spirit of the censorship instruction of 1810, united the office of the
political judge with that of the literary critic. Piqued and offended to the
marrow, the Austrian professor of history reached for his walking staff and
put his work to press “abroad,” illustrated with Friedrich von Gentz's cen-
sorial notes. It is well known what extraordinary sensation these margina-
lia by the great diplomatic censor elicited in Germany.%8

97  Quoted in Marx: Metternichs Gutachten, 63: “gegen die christliche Religion, als die an-
gebliche Ursache des Verfalls des Romischen Reiches geschrieben [...] Ausfall auf die
Aufstellung des heute auf dem Boden, den so viele Tausende von Martirer mit ihrem Blute
diingten, errichteten Kreuzes.” Cf. also Julius Marx: Die Zensur der Kanzlei Metternichs.
In: Osterreichische Zeitschrift fiir 6ffentliches Recht, Neue Folge 4 (1952), 170-237.

98  Wiesner: Denkwiirdigkeiten der Oesterreichischen Zensur, 258: “Die zum Druck be-
stimmte Handschrift des Professors der Geschichte ward dem Publizisten der Staatskan-
zlei zur Zensur iiberwiesen, der es mit sehr karakteristischen Noten und Randglossen
versah, und dabei, ganz im Geiste der Zensurinstrukzion von 1810, das politische Richter-
amt mit dem literarisch-kritischen vereinte. Gekrankt und in’s Innerste verletzt, ergriff der
Oster. Professor der Geschichte den Wanderstab, und gab im ‘Auslande’ sein Werk, illus-
trirt durch die Zensurnoten Friedrich’s von Gentz, in die Presse. Es ist bekannt, welche
auflerordentliche Sensazion diese Randglossen des grofien diplomatischen Zensors in
Deutschland hervorriefen.”
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Schneller left Austria for good and settled in Freiburg im Breisgau; his manu-
script was ultimately published in two volumes in 1828-1829 by Franckh in
Stuttgart.

2 Censorship in the Pre-March Period (1821-1848)

The (German) nationalist movements that had previously been welcome in
connection with the liberation from Napoleon’s occupation were increasingly
being perceived as a threat by the Austrian government as well as by the rulers
of other countries, since they simultaneously advanced liberal political ideas.
The first conflicts concerning Austrian rule arose in Lombardy and Venetia,
with Hungary and Galicia respectively Poland likewise becoming centers of
nationalist independence efforts not long thereafter.

The Austrian government under Metternich made every effort to block the
constitutional developments by forbidding the fraternities and assuming con-
trol over the universities and supposed revolutionary groups, but also by way of
comprehensive preventive censorship within the German Confederation. The
first restorative thrust occurred as early as 1815 with the German Federal Act
signed at the Congress of Vienna, and the Carlsbad Decrees followed in 1819.
Metternich used the assassination of Kotzebue, who had worked as a Russian
spy and dared to ridicule the German nationalists, by the student Karl Sand as a
reason to retract the constitutional elements of the German Confederation—
which at this point were still weak anyway—and introduce a general censor-
ship obligation for all written works under 20 sheets in length. The German
Confederation subsequently split into groups of more liberal (Bavaria, Wiirt-
temberg, Baden) and more reactionary states (Austria, Prussia). The Carlsbad
Decrees were not even published in Austria since they would have meant an
easement compared to the prevailing censorship regulations. For example, the
20-sheet-rule did not apply in Austria, where all manuscripts were preventively
censored regardless of their length.

The monitoring of communication by way of printed texts was now accom-
panied by the observation of suspicious persons; there is evidence of surveil-
lance by police agents and informers as early as the beginning of the pre-March
period. Besides France, England in particular was suspected of being a center
of the efforts to revolutionize the continent. In 1819, for instance, an informer
from Rome reported having heard from a high-ranking lady that “In Inghilterra
e la focina della rivoluzione dell’Europa, ed ivi risiede il capo ed il direttore dei
Settarij” (The source of the European revolution is in England, and there resides
the leader and controller of the secret societies); a name had unfortunately not

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



114 CHAPTER 3

been determinable, only that the figure was “un uomo grand” (a great man).%®
The first secret societies to attract attention were the Italian ones, with the best-
known among them being the Carbonari, while the activities of the supporters
of the Greek liberation movement came into focus in the 1820s.100

Madame de Staél was observed during her travels, which took her to Vienna
among other places, as was Lord Byron during his sojourn in the Italian states.
It is hardly necessary to note that numerous works by both authors are to be
found in the lists of forbidden books: There are 19 entries for de Staél and 44 for
Byron.

Madame de Staél came to Vienna twice—once in 1808 and once in 1812—
and also visited Lombardy in 1815. On all of these occasions, her movements
were monitored by agents and informers: Domestics were planted or bribed,
her wastebasket was searched, and her correspondence opened or stolen; when
she received visitors, spies eavesdropped at her door. A plethora of reports were
compiled, with some of them addressed directly to the emperor, who took a
personal interest in the famous author’s activities. Her expulsion from France
by Napoleon was suspected of being a pretense for espionage and conspiracy in
Austria. All the greater was the disappointment when her observation resulted
in nothing but harmless contacts to the Austrian nobility and politically mean-
ingless gossip.!%! The most “explosive” outcome of the investigation was the
discovery that de Staél advocated constitutionalism in salon discussions. As
Count Franz Josef Saurau, governor of the Kingdom of Lombardy-Venetia, sum-
marily confirmed on November 1,1815, she had never done political harm of any
kind:

It is apparent that her principles, views, and statements identify her as a
proponent of the constitutional forms of government and the prevailing

99  Quoted in Karl Brunner: Byron und die osterreichische Polizei. In: Archiv fiir das Studium
der neueren Sprachen und Literaturen 8o (1925), vol. 148, 28—41, here 31.

100 Cf. Alfred Noe (ed.): Der Philhellenismus in der westeuropiischen Literatur 1780-1830.
Amsterdam, Atlanta/GA: Rodopi 1994.

101 Examples of disappointing results: “Dans la maison quhabite Mme de Staél on dispose
d’une personne de confiance, et sur ses assurances il ne s’est rien passé de particulier a
signaler.” (In the house inhabited by Madame de Staél we have a confidant who assures
that nothing worth communicating has happened.), 19; “On a trouvé I'occasion de se le
procurer trois fois et de pouvoir le lire entiérement. Il contient surtout des essais sur la
philosophie et les arts.” (We managed to get hold of it [her correspondence] three times
and read it entirely. It contains mainly essays on philosophy and art.), 24. Quoted from
Georges Solovieff: Madame de Staél et la police autrichienne. In: Cahiers Staéliens, nou-
velle série No. 41 (1989-1990), 13—54.
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ideas that wish to reshape Europe according to these new forms. But she
has in no way personally compromised herself or transgressed the limits
of reasonableness and caused political damage.102

Byron never made a secret of his disdain for the Austrian “Huns” and “barbar-
ians” who were preventing liberal progress. It was no wonder that Metternich
was convinced of the danger posed by the Englishman on the Italian peninsula.
On December 25, half a year after the revolution in Naples, he reported to the
emperor:

Englishmen with such radical principles as [...] Lord Biron [sic] applies
in Ravenna and as are known [...] from the Lords Kinaird and Hamilton
must be viewed as the most dangerous apostles of independence and rev-
olution and should therefore, without accepting any objections from the
British Government about intolerance against its subjects, be kept away
from the peninsula by way of joint measures by all Italian governorates.!03

With some delay, the seeds of the conspiracy theories that had circulated all
through the late eighteenth century were now bearing fruit: The enlighten-
ers and rationalists (Joachim Christoph Bode, Friedrich Nicolai, and others)
had prophesied “the scenario of a Jesuit-controlled conspiracy against Enlight-
enment and Protestantism,” while more conservative voices had spoken of a
“scenario of a conspiracy of Illuminati, enlightened ‘philosophers, and Ger-
man Freemasons against political absolutism, revealed religion, and the regular
clergy.1%4 Metternich as well as Emperor Francis 1 were said to exhibit distinctly

102 Quoted in ibid,, 52: “Il est évident que ses principes, ses vues et déclarations la désignent
comme une initiatrice des formes constitutionnelles de gouvernement et des idées do-
minantes devant transformer le monde européen en ces formes nouvelles. Mais elle n’a
nullement donné prise sur soi ou dépassé les limites du raisonnement par quelque effet
politique nuisible.”

103 Quoted in Brunner: Byron und die dsterreichische Polizei, 32: “Englédnder mit solch radi-
calen Grundsitzen wie sie [...] Lord Biron in Ravenna bethitigt und wie solche [...] von
den Lord Kinaird und Hamilton bekannt sind, miissen als die gefihrlichsten Indepen-
denz- und Revolutionsapostel betrachtet werden, und sollten daher, ohne irgend eine
Reklamation der Grof3brittanischen Regierung wegen Intoleranz gegen ihre Unterthanen
zu besorgen durch gemeinsame Maf3regeln aller Italienischer Gouvernements von der
Halbinsel fernegehalten werden.”

104 Klausnitzer: Poesie und Konspiration, 148-149: “das Szenario einer jesuitisch gesteuerten
Verschworung gegen Aufklarung und Protestantismus [...] Szenario einer Verschwoérung
von Illuminaten, aufgeklarten ‘Philosophen’ und deistischen Freimaurern gegen politi-
schen Absolutismus, Offenbarungsreligion und Ordensgeistlichkeit.” Klausnitzer (p. 29)
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paranoid behavior, visible among other things in intensified censorship and the
personal observation of all persons suspected of revolutionary machinations.
Since the governments acted in arcane fashion and only publicized their deci-
sions and actions when it seemed beneficial or advisable to do so, they assumed
the same of their adversaries:

The conclusion by analogy from their own action and confidentiality
strategies to the methods of competing opponents led to causal explana-
tions that interpreted nearly all political and cultural goings-on as con-
nected parts of a plan and intended results of “secret” and “disguised”
manipulators.10

Wolfram Siemann has recently argued against the image common among the
contemporary liberals of a blindly reactionary Austria under a Chancellor
indulging in obscurantism. Siemann corroborates the hypothesis underpin-
ning the censorial activities during this time that violent rhetoric could indeed
lead to real acts of violence. The sensational murder of Kotzebue by Karl Sand
was but one of several assassinations occurring in various parts of Europe. The
radical students effectively viewed the liberation from the “princely yoke” as a
sacred cause, and themselves as martyrs for the future united nation. To speak
of terrorism in this context does not constitute an anachronism, as the term
was already used by contemporary commentators.°¢ The Sand case became a
huge media event, and the largely sympathetic or even enthusiastic comments
on the student’s bloody deed were suitable for inspiring copycat criminals.
The echo of the murder stimulated a wave of nationalist mobilization. “After
the assassination of Kotzebue, the media landscape was suddenly a different
one. Far too little attention is given to the fact that the more or less embel-
lished glorifications of the act in the press provoked the many-voiced call for

describes Jean de Filleau's treatise Relation juridique de ce qui s’est passé a Poitiers touchant
la nouvelle doctrine des Jansénistes (Juridical Treatise on What Happened at Poitiers Con-
cerning the New Doctrine of the Jansenists, 1654) on a purported secret meeting of
Jansenists in the charterhouse at Bourg-Fontaine in 1621, during which they allegedly
decided to fight various Christian—and especially Catholic—dogmas as the “‘birth cer-
tificate’ of modern conspirationism.”

105 Klausnitzer: Poesie und Konspiration, 269: “Der Analogieschluss von eigenen Handlungs-
und Geheimhaltungsstrategien auf die Verfahren konkurrierender Opponenten fiihrte zu
Kausalerkldrungen, die nahezu alle politischen und kulturellen Vorgénge als zusammen-
hingende Teile eines Planes modellierten und als intendierte Resultate ‘verlarvter’ und
‘verkappter’ Drahtzieher deuteten.”

106  Cf.Siemann: Metternich, 665, a citation from the Osterreichischer Beobachter of 12/10/1817.
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censorship.”1%7 According to Siemann’s analysis, the revolutionary propaganda
appealed in particular to the “intellectual proletariat” forming in the wake of
the Napoleonic Wars. The legion of badly salaried journalists and commis-
sion writers, revolutionary poets, and unemployed university graduates and
trainee lawyers likely also represented a large share of the authors of writ-
ings banned in Austria during this period. A further group were the professors
and lawyers, whom Metternich was especially suspicious of. The sociohistorical
background for this development was the protracted economic crisis begin-
ning after 25 years of continuous wars and conflicts. Bled out by Napoleon and
heavily indebted as a result, the states were forced into austerity, and one of the
groups most heavily aggrieved in this regard were the public servants.

The trend towards political assassinations extended to England, France, and
the Italian states as well. Particularly alarming for rulers of monarchies was the
murder of the Duc de Berry, a potential French heir to the throne, by the sad-
dler Louis Pierre Louvel in February 1820.198 Siemann views Metternich not as a
despot but instead as a politician who, while amenable to reforms and perhaps
even to a constitution in principle, feared that abandoning the time-tested sys-
tem would trigger nationality conflicts that could potentially be ruinous for the
multi-ethnic Habsburg Empire.109

A second restoration campaign followed after the July Revolution of 1830 in
France with the overthrow of Charles x. The immediate consequences were
the July Revolution in Belgium as well as uprisings in Poland, Central Italy,
and various German states like Brunswick and Saxony. The Hambach Festi-
val in May 1832 further stoked the fear of revolution, and concerns regarding
a Europe-wide conspiracy against the continent’s monarchs increased. In 1830,
Metternich expanded his suspicion of plans for destabilization to the entire
world:

The wicked fraternization that has been working incessantly for half a
century towards the downfall of the existing and even of all possible legal
order and all thrones has claimed a momentous victory in 1830 in France,

which by no means suffices for it, however: Its plan continues, it spans the
world 110

107 Ibid,, 681: “Nach dem Attentat auf Kotzebue war mit einem Male die Presselandschaft eine
andere. Es wird viel zu wenig beachtet, dass gerade die mehr oder weniger verbraimten
Verherrlichungen der Tat in der Presse den vielstimmigen Ruf nach Zensur provozierten.”

108 Cf. ibid., 715.

109 Wolfram Siemann: Metternich’s Britain. London: The German Historical Institute 2012,
14—18.

110 Quoted in Dominik Burkard, Gisbert Lepper, Wolfgang Schopf, and Hubert Wolf: Die
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Under the impression of the recent events, Metternich established a secret
surveillance and informant service in 1833: the Mainzer Informationsbiiro,
which would exist until 1842.11! Further spy services were installed within the
monarchy in Lombardy-Venetia and Galicia in 1835 and in Hungary-Transylva-
nia in 1837. A peculiarity of this surveillance system was the networking of data
at the Wiener Zentralinformationskomitee, a central body established in 1834
where the various reports were consolidated in journals.!!2

The prohibition of the writers’ group “Junges Deutschland” (Young Ger-
many) in 1835 was one of the many consequences of the gathered information.
The authors subsumed under this denomination were only loosely connected
with one another, and the group name was an invention of the authorities that
was perhaps based on confusion with another group likewise called “Junges
Deutschland” and formed in analogy to the political movements of the “Young
Italy” and the “Young Europe” led by Giuseppe Mazzini. On November 13, 1835,
Karl Gustav Noé von Nordberg, the head of the Mainzer Informationsbiiro, sent
to Vienna a report “On the Young Literary Germany” (“Uber das junge litera-
rische Deutschland”) in which he discussed dangerous activities by publisher
Sauerlidnder and the authors Duller, Gutzkow, Menzel, Beurmann, Mundt, and
Wienbarg, among others.!3 On November 14, a decree explicitly mentioning
Gutzkow, Laube, Wienbarg, and Mundt banned all existing and future writ-
ings by “Junges Deutschland” in Prussia; it was annulled as early as February
1836 for lack of a legal basis. Instead, the Geheimer Hofrat (secret privy coun-
cilor) Karl Ernst John was appointed as special censor responsible for the works
of the group in June 1836.1' As specified in the motion to prohibit “Junges
Deutschland” introduced by the president of the Confederate Diet, Miinch-
Bellinghausen, exception was taken to the “vilifications against religion,” the
“transferal of the criticism of religion to the ‘literary field)” and the “intimate

Macht der Zensur. Heinrich Heine auf dem Index. Diisseldorf: Patmos 1998, 19: “Jene ver-
ruchte Verbriiderung, welche seit einem halben Jahrhundert an dem Umsturze der beste-
henden und selbst aller moglichen gesetzlichen Ordnung und aller Throne unabléssig
arbeitet, hat im Jahre 1830 in Frankreich einen bedeutenden Sieg errungen, welcher ihr
jedoch keineswegs geniigt: Ihr Plan geht weiter, er umfaf3t die Welt.”

111 On its establishment, cf. Fritz Reinohl: Die dsterreichischen Informationsbiiros des Vor-
marz, ihre Akten und Protokolle. In: Archivalische Zeitschrift, 3. Folge, 5 (1929), 261—288;
on the activity of the Informationsbiiro, cf. in detail Hoefer: Pressepolitik, 72—178; on the
reports, cf. the editions by Karl Glossy: Literarische Geheimberichte aus dem Vormérz. Mit
Einleitung und Anmerkungen hg. v. Karl Glossy. Vienna: Konegen 1912, as well as Adler:
Literarische Geheimberichte.

112 On this, see Hoefer: Pressepolitik, 60—61 and 66-68.

113 Burkard, Lepper, Schopf, and Wolf: Die Macht der Zensur, 64.

114  Grimm: Karl Gutzkows Arrivierungsstrategie, 176.
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connection of blasphemy with the excitement of sensuousness,” which united
into a “complete system of profanity and bawdiness.”'> The ban had been trig-
gered by the publication of Gutzkow’s novel Wally, die Zweiflerin (Wally the
Doubter, 1835). Metternich attempted to have it extended to Heine and the
entire territory of the German Confederation, but he was ultimately unsuc-
cessful. Examples were to be made of publishing houses like Lowenthal in
Mannheim or Hoffmann und Campe in Hamburg as well, but the Confeder-
ate Diet was only able to agree on December 10, 1835 to “bring to application in
their full rigor” the criminal and police laws that were already contained in the
state laws as well as the regulations against abuse of the press.!16

Heine himself already voiced doubts concerning the effectiveness of the
blanket prohibition, writing with obvious allusion to Luther about “much cla-
mor and little wool” (“viel Geschrey und wenig Wolle”).!'” Not only were numer-
ous works by the affected authors readily available in various German states,'8
but the seizures in Prussia and Saxony came too late, with the forbidden books
already shipped and gone with the wind. What was more, the ban itself pro-
moted the politicization of literature—and especially the criticism of repres-
sive measures by the governments—even more.

2.1 Tightening of the Censorship Regulations and the Granting of
Scheden

The Court Police Section, which determined the course in regard to censor-
ship, was headed from 1817 to 1848 by Count Josef Sedlnitzky, also known as
the “Streicher-Graf” (roughly: Count of Deletion).'® An overly correct public
official at best, he was an excellent representative of the spirit guiding the cen-
sorial and surveillance apparatus. Similar to the emperor himself, for example,
Sedlitzky assumed that “a people are in the first stage of revolution from the
moment in which they begin to absorb education.”20

115 Quoted in Burkard, Lepper, Schopf, and Wolf: Die Macht der Zensur, 81-82: “Schméhungen
gegen die Religion [...] Hiniiberziehen der Religionskritik auf das ‘belletristische Gebiet’
[...] innige Verbindung der Blasphemie mit der Aufregung der Sinnlichkeit [...] vollstandi-
gen Systeme der Gottesldsterung und Unzucht.”

116 Quoted according to Jan-Christoph Hauschild (ed.; in cooperation with Heidemarie Vahl):
Verboten! Das Junge Deutschland 1835. Literatur und Zensur im Vormérz. Diisseldorf:
Droste 1985, 38.

117 Inaletter to Campe on January 12, 1836; quoted in Hauschild: Verboten!, 123.

118 Cf. James Brophy: Grautone. Verleger und Zensurregime in Mitteleuropa 1800-1850. In:
Historische Zeitschrift, vol. 301 (2015), 297-345, here 317.

119 Burkard, Lepper, Schopf, and Wolf: Die Macht der Zensur, 39.

120 Quoted in Inge KiefShauer: Otto Friedrich Wigand (10. August 1795 bis 1. September 1870).
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His reputation among authors was disastrous, and we can assume that not
all of the many complaints regarding his narrow-mindedness were made up.
The academic Hammer-Purgstall referred to him as a “most limited and fee-
ble mind” (“h6chst beschrénkte[r] und schwachsinnige[r] Kopf”). Hammer-
Purgstall followed the tried and tested strategy likewise employed by Nestroy
and others of including a few passages in his writings that would be eliminated
for certain in order to slip the rest past censorship. “The fervor to delete drew
his [Sedlnitzky’s] fingers together spasmodically, and once he had slashed a few
passages, he would allow others to pass that otherwise, had the stronger ones
not been there to remove, would surely not have gone through.”?! Although
this characterization likely contained some measure of intentional polemics
and injured pride, it is a fact that SedInitzky at one point expressed the wish to
censor the publications of the Academy of Sciences, an idea even Metternich
voted against.122

In order to sharpen the tools of censorship, the verdict “damnatur nec erga
schedam” that had been discontinued in 1803 was reintroduced in 1836. It
meant that only the emperor himself could grant special permission to read the
corresponding title. The same applied to the formula “remove from circulation”
(“aufler Kurs setzen”), which was usually applied to newspapers, periodicals, or
continuous works like encyclopedias and amounted to a prospective Debitver-
bot (prohibition on placing an order for the work with an Austrian bookseller)
or Pranumerationsverbot (prohibition on mail orders). In particularly turbulent
times, seizures of books were also ordered more frequently, with the respective
titles marked as “damnatur and to be confiscated” (“damnatur und mit Beschlag
zu belegen”) in the prohibition lists. The focus lay on radical liberal writ-
ings assessed as revolutionary, and seizures were applied to works published
by Hoffmann und Campe in Hamburg, Hoff in Mannheim, the Literarisches

In: Leipziger Jahrbuch zur Buchgeschichte 1 (1991), 155-188, here 157: “[...] ein Volk vom
Augenblick an, wo es anfingt, Bildung in sich aufzunehmen, im ersten Stadium der Revo-
lution [...]”

121 Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall: Erinnerungen und Briefe, vol. 3, part 5. Scan of the type-
written transcript of Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall: Erinnerungen aus meinem Leben. Ed.
Walter Hoflechner and Alexandra Wagner. Graz 2on (http://gams.uni-graz.at/context:hp
[last accessed on 12/13/2021]), 22: “Die Wut zu streichen zog ihm [SedInitzky] krampfar-
tig die Finger zusammen und hatte er erst ein paar Stellen gestrichen, so liess er andere
hingehen, die sonst, wenn jene stirkeren nicht zum Streichen vorhanden gewesen, gewiss
nicht durchgelaufen sein wiirden.”

122 Cf. Julius Marx: Osterreichs Kampf gegen die liberalen, radikalen und kommunistischen
Schriften 1835-1848 (Beschlagnahme, Schedenverbot, Debitentzug). Vienna, Cologne,
Graz: Bohlau 1969, 11.
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Institut in Herisau/Switzerland, and several other printers. While such confis-
cated books were to be destroyed immediately, they appear in practice to have
sometimes been sent back to the original publishers or simply stored at the
Court Police Section.!?3 Censorial verdicts could also be changed retroactively.
Mitigations of prohibition verdicts were rare but did occasionally occur—for
example in the case of extolments of Napoleon, which were tolerated from 1832.
Harsher verdicts were more common, especially when multi-volume or serial
works received a blanket “damnatur” instead of the previous “erga schedam”
following the appearance of later volumes or issues.!24

The number of works declared “damnatur” declined in favor of “erga sche-
dam” verdicts during the entire period after 1792. For the Viennese Book Review
Office, documentation on the number of Scheden applications is lacking. A
projection for the presumably less frequented office in Graz based on fragments
of the corresponding records results in an estimate of around 2,880 applica-
tions during the year 1839.125 At any rate, it is clear that it was mostly members
of higher societal strata, and occasionally middle-class individuals considered
reliable, who received Scheden. This practice of allotting the special permis-
sions can be illustrated using the example of Eugéne Sue’s successful novel
Le juif errant (The Wandering Jew, 1844/45), a fantastic story about a conspir-
acy of the Jesuits attempting to gain control of the gigantic inheritance of a
family with dishonest means. It was forbidden in Austria primarily due to its
anti-clerical aspects. But besides anti-clerical and anti-monarchistic passages
as well as regular frivolous scenes, Sue’s novels also featured a certain political
explosiveness especially visible in the descriptions of poverty in the Mystéres de
Paris (Mysteries of Paris). Le juif errant was printed as a series in several news-
papers (including the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, the Frankfurter Oberpost-
amtszeitung, the Frankfurter Konversationsblatt, the Berliner Pfennig-Blitter,
and J.J. Weber’s Novellen-Zeitung).\?6 The Frankfurter Oberpostamtszeitung did
not intend to relinquish the important Austrian market after the ban and pro-
ceeded to publish the novel in a separate series of booklets dispatched only to
the small group of persons possessing the appropriate Scheden. As preserved
applications from Prague show, permission to obtain Le Juif errant was granted

123 Cf Marx: Osterreichs Kampf gegen die liberalen, radikalen und kommunistischen Schrif-
ten, 13.

124 Cf. Marx: Die amtlichen Verbotslisten, 155-156.

125 Kosch: Das Grazer Biicherrevisionsamt, 72.

126 Details on the dissemination and reception of the novel can be found in Norbert Bachleit-
ner: Der englische und franzosische Sozialroman des 19. Jahrhunderts und seine Rezep-
tion in Deutschland. Amsterdam, Atlanta/GA: Rodopi 1993, 89—192.
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to the following illustrious persons: Count Auersperg, k. k. chamberlain; Anton
Veith, estate owner; Baron von Wessenberg; Count Lothar von Wurmbrand, k. k.
chamberlain; Count Franz von Desfour; Baroness von Hruby, née Baroness von
Wintzigerode; Count Joseph Matthias Thun-Hohenstein; Countess Anna Maria
von Raitzenstein, née Countess zu Salm-Reifferscheid; Count Johann zu Salm,
k. k. lieutenant colonel; Countess von Salm, née Countess von Pachta; Countess
Gabriele von Bouquoy; Baron Joseph von Enid; Baron de Fin, k. k. chamber-
lain; Baroness Anna von Geisslern; Baroness Mladota von Solofisk; Count Erwin
Nostitz, k. k. chamberlain; Count Rudolph Morzin, k. k. chamberlain; Count
Karl Althan, k. k. chamberlain; Ritter von Bergenthal, k. k. gubernatorial sec-
retary; Countess Marianne von Gaisruck, dean of the k. k. lady’s convent in
Hradschin/Hrad¢any, Prague; Countess Johanna von Thun; Countess Elisabeth
von Woratzicky Bissingen; Count Oktavian Kinsky; and Prince Karl zu Liechten-
stein.!2” This proves convincingly, yet somewhat surprisingly, that large parts
of the Austrian high aristocracy were interested in Sue’s scandalous new best-
seller. It is conceivable that some of the purchasers ordered the book on behalf
of their domestics or other persons, but relaying as the primary motive for most
of them seems highly unlikely even aside from the fact that it would have meant
a violation of their Scheda.

Besides such waves of Scheda approvals, there are also examples of high-
ranking individuals being denied special permission: Count Ludwig Batthy-
anyi, for example, wanted to obtain the Deutsche Zeitung published in Hei-
delberg by Gervinus, but Sedlnitzky hesitated and consulted Metternich, who
decided that the leader of the Hungarian opposition should not be allowed to
read a newspaper advocating constitutionalism.!?8 A certain Count Comini in
Brescia likewise did not seem trustworthy enough to the Lombardian gover-
nor. Another nobleman, Lieutenant Count Kosiebrodzki in Salzburg, had his
Scheda for two novels by the notoriously frivolous Paul de Kock (Une jeune fille
du faubourg [A Young Girl from the Suburbs] and La pucelle de Belleville [The
Virgin of Belleville]) revoked after injuring with his saber a student he had felt
derided by during a parade for the emperor’s birthday.!?° In these cases, the
denial of certain reading material appears almost like a patriarchal disciplinary
measure—there was clearly no connection between the Lieutenant’s offense
and Paul de Kock'’s flippant novels.

For members of the middle class, the prospects of receiving a Scheda were
limited at best, and at times their profession prevented them from being grant-

127 Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Polizeihofstelle H 146/1845.
128 Marx: Die amtlichen Verbotslisten, 446.
129 Marx: Vormirzliches Schedenwesen, 460—461.
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ed permission despite their trustworthiness. The Milanese seller of music sup-
plies Ricordi, for example, was considered to be in the best possible repute,
yet the authorities feared that he might “render information” (“Mitteilungen
machen”) from the periodical L'Illustration he had applied for to his customers
in his busy salesroom—in other words, that he might display the magazine
there as an attraction for his patrons.13°

2.2 Visitations and the Artifice of Booksellers

Booksellers were able to obtain prohibited goods despite the efforts of the
police. Raids regularly discovered forbidden writings, for example at the Vien-
nese publishers Mosle in 1835,'3! Schaumburg in 1838,!32 and Braumiiller in
1845'33—all of which were not dubious companies, but in fact reputable pur-
veyors of books. The renowned bookstore owned by Karl Gerold likewise attrac-
ted the authorities’ attention repeatedly; 205 volumes of banned works were
seized there as early as 1821, for example.13* Gerold was widely known for being
able to obtain any prohibited book.

The year 1843 seemed to finally offer the police an opportunity to make an
example of the insubordinate firm. A clerk dismissed by Gerold reported a store
of forbidden books on the premises that “likely may be called one of the most
significant that perhaps exists in this regard in the k. k. Austrian Monarchy.”35
The informer disclosed the precise location of the hidden storeroom on two
sheets of paper full of dense handwriting: From the salesroom, one had to take
a spiral staircase to the first floor; through a corridor, one then reached the
so-called publishing room that contained books from Gerold’s own publishing
company as well as—through a door hidden behind bookshelves and opened
by way of a spring mechanism—the secret room that Gerold called “Elysium.”
Leaving nothing to chance, the denunciator even drew a sketch of the rooms
in question (cf. Figure 7).

The report on the visitation performed on September 5, 1843 mentions that
the authorities made their move in the early morning hours to avoid causing
a commotion and that besides “our own officers and the book reviewer Janota

130 Ibid,, 462.

131 Cf. Marx: Die 6sterreichische Zensur im Vormirz, 5.

132  Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Akten der Polizeihofstelle, 207/1838.

133 Marx: Die amtlichen Verbotslisten, 425.

134 Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Akten der Polizeihofstelle, 10434/1821

135 Ibid, 5588/1843: “wohl eines der bedeutendsten genannt werden kann, welches vielleicht
in dieser Beziehung die k. k. oesterr. Monarchie aufzuweisen hat.” All following quotations
pertaining to the visitation of Gerold’s shop are likewise taken from this document.
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FIGURE 7  Sketch of the hidden storeroom in the Gerold bookstore

only two policemen”36 took part in the operation. The secret storeroom was
discovered without issue, but there was little in it to find fault with. However,
the agents discovered numerous prohibited works hidden behind books pub-
lished by Gerold on the shelves in the publishing room. The volume of seized
goods was so large—1,000 books and booklets—that “three persons had to
be employed to transport it to the local administration building in covered
tubs and wheelbarrows.”3” Among the confiscated items were several copies of
the particularly detested—and thus censorially designated for seizure—titles
Oesterreich im Jahre 1843 (Austria in the Year 1843) and Oesterreich und dessen
Zukunft (Austria and Its Future) by Baron Victor von Andrian-Werburg as well
as Spaziergdnge eines zweiten Wiener Poeten (Promenades by a Second Vien-
nese Poet) by Ferdinand Avist. One is almost tempted to believe Grillparzer’s
witty comment in his autobiography that the circulation of forbidden writings
in Austria was “as common as anywhere in the world” and that he had “seen a
horse carriage driver reading ‘Austria’s Future’ on the coach box.”38 Indeed, the

136 “eigenen hierseitigen Beamten und dem Biicher-Revisor Janota nur noch zwei Polizeidie-
ner”

137 “drey Personen zur Verschaffung derselben in das hiesige Amtsgebaude mittels bedekter
Butten und Schubkarren verwendet werden muf3ten.”

138  Grillparzer: Selbstbiographie. In: Grillparzers Werke in sechs Binden. Vol. 5, 295: “so allge-
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first edition of Andrian-Werburg’s Oesterreich und dessen Zukunft comprising
2,000 copies was allegedly sold entirely within Austria.!3® The Viennese book-
sellers Tendler & Schéfer were apparently Campe’s commission merchants in
Vienna and, according to Andrian-Werburg’s diary entries, distributed a large
number of copies even though the book had been banned immediately after
appearing in Vienna in December 1842.140

The visitation of Gerold’s store was followed by an interrogation of the
owner. He explained the existence of the secret storeroom with a lack of space;
the forbidden books had been procured for persons possessing Scheden and
subsequently not picked up or returned after having been read. The particu-
larly objectionable titles mentioned above had been given to him for forward-
ing by the Brussels bookseller Cans, who was passing through. Despite these
statements, the police maintained its urgent suspicion of trading in prohibited
books. Simultaneously, however, the author of the report noted his resigned
opinion that the well-known lax attitude of the Viennese magistrate meant a
conviction was unlikely, “just like every local bookseller in most cases under
the aegis of the magistrate, even in possession of the most notable stock of
forbidden books, need only make sure that they do not appear too obviously
earmarked for sale.”#

These concerns would prove to be well-founded, for the magistrate in per-
son of Mayor Ignatz Czapka showed no eagerness whatsoever to punish Gerold.
After discussing the matter, the city senate decided with a vote of 13 to g to take
the stance that “a bookseller, even if he were to keep a stock of nothing but for-

mein als irgendwo in der Welt [...] Fiaker auf dem Kutschbock ‘Ostreichs Zukunft’ lesen
gesehen.”

139 Viktor Franz Freiherr von Andrian-Werburg: “Osterreich wird meine Stimme erkennen
lernen wie die Stimme Gottes in der Wiiste.” Tagebiicher 1839-1858. Hg. u. eingeleitet von
Franz Adlgasser. Vienna, Cologne, Weimar: Béhlau 2011, vol. 1, 380 (4/23/1843).

140 On 1/19/1843, he noted: “Incidentally, the book goes very quickly here [in Milano], the
greater half of the copies sent here is already sold out” (ibid., vol. 1, 351: “Ubrigens geht das
Buch hier [in Mailand] sehr schnell ab, die grofere Hilfte der hieher gesandten Exemplare
ist bereits vergriffen.”); on 2/11/1843, he mentions 20 copies, once again for purchasers in
Milano: “Incidentally, Tendler has sold 20 copies here in no time, and many more were
requested, albeit by people to whom he deemed it advisable not to give them” (ibid., vol. 1,
362: “Ubrigens hat Tendler hier im Nu 20 Exemplare abgesetzt, und noch viel mehr wurden
verlangt, jedoch von Leuten, denen er sie nicht zu geben fiir gerathen fand.”); on 5/1/1843,
he received a message stating that 600 copies had already been sold in Vienna (ibid., vol. 1,
382).

141 “wie denn tiberhaupt jeder hiesige Buchhéndler in den meisten Féllen unter der Aegide
des Magistrates selbst im Besitze des namhaftesten Lagers verbotener Biicher nur dafiir
zu sorgen braucht, daf§ ihr Verkauf nicht zu deutlich vorgemerkt erscheine.”
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bidden books, could not be punished as long as proof was not truly furnished
that he had sold one of those books.”#2 The chamber stood by its decision
despite protestations by the Lower Austrian government,'#3 and the police and
state authorities thus lost out to a book trader once again.

Another case illustrating the difficulty of convicting booksellers of posses-
sion of or trade in prohibited books is that of the Santini bookstore in Venice,
where around 100 volumes of banned works were discovered in June 1837.
Among the seized items were several historical books along with Boccaccio’s
Decameron and contemporary novels by Victor Hugo, George Sand, Honoré
de Balzac, Alphonse de Lamartine, Edward Bulwer-Lytton, and several others.
The works had been delivered to Venice from the Rusconi bookstore in Padua,
where the police confiscated a further eleven forbidden books in July. During
the investigation of the case, it turned out that the local censor, who also ful-
filled the duty of a book reviewer, had cleared the works in question for Santini
because—as he initially claimed—he had simply overlooked them among the
large number of books arriving for review from abroad. He did recall, how-
ever, having turned a package from Brussels over to the ostensibly trustworthy
Rusconi under the condition that the latter return the prohibited books to the
sender. Rusconi, on the other hand, stated that the censor’s order had been
to sell the books with circumspection (“con circospezione”).!## The trader was
ultimately acquitted due to the fact that the censor’s instructions had been
unclear and no date for the return shipment of the books had been specified,
and because Rusconi himself was not in possession of a copy of the catalogue
of forbidden books that would have permitted verification of the titles in ques-
tion.145

Although police operations like those against Gerold and Rusconi remained
without immediate consequences, they do at times offer insight into the arti-
fice and tricks employed by the booksellers. Gerold’s denunciator, for instance,
pointed out the existence of a flaw in the police’s control system. His statements
apparently included indications that “two people at the Gerold bookstore were
practically instructed to secrete away forbidden goods under the eyes of the

142 Wiener Stadt- und Landesarchiv, Prasidiumsakten, 377/1844 on 3/4/1844: “[...] ein Buch-
hindler und wenn er selbst ein Lager von blos verbothenen Biichern halten sollte, so lange
nicht gestraft werden konnte, bis nicht der Beweis wirklich vorliegt, ob er auch ein Buch
verkauft hat”

143 Ibid, 549/1844 on 3/29/1844.

144 Quoted in Marco Callegari: Produzione e commercio librario nel Veneto durante il peri-
odo della Restaurazione (1815-1848). Tesi di Dottorato, Universita degli Studi di Udine 2013,
344.

145 On the case in general, cf. ibid., 343-345.
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officials in the course of sorting during the collection of books from the Review
Office, wherein Gerold’s domestic in particular allegedly proves to be an expe-
rienced prestidigitator, so that every load from the Review Office is always
accompanied by a handsome quantity of such contraband.”46

The details of this process are elucidated in letters written to the bookseller
Josef Sigmund in Klagenfurt by his assistant Eduard Liegel. Liegel spent the
year 1831 in training at the Viennese bookstore owned by Johann Georg Mosle’s
widow, where he had the opportunity to witness firsthand the goings-on at
the Viennese Book Review Office. Although Elisabeth Mdsle was Sigmund’s
Viennese commission merchant, the shipments of books arriving for him from
abroad were not reviewed in Vienna but instead in the Carinthian provincial
capital. The books were “forwarded unopened from the censorship office build-
ing to the province under inclusion of the domestic articles.”*47 This circuitous
and effectively illegal procedure is indicative of an overburdening of the Vien-
nese office and enabled the involved bookstore personnel to access the ship-
ments. The spatial circumstances at the office appear to have been beneficial
for these activities as well:

The Review Office is a rather large hall, in the middle of which two long
tables are positioned in a row several steps apart. No more than two book-
sellers are allowed to open their bales at the same time. A censorship
servitor stands between the two tables or skulks around so that noth-
ing is stolen.* Once the bale is open, all the packages are placed on the
table; one unpacks everything comfortably, confers, signs, and puts the
unbound sheets, the brochures, and the journals in proper order, each
separately; what is not to come under the reviewer’s gaze, however, is
not unpacked but set aside. Once all this is done, the domestic takes the
forbidden material, wraps it with the package that is dispatched to you
and sews it up immediately (which is according to regulations), and has
it sealed by the officials. [...] The forbidden news or unused serials are

146 Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Akten der Polizeihofstelle, 5588/1843: “[...] zwei Leute aus
der Gerold’schen Buchhandlung férmlich instruirt seyen, bei Biicherabholungen aus dem
Revisionsamte jederzeit verbotene Waare wihrend des Sortirens unter den Augen der
Beamten bei Seite zu schaffen, wobey sich besonders der Gerold’sche Hausknecht als rou-
tinirter Escamoteur erweisen soll, so dafé bei jeder Fracht aus dem Revisionsamte immer
auch eine hiibsche Quantitaet solcher Paschwaare mitgeht.”

147 Die Censur vor siebzig Jahren. Aus den Briefen Eduard Liegel’s an seinen ehemaligen
Lehrherrn Josef Sigmund in Klagenfurt. In: Osterreichisch-ungarische Buchhéndler-Cor-
respondenz, Nr. 46 vom 14. November 1900, 618-619: “[...] vom Censuramtslokale aus
uneroffnet unter Beipackung der inldndischen Artikel nach der Provinz spedirt.”
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put in the large cupboard allotted to the Mosle store. Gerold, Schaum-
burg, and Schalbacher even have two such cupboards each. One may root
around among one’s books unimpeded under the pretext of seeking out
that which has been dealt with, and then pack up for the province what-
ever one needs ...

" “Stealing” was the customary expression for “saving from the hands of
the censors.”48

A similar trick consisted of disguising packages from abroad as domestic ship-
ments:

For one can either simply walk out the door with the packages under one’s
arm, or one takes along to the censorship office prepared address labels
made out to us, attaches them to the packages with forbidden books
there, and throws the latter on the floor in front of the cupboard since
they supposedly come from a bookseller in the province. The house ser-
vant will occasionally show them to the officials as domestic packages,
which are never opened, and then calmly takes his spoils home ...14°

Such purloining was possible not only at the Book Review Offices but also
on the way there, during transfer from the Main Customs Office. The head

148

149

Ibid.: “Das Revisionsamt ist ein ziemlich grofler Saal, in dessen Mitte in einer Linie zwei
lange Tafeln stehen, die mehrere Schritte voneinander entfernt sind. Es diirfen nicht mehr
als zwei Buchhéndler zu gleicher Zeit ihre Ballen 6ffnen. Ein Censurdiener sitzt zwischen
den beiden Tafeln oder schleicht herum, damit nichts gestohlen* werde. Ist der Ballen
geoffnet, so kommen alle Pakete auf die Tafel; man packt hier bequem aus, conferirt, zeich-
net und legt das Rohe, Broschirte und die Journale, jedes besonders, in schéne Ordnung;
was aber nicht unter die Augen des Revisors kommen soll, wird nicht ausgepackt, sondern
beiseite gelegt. Ist das alles geschehen, so nimmt der Hausknecht das Verbotene, packt es
zu dem Pakete, das an Sie abgeht und néht es allsogleich ein (was der Vorschrift geméf3
ist) und 148t es vom Amte versiegeln. [...] Die verbotenen Neuigkeiten oder nicht ver-
brauchten Fortsetzungen kommen in den grofen Schrank, der fiir die Moslesche Hand-
lung bestimmt ist. Gerold, Schaumburg und Schalbacher haben sogar jeder zwei solche
Schrinke. Man kann ungehindert unter seinen Biichern herumbohren, unter dem Vor-
wande, das Erledigte herauszusuchen und dann, was man eben braucht, fiir die Provinz
verpacken ... * ‘Stehlen’ war der gebrauchliche Ausdruck fiir ‘aus den Handen der Cen-
soren erretten””

Ibid.: “Man kann nimlich entweder die Pakete theilweise unter dem Arm zur Thiire hin-
ausspazieren lassen, oder man nimmt vorbereitete Adressen, welche an uns lauten, auf
die Censur mit, steckt sie dort auf die Pakete mit verbotenen Biichern und wirft diese, weil
sie angeblich von einem Buchhéindler aus der Provinz kommen, vor dem Kasten auf den
Boden. Der Hausknecht zeigt sie dann gelegentlich dem Beamten als inldndische Pakete
vor, welche nie geoffnet werden, und tragt dann seine Beute ruhig nachhause ...”
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of the Book Review Office, Sartori, complained that books were not being
inspected at the Main Customs Office but that instead for some time

Most books in bales and crates coming from the Rhenish Confederate
States or from France are inspected in the warehouse on the pediment
between the Main Customs Office and the Theresientor gate. There the
book crates are torn open, the books strewn about and brought to the
Review Office in complete disorder, partly in crates, partly wrapped in
cloth. The booksellers are thus offered the easiest opportunity to take
away whatever they want on the way from the pediment to the Review
Office and abstract it from review, especially since the inspectors do not
accompany the books on the way to the Review Office for lack of time or
out of laziness.150

At the same time, the misbehavior documented here shows only one side of
the coin. The occasional “stealing” of books was in fact a form of revenge for the
constant harassment many booksellers had to endure. They were regularly con-
victed of violations of prohibitions, for example when antiquarian Ignaz Klang
was sentenced to a fine of 200 guilders C.M. and one month of house arrest in
September 1847 for offering Eugéne Sue’s novels Der ewige Jude (The Wander-
ing Jew) and Die Geheimnisse von Paris (The Mysteries of Paris) as well as Karl
Gottlob Cramer’s Lilli von Arenstein for sale in a catalog.!5! On the whole, the
regulations were strict, but their application in practice was usually difficult.
The virulent “conflict of interest between censorship and the state economy”152

150 Schembor: Meinungsbeeinflussung durch Zensur, 57: “[...] die meisten Biicher in Ballen
und Kisten, welche aus den Rheinischen Bundesstaaten oder aus Frankreich kommen, in
dem Magazin auf dem Glacis zwischen der Hauptmaut und dem Theresientor beschaut
werden. Die Biicherkisten werden da aufgerissen, die Biicher umhergestreut und in voll-
kommener Unordnung teils in Kisten, teils in Tiichern auf das Revisionsamt gebracht.
Den Buchhindlern wird so die leichteste Gelegenheit dargeboten, auf dem Wege von
dem Glacis bis auf das Revisionsamt davon wegzunehmen und der Revision zu entziehen,
was ihnen beliebt, besonders, da oft die Beschauer aus Mangel an Zeit oder aus Bequem-
lichkeit die Biicher nicht auf das Revisionsamt begleiten.”

151  Cf Jacques Eisenstein: Der Antiquarbuchhandel in Osterreich und Ungarn. In: Osterrei-
chisch-ungarische Buchhéndler-Correspondenz 1910, Festnummer anliflich des 5ojéhri-
gen Bestehens, 1, 62—69, here 66.

152 Ernst Fischer: “Immer schon die vollstdndigste Pref¥freiheit?” Beobachtungen zum Ver-
héltnis von Zensur und Buchhandel im 18. Jahrhundert. In: Wilhelm Haefs and York-
Gothart Mix (eds.): Zensur im Jahrhundert der Aufklarung. Geschichte—Theorie—Praxis.
Gottingen: Wallstein 2007, 61-78, here 70: “Interessenkonflikt zwischen Zensur und Staats-
6konomie.”
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existing since the eighteenth century made itself felt time and time again. Most
notably, the local authorities—like the Viennese magistrate in Gerold’s case
mentioned above—attempted to protect the businesses within their sphere of
influence from the grasp of central power.

2.3

Complaints and Protests by Booksellers

The booksellers regularly complained to the authorities that censorship and

the police were severely interfering with their business. Indeed, it was not just

their stocks of books that were inspected but also the display cases set up on the

sidewalks outside the salesrooms since—as mentioned before—works flagged
as “transeat” were allowed to be sold but not displayed. Furthermore, the adver-
tisements posted on street corners were not to be worded too clamorously.153
Another permanent bone of contention was the circumstance that although
the prohibition lists were not issued to the booksellers for reasons of confiden-
tiality and to avoid commotion, every book merchant and antiquarian had to
be aware of all the current as well as the many previous bans. The Censorship

Regulation of 1795 stipulated a fine of 50 guilders for the sale of forbidden books

in the case of a first offense; repeat offenders were threatened with the loss of

their license. The same punishment was prescribed for the printing of prohib-

ited manuscripts or their shipment abroad, as well as for failure to incorporate
changes or deletions mandated by censorship.

It was only in the years 1840, 1845, and 1848 that the booksellers eventually
jointly submitted applications to the court in which they listed the following
grievances:

153

154

the strict application of censorship, which kept many printed works from
abroad out of Austria and tempted the booksellers to engage in book smug-
gling;154

the massive delays caused by the cumbersome processing of the bales of
books arriving from foreign publishers;

the costs for return to the original publisher or bookseller incurred when
already distributed works were banned;

the protracted procedure for the granting of Scheden and the fees associ-
ated with it;

Cf. Archiv der Corporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst- und Musikalienhéndler, 1821, 28 and
1820, 34.

Cf. e.g. the list of more than 1,000 English and French novels prohibited between 1815 and
1848 in Norbert Bachleitner (ed.): Quellen zur Rezeption des englischen und franzosischen
Romans in Deutschland und Osterreich im 19. Jahrhundert. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1990, 60—
93-
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— the increase in costs for personnel required for the interaction with the
Book Review Office;

— the revenue-reducing prohibition on the announcement and advertise-
ment of books labeled “transeat”;

— the losses incurred by publishers in the crown lands when the Viennese
central office passed a stricter verdict after local authorities had cleared a
manuscript for printing;

— the bad reputation of Austrian books, which diminished sales;

— the detrimental delay in the production of new releases, for example when
translations of fashionable novels could only be printed in Austria several
months later than they could by German publishers located in Leipzig or
Stuttgart;

- the discouragement of Austrian writers and journalists, who were tempted
to have their works printed abroad despite the fact that this was strictly for-
bidden.

In April 1840, the book merchants suggested unifying the entire process of

censorship within a single authority that would also accept and handle com-

plaints. Their most humble plea was supported, received, and transmitted to
the emperor by Count Kolowrat.15% The petition’s only result, however, was that
the emperor called for delays during the censorship process to be avoided as

far as possible; in addition, Sedlnitzky had the Censorship Regulation of 1810

lithographed and distributed to the responsible offices in the crown lands for

observance, and the emperor approved additional personnel for book review-
ing.!%¢ In a handbill dated October 15, 1840, Ferdinand 1 also repealed all of the
directives issued since the Vorschrift of 1810, with processing to be expedited
in particular by the fact that the Court Police Section was now empowered
to decide on manuscripts and books without consulting with any other enti-
ties.!>7 The Austrian authorities came under increasing pressure during the
1840s because even close allies were reforming and slackening their procedures
in terms of censorial strictness. Prussia, for example, introduced the 20-sheet-
clause as late as 1842 and a High Censorship Court in 1843, thereby giving

155 On Kolowrats attempts to exert influence on the censorship process, cf. most recently
Isabella Schiiler: Franz Anton Graf von Kolowrat-Liebsteinsky (1778-1861). Der Prager
Oberstburggraf und Wiener Staats- und Konferenzminister. Munich: Utz 2016, 241—-243.

156 AnnaHedwig Benna: Die Polizeihofstelle. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Osterreichischen
Zentralverwaltung. Diss. Vienna (typewritten) 1942, 211.

157 Cf. the corresponding report in the Leipziger Allgemeine Zeitung, no. 307, November 2,
1840, 3409, and the transcription in the Archiv der Corporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst-
und Musikalienhéndler, 1840, 45.
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censorship a juridical foundation.!5® What was more, the publishers and book-
sellers had the argument of the need for profitable business development on
their side: Strict censorship was irreconcilable with the at least equally impor-
tant goal of economic prosperity.

In 1846, Jakob Dirnbdck, the director of the Viennese bookseller’s associa-
tion, composed an exposé entitled “Ansichten und Notizen iiber Buchhandel
und Censur in Oestreich” (Opinions and Notes about the Book Trade and Cen-
sorship in Austria),!5% with the censorial activity naturally one of its primary
topics. Dirnbock calculated that according to the list of allowed books, only
roughly one quarter (2,289) of all titles (around 10,000) produced in Austria and
Germany in 1845 had been approved. His suggestion was to convert the verdict
“damnatur” into “transeat” while at the same time controlling the granting of
Scheden more strictly. He repeated his appeal for moderation of censorship
in 1848, this time addressed to the emperor directly and phrased in a sub-
servient and overly dramatic tone that caused liberal commentators to mock
it as “Dirnbock’s prayer.” The letter began with the salutation “In God’s name,
Most Gracious Emperor! Our Father! Our Lord!” and ended with the invocation
“Protect us, o Father! Us, your innocent children, legal citizens, faithful sub-
jects until death. Yours is the empire! Yours is the power! We cannot despair.
Amen!"60 This “prayer” would be answered not by the emperor but instead by
the revolutionaries only a few days later.

2.4 Censorship and the Authors

The censors seemed to be the author’s natural enemies, and a plethora of quo-
tations could be furnished as evidence. Let us content ourselves with a passage
from a letter by Gustave Flaubert to Louise Colet on December 9, 1852 in which
he described the censorship of thoughts as an “insult to the soul” in analogy to
léese-majesté: “Censorship, in whichever form it appears, is a monstrosity worse
than murder. The attack on thought is an insult to the soul.”6!

158 See Bérbel Holtz: Staatlichkeit und Obstruktion—Preuflens Zensurpraxis als politisches
Kulturphédnomen. In: Acta Borussica. Neue Folge, 2. Reihe: Preuflen als Kulturstaat. Abtei-
lung 11: Der preuflische Kulturstaat in der politischen und sozialen Wirklichkeit. Vol. 6:
Preuflens Zensurpraxis von 1819 bis 1848 in Quellen. 1st half volume. Berlin: de Gruyter
Akademie Forschung 2015, 1-105, here 87-93, and the documents ibid., 2nd half volume,
761-782.

159 Archiv der Corporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst- und Musikalienhindler, 1846, 1.

160 Archiv der Corporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst- und Musikalienhéndler, 1848, 8: “Im
Namen Gottes, Allergnadigster Kaiser! Unser Vater! Unser Herr! [...] Schiitze uns o Vater!
Uns, deine schuldlosen Kinder, rechtliche Biirger, bis in den Tod getreue Unterthanen.
Dein ist das Reich! Dein ist die Macht! Wir konnen nicht verzagen. Amen!”

161 Gustave Flaubert: Correspondance. Vol. 2 (juillet 1852—décembre 1858). Ed. par Jean
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The relationship between the vast majority of Austrian writers and the
censorship authorities was understandably very strained, but direct punitive
measures against authors were nevertheless rare. Silvio Pellico was among
the writers—with fellow campaigners including Ugo Foscolo and Alessandro
Manzoni—who fought vehemently for liberation of the Italian states from the
Austrian administration. On suspicion of being a member of the Carbonari,
Pellico was sentenced to death in 1824 and initially interned in the Leaden
Chambers in Venice. After being pardoned by the emperor, he was eventually
transferred to Spielberg/Spilberk Castle in Briinn/Brno; despite being originally
condemned to 15 years in prison, he was released in 1830.

A curious episode is the arrest of Josef Rank, a Bohemian-born writer of short
stories and novels casting a critical light on the Austrian administration. The
young author put his writings (the first of which was a collection entitled Aus
dem Bohmerwalde [From the Bohemian Forest], 1843) to print with publisher
Einhorn in Leipzig by way of precaution. As such circumvention of censorship
through printing abroad was illegal, Rank was sternly reproved. In the same
year, however, he published another novel with the title Vier Briider aus dem
Volke (Four Brothers from the Folk), again with Einhorn. Among other things,
this book criticized “that the education of the people lay in the hands of the
rural clergy and the latter proved unfit for this demanding task, that the bureau-
cracy acted far too arbitrarily, and that the long military obligation distressed
the people excessively.”'62 When this book received the verdict “damnatur” in
Vienna, the police began searching for Rank. Heeding the advice of friends, he
went into hiding in Vienna and Pressburg/Bratislava, but ultimately made the
mistake in July 1844 of attempting to travel back to Leipzig without a passport
in order to enjoy the freedom of publication offered there. He was arrested in
Teplitz/Teplice and taken to Prague, where he was to await his trial in detention.
The authorities in Prague showed no ambition to pass sentence on him, how-
ever, despite the fact that Sedlnitzky personally lobbied for his conviction, and
he was released after twelve days. In April 1845, Rank even received a passport
for the German Confederate States and proceeded to continue his provoca-
tions: He wrote a polemic report about his experience for the Leipzig periodical

Bruneau. Paris: Gallimard 1980, 202: “La censure, quelle qu’elle soit, me parait une mon-
struosité, une chose pire que I'homicide. L’attentat contre la pensée est un crime de
lese-dme.”

162  Anton Ernstberger: Josef Rank in Zensurhaft. Prag 1844. In: Stifter-Jahrbuch 7 (1962), 13—
130, here 120: “[...] daf8 der Volksunterricht in Hinden der Landgeistlichkeit lag und diese
sich der hohen Aufgabe nicht gewachsen zeigte, daf die Biirokratie viel zu eigenmaéchtig
verfuhr und daf} die lange Militarpflicht das Volk allzu stark bedriicke.”
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Die Grenzboten's3 under the title “Zwolf Tage im Gefangnis” (Twelve Days in

Jail) and, in the same year, put a further offensive novel entitled Waldmeister

to print with Georg Wigand, a publisher in Leipzig. Rank’s undertakings bene-

fited from the fact that the police codex knew only violations of the Censorship

Regulation by printers and booksellers—but not by authors. Only if writings

endangered the public peace and order could the respective author be perse-

cuted.64

Likewise in 1845, the Austrian writers finally bestirred themselves to fol-
low the example of the book merchants and draft a petition with suggestions
for censorship reforms. Around go authors—among them Grillparzer, Stifter,

Zedlitz, Pyrker, Bauernfeld, Castelli, and Frankl—as well as notable represen-

tatives of various scientific disciplines signed the request for

— quicker processing of manuscripts, which—especially if multiple author-
ities were involved in their evaluation—sometimes took years to com-
plete;

— independent censors who did not have to be concerned about their careers;

— acensorship law governing the criteria and principles for the appraisal of
manuscripts and books and defining clear rules for what was allowed and
forbidden for censors and authors alike;

— aregulated procedure for appeals against censorial verdicts, which in turn
implied the notification of authors regarding the reasons for a prohibi-
tion—something that occurred only sporadically in the established prac-
tice;165

- the right to publish manuscripts in German states that likewise exercised
censorship.

In short, the authors were asking for legal standardization of the censorship

process—a demand voiced a decade and a half too early. It would eventually

163  Zwolf Tage im Geféingnif3. (Aus einem Privatschreiben Josef Rank’s). In: Die Grenzboten 4
(1845), 1. Semester, vol. 1, 158—181.

164 Cf. Primus-Heinz Kucher: Herrschaft und Protest. Literarisch-publizistische Offentlich-
keit und politische Herrschaft in Oberitalien zwischen Romantik und Restauration 1800—
1847. Vienna, Cologne, Graz: Bohlau 1989, 126.

165 The authors complained that it was incomprehensible “that the author in his most holy
right of thought should be less protected than the lowliest craftsman in that of his daily
business, than even the criminal in his right to his defense” (“weshalb der Schriftsteller
in seinem heiligsten Rechte des Gedankens minder beschiitzt sein sollte, als der letzte
Handwerker in dem des téglichen Erwerbes, als selbst der Verbrecher in dem Rechte seiner
Verteidigung”). Denkschrift iiber die gegenwirtigen Zusténde der Zensur in Osterreich
(1845). In: Eduard von Bauernfelds Gesammelte Aufsitze. In Auswahl hg. und eingeleitet
v. Stefan Hock. Vienna: Verlag des Literarischen Vereins in Wien 1905, 1-27, here 24.
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be realized in the shape of the Pressgesetz (Press Act) of 1862. In reaction to the
exposé, Metternich stated with allusion to the Marquis Posa and with reference
to the writers’ invocation of §17 of the Civic Code of 1811, which guaranteed
every human being their innate natural rights, that while thoughts were free,
“the spoken and written ones are subject to moral law.”66 Nevertheless, the
organization of censorship was simplified over the course of the following two
years and—as suggested by the booksellers—conflated into a single entity, the
newly created Zensuroberdirektion (Supreme Censorship Directorate), which
handled all censorial and book review matters in the first instance. The only
authority above it was the Zentralkolleg that handled appeals. The new struc-
ture was implemented in February 1848 and was thus in force for only one
month. In the course of the revolution in March 1848, all police agendas were
transferred to the Ministry of the Interior. The authors’ relief at the (temporary)
discontinuation of censorship became visible in a host of satirical texts. Moritz
Gottlieb Saphir, for example, versed the following in “Der todte Censor” (The
Dead Censor):

Wohl ihm er ist heimgegangen (Farewell to him, now gone home

Wo die Presse frei nicht ist, Where the press is never free,

Und der Tod mit Censor-Zangen And where Death with censors’ forceps
Uns den freien Mund verschliefit. ~ Shuts our mouths, free though they be.
Wo die Wiirmer “Deleatur” Where the worms a “deleatur”

Fressen ein in das Gebein, Into bones do bite and drill,

Und die Hoélle ihr “damnatur” And where hell its own “damnatur”
Mitgibt als Geleiteschein! Adds as a consignment bill!

Bringet her die Federgaben, Bring here now the gifts of feathers,
Stimmet an die Todtenklag), And intone the death lament,

Alles sei mit ihm begraben, Bury with him in the nethers

Was ihn dort erfreuen mag.16” What may there make him content.)

166 Benna: Die Polizeihofstelle, 214: “die gesprochenen und geschriebenen unterliegen dem
Sittengesetz.”

167 Excerpt from Moritz Gottlieb Saphir: Der todte Censor. In: Der Wiener Parnafd im Jahre
1848. Hg. v. Joseph Alexander Freiherr von Helfert. Wien: Manz 1882, 60—61.
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3 Commented Statistics of Prohibition Activity between 1792 and
1848

The first section examines the development of the numbers of book and manu-
script prohibitions in comparison to the total book production in German and
the number of books approved in Austria. This is followed as before by listings
of the prohibitions by language and of the most frequently banned authors.
These statistics will be split into a set for the period from 1792 to 1820 (Tables 8—
10) and one for the period from 1821 to 1848 (Tables 11-13) to avoid overly long
and unwieldy columns of numbers. The subsequent Tables 14-16, however,
which offer a classification by scientific discipline as well as statistics on the
most frequently affected publishers, span the entire period discussed in this
chapter. This is because comparisons across the decades seem significant in
the case of the disciplines—and in the case of the publishers, the continuum
of the production by important enterprises like Cotta, Brockhaus, and others
would otherwise have been arbitrarily fragmented.

3.1 Prohibitions and Approvals 1792-1820

TABLE 8A  Prohibitions (“damnatur” or “erga schedam”) and approvals (“admittitur” or “transeat”) of

printed works between 1792 and 1820, compared to the total book production of the German

states as per the Leipzig book fair catalog!6®

Year Printed works Fair catalog
Damnatur Erga Prohibitions Admittitur Transeat Approvals
schedam total total
1792 179 - 179 3,397
1793 224 2 226 3,719
1794 447 73 520 3,456
1795 606 173 779 3,368

168 The prohibition numbers in tables 8A and 8B are based on analysis of the database “Ver-
pont, Verdrangt—Vergessen?” (http://univie.ac.at/zensur [last accessed on 12/13/2021]).
Manuscripts are only specified on the prohibtion lists beginning in 1808.—The data on the
total German book production (“Fair catalog”) follow the Codex nvndinarivs Germaniae
literatae bisecvlaris. Mef3-Jahrbiicher des Deutschen Buchhandels von dem Erscheinen
des ersten Mef3-Kataloges im Jahre 1564 bis zur Griindung des ersten Buchhéndler-Vereins
im Jahre 1765. Mit einer Einleitung von Gustav Schwetschke. Halle: Schwetschke 1850, as
well as the Codex nvndinarivs Germaniae literatae continvatvs. Der Mef3-Jahrbiicher des
Deutschen Buchhandels Fortsetzung die Jahre 1766 bis einschlief3lich 1846 umfassend.
Vorwort von Gustav Schwetschke. Halle: Schwetschke 1877.—The numbers of approved
printed works and manuscripts are based on analysis of Verzeichnif3 der im Militér-
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TABLE 8A  Prohibitions and approvals 17921820 of printed works (cont.)

Year Printed works Fair catalog
Damnatur Erga Prohibitions Admittitur Transeat Approvals
schedam total total

1796 558 186 744 3,422
1797 320 171 491 3,711
1798 641 198 839 3,904
1799 557 235 792 3739
1800 513 212 725 4,012
1801 501 253 754 4,008
1802 431 310 741 4,010
1803 400 276 676 4,016
1804 353 245 598 4,049
1805 188 187 375 4,181
1806 127 127 254 3,381
1807 86 114 200 3,057
1808 127 128 255 3,733
1809 46 56 102 3,045
1810 76 82 158 3,864
1811 62 32 94 2,387 251 2,638 3,287
1812 39 44 83 3,162
1813b 96 34 130 2,323
1814 60 58 118 2,861
1815 22 35 57 985 174 1,159 3,225
1816 153 101 254 3,231
1817 131 109 240 3,291
1818 150 100 250 3,945
1819 207 107 314 2,008 600 2,608 3,622
1820 290 179 469 3,772
Total 7,590 3,827 11,417 102,791
1792-1820

a The prohibition list for the month of August is missing for this year.
b The prohibition list for the month of November is missing for this year.

jahre 1810 bis 1811 bey der k. k. Central-Biicher-Censur in Wien zugelassenen in- und
auslédndischen Werke, Journale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeichnungen, Musikalien u.
s. w. Wien: Kaiserl. Konigl. Hof- und Staats-Druckerey 1810 (= Nov. 1810 to Oct. 1811); Ver-
zeichnifd der im Militdr-Jahre 1816 bey der k. k. Central-Biicher-Censur in Wien zugelasse-
nen in- und auslidndischen Werke, Journale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeichnungen,
Musikalien u. s. w. Wien: B.Ph. Bauer 1816 (= Jan. to Dec. 1815); and Verzeichnif} der im
Militar-Jahre 1819 bey der Central-Biicher-Censur in Wien zugelassenen in- und auslan-
dischen Werke, Journale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeichnungen, Musikalien u. s. w.
Wien: B.Ph. Bauer 1819 (= Nov. 1818 to Oct. 1819).
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TABLE 8B Prohibitions (“damnatur”) and approvals (“admittitur” or “omissis deletis” / “cor-
rectis corrigendis”) between 1792 and 1820

Year Manuscripts

Damnatur Admittitur Omissis del,, corr. corr. Approvals total

1808 78
1809 106
1810 181
1811 126 835 101 936
1812 118
18132 123
1814 132
1815 88 1,439 156 1,595
1816 106
1817 117
1818 73
1819 131 2,161 245 2,406
1820 127
Total 1,506

a The prohibition list for the month of November is missing for this year.

Among the most significant information provided by Table 8 is the clearly vis-
ible surge in the number of prohibitions of printed works in 1794 and 1795 to
around three-and-a-half times the value for 1793, which cannot be explained by
a proportional rise in German book production (1790: 3,560 titles, 1795: 3,368
titles). Rather, what we see here is the phase of revolutionary terreur in Paris
with the execution of the royal couple, as a consequence of which the fear of
revolution increased dramatically in other areas as well—leading to the perse-
cution of the “Jacobins” in the German states and Austria among other activi-
ties. The massive increase in prohibitions also brought with it the first issuance
of the verdict “erga schedam” in 1793—which did not represent an easement in
terms of censorship but instead served to make even comparatively harmless
literature less accessible.169

169 Scheden had already been issued previously, albeit without a group of works having been
specifically earmarked for them.
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The high rate of prohibitions reached in 1795 was maintained until 1802
before quickly dropping to less than a tenth of the value for 1802 until 1815,
the year of the Congress of Vienna (1802: 741, 1815: 57). This decline was consis-
tent with the recessive development of the book market caused by the distur-
bance of Napoleon’s campaigns affecting large areas of Europe—and not least
the German states and Austria. German book production shrank by a quarter
between 1800 and 1809, and eventually reached a long-time low in 1813. The
ratio between works designated “damnatur” respectively “erga schedam” is also
indicative of the attenuation of censorship during this period: While the ratio
had been around 3:1 in 1795/96, the numbers had roughly evened out at a low
level by 1805.

Manuscripts were reported in the prohibition lists beginning in 1808. This
included manuscripts of any length submitted for printing in Austria; part
of the category was represented by books slated for reprinting or translation.
The annual number of forbidden manuscripts remained around 100 until 1820,
while the fact that the number of approved manuscripts increased by 150 per-
cent between 1811 (936) and 1819 (2,406) suggests that submitted works were
being treated more leniently. The works that were prohibited or not approved
for printing were mostly religious and nonfiction books as well as medical
self-help literature, but also included smaller formats like one-off prints of
songs, brochures, and the like. Among the most frequently encountered sub-
mitters of manuscripts is the imperial royal councilor Franz Xaver Sonnleith-
ner, who—while also active as an author himself—presumably mostly turned
in works written by others, at least during the years 1808/09. One may assume
he cooperated with his brothers Joseph and Ignaz and perhaps even submit-
ted manuscripts written by friends in his role as magistrate official in Vienna
and imperial royal councilor in order to improve their chances of approval. If
the latter was the case, however, his attempts failed miserably. The range of
works submitted by Sonnleithner included humor, anecdotes, poems, a lan-
guage learning series, pseudotheology, and self-help literature such as instruc-
tions for fast calculating, the nutriment of man, and writings on physical phe-
nomena, e.g. “Die Kunst, sich unverbrennbar zu machen” (The Art of Making
Oneself Non-Combustible).

Prohibition activity stagnated between 1815 and 1818, after which a marked
increase can be observed. The reason is clear: Following the Wartburg Festi-
val, the start of the student uprisings, and especially the murder of Kotzebue,
the political climate became tense once again. The Carlsbad Decrees passed in
reaction to Kotzebue’s assassination called for comprehensive monitoring of
all written communication. Austria had been the primary driving force behind
the Decrees and intended to be a role model for their implementation as
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well. The resulting increase in prohibitions marks the beginning of the pre-
March period in Austria. Austrian writers were forced to adapt their activity
by effectively practicing self-censorship, and literature published outside the
monarchy had to be treated equally strictly. The ratio between prohibitions
and approvals of submitted manuscripts was 1:18 in 1815 and 1819, then dropped
to 1:4 in 1823; the ratio between prohibitions and approvals of foreign printed

works shifted analogously from 1:20 in 1815 to 1:8 in 1819 and finally to 1:4 in

1823.

3.2 Prohibitions 1792-1820, by Language

TABLE 9 Number of prohibitions 1792-1820 (books and manuscripts), by language

Year German French Italian English Polish Latin Multi-language Other Total
1792 105 64 2 2 4 2 179
1793 160 54 7 4 a 226
1794 430 75 1 2 6 3 3P 520
1795 663 96 9 8 1 2 779
1796 620 99 1 22 1 1 744
1797 339 136 2 6 3 5 491
1798 639 174 10 5 7 4 839
1799 567 199 9 10 2 4 1€ 792
1800 541 177 2 1 2 2 725
1801 524 224 4 1 14 754
1802 552 166 13 3 1 4 1 1€ 741
1803 533 131 3 3 3 3 676
1804 473 8o 4 1 35 2 3 598
1805 276 56 3 36 3 1 375
1806 232 21 1 254
1807 157 36 3 1 1 2 200
1808 254 68 4 3 3 1 333
1809 182 21 2 2 1 208
1810 306 24 2 5 1 1f 339
1811 188 25 2 1 1 220
1812 179 10 1 7 38 201
1813 226 18 1 2 3 1 2h 253
a Greek.

b 1Greek, 1 Hebrew, 1 Hungarian.

¢ Czech.

d Danish.

e Greek.

f Hungarian.

g 2 Greek,1Hebrew.

h 2 Greek.
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TABLE 9  Number of prohibitions 1792-1820 (books and manuscripts), by language (cont.)

Year German French Italian English Polish Latin Multi-language Other Total
1814 236 9 3 1 1t 250
1815 112 14 3 8 4 4 145
1816 230 69 33 1 15 5 1 6k 360
1817 272 29 18 2 5 3 2 26! 357
1818 235 48 17 1 16 4 1 m 323
1819 326 55 10 1 10 2 4 37" 445
1820 454 109 11 6 3 3 5 5° 596
Total 10,011 2,287 170 82 131 94 55 93 12,923
1792-1820

i Hebrew

J

1 Greek, 3 Hebrew.

k 1Greek, 4 Hebrew, 1 Czech.

1

21 Hebrew, 3 Czech, 1 Hungarian, 1 Moldavian.

m Hungarian.
n 3 Greek, 28 Hebrew, 4 Czech, 2 Hungarian.
o 3 Greek, 1 Hebrew, 1 Spanish.

Noteworthy in Table g is the rapid decrease in French writings following the
revolutionary years. After contributing one third of all prohibitions in 1792 and
one quarter in 1794, the language drops to less than 15 percent in 1794 and 12
percent in 1796. It then oscillates around 20 percent until 1803 before reaching
the 10 percent mark in 1809 and subsequently declining into the single digits;
in the years between 1815 and 1820, it rebounds back to an average of 15 per-
cent. The “losses” in forbidden books in French were offset primarily by works
in German, which represent 77 percent of all prohibitions, while English, Ital-
ian, Polish, and Latin exhibit essentially constant shares until 1815. Only English
disappears largely from the statistics starting in 1800, and entirely in 1808. The
share of Italian works increases beginning in 1816, as does that of Polish writ-
ings. The reasons for this development are easily understood: Western Galicia
became a part of the Habsburg Monarchy in 1795, and Lombardy and Venetia
were integrated in 1815. The “other languages” category subsumes only very few
prohibitions; Hebrew forms the only major exception with more than 20 works
banned during each of two years (1817 and 1819). This was likely the result of
the processing of estates, confiscations of travelers’ books, or large individual
orders by booksellers.
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3.3 Most Frequently Prohibited Authors 1792-1820
TABLE 10  Most frequently prohibited authors 1792-1820?
Sintenis, Christian Friedrich 36
2. Albrecht, Johann Friedrich Ernst 30
Voss, Christian Daniel 29
Vulpius, Christian August 29
5. Cramer, Carl Gottlob 28
6 Pigault-Lebrun, Charles Antoine Guillaume 27
Arndt, Ernst Moritz 26
Bornschein, Johann Ernst Daniel 26
Kotzebue, August Friedrich Ferdinand von 26
10. Laukhard, Friedrich Christian 22
Voss, Julius von 22
12. Nougaret, Pierre Jean Baptiste 21
Spief3, Christian Heinrich 21
14. Arnold, Ignaz Ferdinand 20
Galletti, Johann Georg August 20
16. Becker, Gottfried Wilhelm 19
Campe, Joachim Heinrich 19
Politz, Karl Heinrich Ludwig 19
19. Buchholz, Paul Ferdinand Friedrich 18
Fischer, Christian August 18
Jenisch, Daniel 18
22. Rebmann, Andreas Georg Friedrich 17
23. Bergk, Johann Adam 16
Riem, Andreas 16
Rousseau, Jean Jacques 16
Zschokke, Heinrich 16
27. Briickner, Johann Jakob 15
Kant, Immanuel 15
Kerndoerffer, Heinrich August 15
Schilling, Gustav 15
Schreiber, Alois Wilhelm 15
Voltaire [= Arouet, Francois Marie] 15
33. Benkowitz, Carl Friedrich 14
Mangelsdorf, Karl Ehregott 14

a Author names are provided for 6,330 of the 12,923 banned works; the remain-
der were recorded in the lists anonymously.

CHAPTER 3
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TABLE 10  Most frequently prohibited authors 1792-1820 (cont.)
Paine, Thomas 14
Sonnleithner, Franz von 14
37. Cannabich, Gottfried Christian 13
Dumouriez, Charles Francois Du Périer 13
Fichte, Johann Gottlieb 13
Grosse, Carl 13
Lafontaine, August Heinrich Julius 13
Massenbach, Christian Karl August Ludwig von 13
Mercier de Compiégne, Claude-Francois-Xavier 13
Schiller, Friedrich 13
Schlenkert, Friedrich Christian 13
47. Bauer, Georg Lorenz 12
Biilow, Adam Heinrich Dietrich von 12
Maréchal, Pierre Sylvain 12
Mirabeau, Honoré Gabriel de Riquetti de 12
Regnault-Warin, Jean-Joseph 12
Rétif de la Bretonne, Nicolas Edme 12
Seidel, Karl August Gottlieb 12
54. Eichhorn, Johann Gottfried 11
Flittner, Christian Gottfried 11
Griiner, Christoph Sigismund 11
Henke, Heinrich Philipp Conrad 11
Heynig, Johann Gottfried 11
Klinger, Friedrich Maximilian von 11
Knigge, Adolf Franz Friedrich Ludwig von 11
Langbein, August Friedrich Ernst 11
Pradt, Dominique Georges Frédéric Dufour de 11
Stiudlin, Karl Friedrich 11
Thief3, Johann Otto 11
Tieck, Ludwig 11
Tieftrunk, Johann Heinrich 11
Wolf, Peter Philipp 11
68. Baur, Samuel 10
Ducray-Duminil, Frangois Guillaume 10
Guénard, Elisabeth 10
Guichard, Auguste Charles 10
Luther, Martin 10
Meiners, Christoph 10
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TABLE 10  Most frequently prohibited authors 1792-1820 (cont.)

Miiller, Heinrich 10
Pahl, Johann Gottfried von 10
Richter, Johann Paul Friedrich 10
Schad, Johann Baptist 10
Schelling, Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von 10
Scherer, Johann Ludwig Wilhelm 10
Schumann, Friedrich August Gottlob 10
Staél-Holstein, Anne Louise Germaine de 10
Wagner, Johann Jakob 10
Wojda, Karol Fryderyk 10

The list of most frequently banned authors is somewhat surprisingly led by
the Lutheran theologian and author of devotional and entertainment litera-
ture from Zerbst, Christian Friedrich Sintenis. Friedrich Christian Laukhard
was likewise a theologian, but his writing focused primarily on contemporary
history and reporting on the Napoleonic Wars, which he participated in person-
ally, along with some novels. Many of Laukhard’s writings were also forbidden
in German states, which prevented him from pursuing an academic career.170
The situation was similar for the historians and political scientists Christian
Daniel Voss, who co-published with August Ludwig von Schlézer among oth-
ers, and Johann Georg August Galletti. Rather more expected in the lineup of
prolific and regularly proscribed authors is Johann Friedrich Ernst Albrecht, a
writer of plays, novels, and medical treatises, translator of Rousseau, and pro-
ponent of the democratic revolution.!”* Albrecht contributed to the abundance
of romantic chivalry, banditry, and horror stories especially frowned upon in
Austria; this genre was also the sphere of activity of Karl Gottlob Cramer,
Christian August Vulpius, Johann Ernst Daniel Bornschein, Christian Heinrich
Spief3, and Ignaz Ferdinand Arnold.'”? The Frenchmen Charles Antoine Guil-
laume Pigault-Lebrun and Pierre Jean Baptiste Nougaret, on the other hand,

170  Cf. Dirk Sangmeister: Vertrieben vom Feld der Literatur, 27-88.

171 On him, cf. most recently: Riidiger Schiitt (ed.): Verehrt, verflucht, vergessen. Leben und
Werk von Johann Friedrich Ernst Albrecht (1752-1814). Hanover: Wehrhahn 2015; cf. also
Sangmeister: Erkundungen in einem wilden Feld.—Several of Albrechts works were pub-
lished anonymously or with referential author declarations, and we must therefore as-
sume the number of prohibitions pertaining to his writings to be even higher.

172 On this, cf. e.g. Holger Dainat: “Die Rache schlift nicht!” Uber die Réduberromane von
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were representatives of the sensational novel with revolutionary and anti-
clerical themes respectively the libertine novel. Christian August Fischer like-
wise wrote libertine texts, while Gottfried Wilhelm Becker and Joachim Hein-
rich Campe dedicated themselves to the genre of popular enlightenment. The
“classic” pro-Enlightenment and religion-critical authors Voltaire, Rousseau,
Diderot, and Thomas Paine no longer rank among the most frequently forbid-
den writers, assuming mid-range positions along with the leading proponents
of idealistic philosophy Kant, Fichte, and Schelling. Kant had been largely tol-
erated in Austria (and discussed especially in Masonic circles) under Maria
Theresa and Joseph 11, but was subsequently perceived as more subversive in
regard to politics as well as religion after 1792.173 His first appearance in the
prohibition lists was in 1776, long before he became a “regular” between 1794
and 1799; he is only encountered sporadically thereafter, most likely due to the
blanket prohibition of all of his works in the year 1798.174

Albrecht und Arnold. In: Martin Mulsow and Dirk Sangmeister (eds.): Subversive Literatur.
Erfurter Autoren und Verlage im Zeitalter der Franzosischen Revolution (1780-1806). Got-
tingen: Wallstein 2014, 454-478.

173  Cf. Alexander Wilfing: Die frithe 6sterreichische Kant-Rezeption—Von Joseph 11. bis Franz
1. In: Violetta L. Waibel (ed.; in cooperation with Max Brinnich, Sophie Gerber, and
Philipp Schaller): Umwege: Anniherungen an Immanuel Kant in Wien, in Osterreich und
in Osteuropa. Gottingen: V&R unipress, Vienna University Press 2015, 27-33; Alexander
Wilfing: Die staatlich erwirkte Kant-Rezeption—Von Franz 11. bis Graf Thun-Hohenstein.
In: Ibid., 33—39.

174  Cf Wilfing: Die frithe sterreichische Kant-Rezeption, 27.
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3.4 Prohibitions and Approvals 1821-1848

TABLE 11A  Prohibitions (“damnatur” or “erga schedam”) and approvals (“admittitur” or “transeat”) of
printed works between 1821 and 1848 compared to the total book production of the German
states as per the Leipzig book fair catalog!”®

Year Printed works Fair catalog

Damnatur Erga Prohibitions Admittitur Transeat Approvals

schedam total total

1821 480 367 847 4,505
1822 463 476 939 4,414
1823 339 359 698 2,196 734 2,930 4,275
1824 269 371 640 4,346
1825 436 315 751 4,421
1826 556 477 1,033 5,168
1827 463 337 800 5,106
1828 550 398 948 5,148
1829 666 481 1,147 6,794
1830 532 447 979 4,811 1,272 6,083 7,308
1831 606 328 934 7,757
1832 601 354 955 8,555
1833 578 471 1,049 8,603
1834 679 535 1,214 9,258
1835 428 500 928 6,177 1,641 7,818 9,840
1836 453 493 946 9,341
1837 372 556 928 10,118
1838 586 672 1,258 10,567
1839 487 753 1,240 10,907
1840 369 591 960 6,638 1,182 7,820 11,151
1841 266 487 753 12,209
1842 286 505 791 12,509
1843 285 601 886 14,039
1844 267 601 868 13,119
1845 430 877 1,307 13,008
1846 518 806 1,324 10,536
1847 575 878 1,453 10,684
18482 90 135 225 -

Total 12,630 14,171 26,801 233,686

1821-1848

a Only four prohibition lists exist for this year, namely those from January to the second half of February;

the Revolution began in mid-March.

175 The prohibition numbers are based on analysis of the database “Verpént, Verdringt—
Vergessen?” (http://univie.ac.at/zensur [last accessed on 12/13/2021]).—The data on the
total German book production (“Fair catalog”) follow the Codex nvndinarivs Germaniae
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TABLE 11B  Prohibitions (“damnatur”) and approvals (“admittitur” or omissis deletis” /

“correctis corrigendis”) of manuscripts between 1821 and 1848

Year Manuscripts
Damnatur Admittitur Omissis del., corr. corr. Approvals total
1821 174
1822 201
1823 205 2,641 445 3,086
1824 276
1825 4172
1826 374
1827 223
1828 216
1829 331

a The verdict “typum non meretur,” representing not a prohibition but instead something like
an official confirmation of lacking quality and significance, was issued only once.

literatae bisecvlaris. Mef3-Jahrbiicher des Deutschen Buchhandels von dem Erscheinen
des ersten Mef3-Kataloges im Jahre 1564 bis zur Griindung des ersten Buchhéndler-Vereins
im Jahre 1765. Mit einer Einleitung von Gustav Schwetschke. Halle: Schwetschke 1850;
and the Codex nvndinarivs Germaniae literatae continvatvs. Der Mef3-Jahrbiicher des
Deutschen Buchhandels Fortsetzung die Jahre 1766 bis einschliefilich 1846 umfassend.
Vorwort von Gustav Schwetschke. Halle: Schwetschke 1877; the number for 1847 is taken
from Reinhard Wittmann: Buchmarkt und Lektiire im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert. Beitréige
zum literarischen Leben 1750-1880. Tiibingen: Niemeyer 1982, 117.—The numbers of ap-
proved printed works and manuscripts are based on analysis of Verzeichnif} der im Miltér-
Jahre 1823 bey der k. k. Central-Biicher-Censur in Wien zugelassenen in- und ausladn-
dischen Werke, Journale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeichnungen, Musikalien u. s. w.
Wien: B.Ph. Bauer 1823 (= Nov. 1822 to Oct. 1823); Verzeichnif} der im Militér-Jahre 1830
von der kaiserl. konigl. Central-Biicher-Censur in Wien und von den in den k. k. Pro-
vinzen bestehenden Censurs-Behorden zugelassenen in- und auslédndischen Werke, Jour-
nale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeichnungen, Kupferstiche, Musikalien u. s. w. Wien:
Kaiserl. konigl. Hof- und Staats-Aerarial-Druckerey 1829 (= Nov. 1829 to Oct. 1830); Ver-
zeichnifd der im Militdr-Jahre 1835 von der kaiserl. konigl. Central-Biicher-Censur in Wien
und von den in den k. k. Provinzen bestehenden Censurs-Behorden zugelassenen in- und
auslidndischen Werke, Journale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeichnungen, Kupferstiche,
Musikalien u. s. w. Wien: Kaiserl. konigl. Hof- und Staats-Aerarial-Druckerey 1834 (= Nov.
1834 to Oct. 1835); and Verzeichniss der im Militdrjahre 1840 von der k. k. Central-Biicher-
Censur in Wien und von den in den k. k. Provinzen bestehenden Censurs-Behorden
zugelassenen in- und ausldndischen Werke, Journale, Handschriften, Landkarten, Zeich-
nungen, Kupferstiche, Musikalien u. s. w. Wien: Kaiserl. konigl. Hof- und Staats-Aerarial-
Druckerey 1839 (= Nov. 1839 to Oct. 1840, with the exception of the second half of Novem-
ber 1839, which is missing; it was replaced with the first half of October 1839).
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TABLE 11B  Prohibitions and approvals of manuscripts between 1821 and 1848 (cont.)

Year Manuscripts

Damnatur Admittitur Omissis del., corr. corr. Approvals total

1830 305 4,480 628 5,108
1831 213

1832 290

1833 249

1834 197

1835 247 4,166 699 4,865
1836 171

1837 176

1838 239

1839 178

1840 164 5,589 701 6,290
1841 200

1842 162

1843 260P

1844 238¢

1845 165

1846 143

1847 245

18484 17

Total 6,276

1821-1848

b Includes three works assessed as “typum non meretur.”

Includes four works assessed as “typum non meretur.”

d Only four prohibition lists exist for this year, namely those from January to the second half of
February; the Revolution began in mid-March.

(e}

Taking printed publications and manuscripts together, the number of prohi-
bitions grew by 150 percent between 1819 (445) and 1822 (1140). This increase
suggests the conclusion that it was only during these years that the politically
and ideologically agitated pre-March period began in earnest in Austria. The
ramping up of prohibition activity also seems to have necessitated compiling
lists of forbidden books every two weeks instead of once a month. Until the
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late 1840s, the numbers remain roughly at the level of 1822; it was only dur-
ing the final year of the system of preventive censorship prior to its abrogation
in the course of the revolution of 1848 that the prohibitions reached their all-
time peak (1847: 1,698 prohibitions). The increase in book production, which
nearly quadrupled during the same period (1820: 3,772 titles; 1843: 14,039 titles),
is not reflected in the censorship activity even though there is no indication of
a slackening of censorial regulations or practice. Instead, we may assume that
the production of books effectively outran the censorship efforts, meaning that
the developments on the book market increasingly eluded the administration’s
grasp—representing a symbolic parallel to the political events culminating in
the revolution of 1848. If we include the number of books permitted in Austria,
we see that the ratio between prohibitions and approvals of foreign printed
works shifted noticeably in favor of allowance (1823:1 to 4, 1830:1 to 6, 1835 and
1840:1to 8). The ratio for manuscripts submitted by Austrian writers developed
similarly (1823: 1 to 15, 1830: 1 to 16, 1835: 1 to 20, 1840: 1 to 38). We can surmise
from these numbers that the presumptive key intention behind the censorial
measures, namely to incite domestic authors to censor themselves, was in fact
fully accomplished.
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3.5 Prohibitions 1821-1848, by Language

TABLE 12 Prohibitions 1821-1848 (books and manuscripts), by language

Year German French Italian English Polish Czech Latin Multi-lang. Other Total
1821 771 198 16 20 6 - 5 1 42 1,021
1822 830 206 35 23 16 7 7 4 120 1,140
1823 678 150 37 6 14 4 9 1 4¢ 903
1824 692 121 54 7 15 14 5 5 3d 916
1825 776 190 92 13 11 62 10 6 8¢ 1,168
1826 1,033 230 84 28 2 19 6 3 of 1,407
1827 830 119 48 4 7 5 5 2 38 1,023
1828 896 158 56 15 16 8 3 5 7h 1,164
1829 1,094 208 84 19 24 32 8 - gi 1,478
1830 918 225 76 14 19 19 5 1 7 1,284
1831 952 145 20 6 6 2 10 3 3k 1,147
1832 872 241 43 12 48 15 9 3 2l 1,245
1833 908 259 70 9 22 10 9 6 5™ 1,298
1834 949 285 76 27 43 13 4 3 11" 1411
1835 868 195 44 18 24 8 6 5 7° 1,175
1836 798 177 50 12 56 6 3 4 11P 1,117
1837 890 100 27 20 47 4 1 5 104 1,104
1838 1,185 154 34 13 80 9 7 3 12" 1,497
1839 1,118 178 40 12 54 6 4 1 55 1,418
1840 831 110 75 14 59 15 3 12 5t 1,124
1841 677 122 70 13 34 9 6 3 19" 953

1 Hebrew, 1 Serbian.
1 Greek, 2 Hebrew.

1 Hebrew, 2 Serbian.

11 Hebrew, 1 Spanish.

£+t ®»® =.0D” o0 B33 "X DRSS o o

3 Greek, 1 Hungarian.

5 Greek, 3 Hungarian, 4 Spanish.

2 Greek, 1 Hungarian, 1 Serbian.

1 Greek, 1 Hebrew, 1 Hungarian.

1 Greek, 4 Hebrew, 1 Serbian, 2 Spanish.

1 Hungarian, 1 Portuguese.
1 Greek, 1 Hebrew, 2 Hungarian, 1 Serbian.
2 Greek, 7 Hungarian, 2 Serbian.

2 Hungarian, 3 Serbian, 2 Spanish.
5 Hebrew, 4 Hungarian, 2 Serbian.
4 Hebrew, 1 Hungarian, 4 Serbian, 1 Ukrainian.

2 Hebrew, 2 Hungarian, 1 Russian.
3 Hebrew, 1 Serbian, 1 Slovenian.
14 Hebrew, 5 Hungarian.

1 Greek, 3 Hebrew, 1 Hungarian, 2 Spanish.
3 Greek, 4 Hebrew, 1 Hungarian, 1 Spanish.
1 Greek, 4 Hebrew, 1 Serbian, 1 Portuguese.
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TABLE 12 Prohibitions 1821-1848 (books and manuscripts), by language (cont.)

Year German French Italian English Polish Czech Latin Multi-lang. Other Total
1842 711 135 34 7 48 1 3 9 5Y 953
1843 824 91 81 9 102 12 9 5 13V 1,146
1844 744 104 95 6 108 18 11 5 15% 1,106
1845 1,169 66 77 13 121 16 4 1 5Y 1,472
1846 1,142 85 98 3 77 16 2 5 397 1,467
1847 1,131 151 261 36 76 25 3 8 738 1,608
1848 179 26 22 4 6 1 2 2 - 242
Total 24,466 4,429 1,799 383 1,141 356 159 111 233 33,077
1821-1848

v 2 Hebrew, 1 Hungarian, 1 Spanish, 1 Russian.

w 4 Hebrew, 4 Hungarian, 1 Wallachian, 2 Serbian, 1 Slovenian, 1 Russian.

x 2 Hebrew, 10 Hungarian, 1 Serbian, 1 Illyrian, 1 Russian.

y 1Greek, 1 Hebrew, 1Yiddish, 2 Hungarian.

z 1Hebrew, 1Yiddish, 36 Hungarian, 1 Spanish.

aa 1Hebrew, 3 Hungarian, 2 Serbian, 1 Slovak.

German continued to be the dominating language on the prohibition lists, with
an average share of 74 percent throughout the entire period. French takes sec-
ond place with a share of around 13 percent. The following positions are held
by Italian and Polish, the languages of the two regions most affected by pro-
independence movements. English remained of minor significance, roughly
on par with Czech. The group of “other” languages becomes more varied, with
writings in Yiddish, Serbian, Spanish, Portuguese, Ukrainian, Russian, Slove-
nian, Slovak, Illyrian (Croatian), and Wallachian (Romanian) appearing along-
side the works in Greek, Hebrew, and Hungarian encountered in the previous
period.

3.6 Most Frequently Prohibited Authors 18211848

TABLE 13 Most frequently prohibited authors 1821-18482

1. Kock, Charles Paul de 73
2. Sue, Eugene 67
3. Krug, Wilhelm Traugott 56
4. Dumas, Alexandre (pére) 52

a Author names are provided for 14,836 of the 33,077 banned works; the
remainder were recorded in the lists anonymously.
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TABLE 13 Most frequently prohibited authors 1821-1848 (cont.)
5. Sismondi, Jean Charles Léonard Simonde de 46
6. Balzac, Honoré de 45
7. Lamothe-Langon, Etienne Léon de 43
8. Sand, George 40
9. Scott, Sir Walter 39
10. Byron, George Gordon Noel Lord 38
Hugo, Victor 38
12. Bronikowski, Alexander 33
Schoppe, Amalie 33
Soulié, Frédéric 33
15. Luther, Martin 29
Schaden, Adolph von 29
17. Fischer, Anton Friedrich 28
Zschokke, Heinrich 28
19. Gutzkow, Karl 27
Herlof3sohn, Carl 27
Westphal, Carl 27
22, Becker, Gottfried Wilhelm 26
Jacob, Paul L. de [= Lacroix, Paul] 26
Neidl, Julius 26
Storch, Ludwig 26
Touchard-Lafosse, Georges 26
27. Gla3brenner, Adolph 25
Scribe, Eugéne 25
29. Arnault, Antoine Vincent 24
Carové, Friedrich Wilhelm 24
Clauren, H. [= Heun, Carl Gottlieb Samuel] 24
32. Harring, Harro Paul 23
33. Bergk, Johann Adam 22
Duller, Eduard 22
Grof3-Hoffinger, Anton Johann 22
Pradt, Dominique Dufour de 22
37. Belani, H.E.R. [= Hiberlin, Karl Ludwig] 21
Bretschneider, Karl Gottlieb 21
Heine, Heinrich 21
Wangenheim, Franz Theodor 21
41. Ducange, Victor 20
Leibrock, August 20
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TABLE 13 Most frequently prohibited authors 1821-1848 (cont.)
Miinch, Ernst 20
Paulus, Heinrich Eberhard Gottlob 20
Rotteck, Carl von 20
46. Bonaparte, Napoléon 19
Czajkowski, Michal 19
Dietrich, Ewald Christian 19
Gersdorf, Wilhelmine von 19
Janin, Jules 19
Korn, Friedrich 19
Mundt, Theodor 19
Spindler, Carl 19
Voss, Julius von 19
55. Bartels, Friedrich 18
Barthélemy, Auguste 18
Lamennais, Felicité Robert de 18
Meynier, Johann Heinrich 18
Oettinger, Eduard Maria 18
Ortlepp, Ernst 18
Raumer, Friedrich von 18
Ronge, Johannes 18
Stahmann, Friedrich 18
64. Abrantes, Napoléon-Andoche Junot d’ 17
Ammon, Christoph Friedrich von 17
Cochem, Martin 17
Dulaure, Jacques-Antoine 17
Ellendorf, Johann Otto 17
Hase, Karl August von 17
Morgan, Sidney Owenson Lady 17

153

Immediately we see that the dominance of German-speaking authors visible

in the previous period (1792-1820) no longer exists. The only German author

near the top of the list is philosopher and state theorist Wilhelm Traugott

Krug, followed with a considerable margin by popular novelists Alexander

Bronikowski, one of the many Walter Scott epigones, and Amalie Schoppe. The
roster is led by French writers: Paul de Kock, known for his frivolous stories;
Eugéne Sue, author of adventure and social novels who regularly borrowed
from Dark Romanticism; Alexandre Dumas, Honoré de Balzac, George Sand,

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



154 CHAPTER 3

Frédéric Soulié, Victor Hugo, and Etienne Léon de Lamothe-Langon, who pub-
lished in all genres (with the latter specializing in biographies). An outlier in
this regard is the Genevan historian and economic theorist Simonde de Sis-
mondi. Walter Scott and Lord Byron, the two most provocative British authors
of the 1820s, complete the top ten. The writers and journalists perhaps most
commonly associated with pre-March censorship, like Heine, Gutzkow, Mundt,
Glafibrenner, Herlof3sohn, or Grof3-Hoffinger play comparatively minor roles in

this statistic.

3.7 Prohibitions 1792-1848, by Discipline or Genre

TABLE 14  Prohibitions 1792-1820 respectively 1821-1848, by discipline or genre

Discipline/genre 1792-1820 1821-1848
Books Manu- Total Books Manu- Total
scripts scripts

Religion 1,252 310 1,562 (12.1%) 3,066 933 3,999 (12.1%)
Philosophy 657 28 685 (5.3%) 657 102 759 (2.3%)
Historiography 1,836 186 2,022 (15.6%) 3,338 372 3,710 (11.2%)
Literature, language, art, pedagogy 313 45 358 (2.8%) 812 219 1,031 (3.1%)
Geography 481 15 496 (3.8%) 757 69 826 (2.5%)
Natural science (incl. medicine) 140 54 194 (1.5%) 943 283 1,226 (3.7%)
Political and military science, law 735 133 868 (6.7 %) 545 207 752 (2.3 %)
Economy and technology 78 37 115 (0.9%) 226 110 336 (1.0%)
Advisory literature, guidebooks 172 44 216 (1.7%) 332 65 397 (1.2%)
Humor 137 41 178 (1.4 %) 164 60 224 (0.7%)
Poetry 274 140 414 (3.2%) 804 453 1,257 (3.8%)
Narrative prose 2,095 96 2,191 (17.0%) 4,869 808 5,677 (17.2%)
Theater 203 40 243 (1.9%) 540 351 891 (2.7%)
Music 96 15 111 (0.9%) 248 227 475 (1.4%)
Fine art, maps 85 47 132 (1.0%) 414 512 926 (2.8%)
Other 2,428 62  2,490(19.3%) 1,063 508 1,571 (4.7%)
Periodicals 435 213 648 (5.0%) 8,023 997 9,020 (27.3%)
Total 11,417 1,506 12,923 (100%) 26,801 6,276 33,077 (100%)

Philosophy and historiography were banned less frequently during the final
three decades of censorial activity by the police, as were political and military
science. The enormous increase in forbidden periodicals, on the other hand,
is striking—the host of journalists was discovering a new and rapidly growing
field of activity. The number of prohibited theological and philosophical writ-
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ings decreased by nearly half compared to the 17541780 period, respectively
to below one third of the frequency during the Josephinian decade. Among the
literary genres, poetry and—surprisingly—narrative prose also represented
smaller shares of the prohibited works. The oft-cited political poetry of the
Vormdirz as well as the critical social novel of the 1830s and 1840s were appar-
ently less weighty in quantitative terms than literary historians have previously

assumed.
3.8 Most Frequently Prohibited Publishers 1792—1848
TABLE 15  Publishers appearing most frequently in the prohibition lists, 1792-1848
1. Brockhaus (Leipzig) 563
2. Cotta (Stuttgart, Tiibingen) 437
3. Verlags-Comptoir (Grimma) 408
4. Hoffmann, Hoffmann und Campe (Hamburg) 379
5. Arnold (Dresden, Leipzig) 313
6. Kollmann (Leipzig) 309
7. Hammerich (Altona) 302
8. Wigand (Leipzig) 287
9. Basse (Quedlinburg) 284
10. Becker (Gotha) 280
11. Sauerldnder (Aarau) 255
12. Wagner (Neustadt/Orla) 224
13. Industrie-Comptoir (Leipzig) 210
14. Voigt (Ilmenau, Sondershausen, Weimar, Hamburg) 208
15. Reclam (Leipzig) 206
16. Fleischer (Leipzig) 197
17. Sauerldnder (Frankfurt) 192
18. Bran (Jena) 188
19. Fiirst (Nordhausen) 182
20. Voss (Berlin, Leipzig) 175
21 Baumgirtner (Leipzig) 151
22, Leske (Darmstadt) 144
23. Schwetschke (Halle) 141
24. Mayer (Leipzig) 140
25. Maurer (Berlin) 136
26. Goedsche (Meissen) 118
27. Hinrichs (Leipzig) 117
28. Hilscher (Dresden, Leipzig) 115
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TABLE 15  Publishers appearing most frequently in the prohibition lists, 1792-1848 (cont.)
29. Hennings (Gotha) 112
30. Perthes (Gotha, Hamburg) 111
31. Breitkopf & Hartel (Leipzig) 109
32. Scheible (Stuttgart, Leipzig) 105
Vieweg (Braunschweig) 105
34. Enslin (Berlin) 104
Horneyer (Braunschweig, Leipzig) 104
36. Fournier (Paris) 103
Schlesinger (Berlin) 103
38. Ernst (Quedlinburg, Leipzig) 102
39. Treuttel & Wurtz (Paris) 101
40. Franckh (Stuttgart) 100
Hallberger (Stuttgart) 100
42. Hermann (Frankfurt) 99
43. Literaturzeitung (Jena, Leipzig) 97
44. Metzler (Stuttgart) 96
45. Barth (Leipzig) 94
46. Orell, Gefiner, Fiifili & Co. (Zurich) 92
Baudoin (Paris) 92
Duncker & Humblot (Berlin) 92
Herold (Hamburg) 92
50. Barba (Paris) 91
Meyer (Braunschweig) 91
52. Campe (Nuremberg) 90
Engelmann (Leipzig) 90
54. Schumann (Zwickau, Leipzig) 89
55. Reimer (Berlin) 85
56. Hahn (Hanover) 83
57. Franke (Leipzig) 81
58. Helbig (Altenburg) 8o
59. Korn (Breslau) 79
60. Meline & Cans & Comp. (Brussels, Leipzig) 78
61. Béchet (Paris) 77
Vollmer (Hamburg) 77
63. Gosselin (Paris) 76
Nicolai (Berlin, Stettin) 76
65. Sommer (Vienna) 75
Kummer (Leipzig) 75
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TABLE 15  Publishers appearing most frequently in the prohibition lists, 1792-1848 (cont.)

67. Sommer (Leipzig) 72
Lecointe (Paris) 72
Unger (Berlin) 72
Hartknoch (Riga, Leipzig) 72
71. Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht (Gottingen) 71
Literarisches Museum (Leipzig) 71
73. Schulthef$ (Zurich) 70
74. Dupont (Paris) 69
Kohler (Leipzig, Stuttgart) 69
76. Heinsius (Leipzig, Gera) 68
77. Didot (Paris) 67
Dumont (Paris) 67
Lachapelle (Paris) 67
Literarisches Comptoir (Zurich, Winterthur) 67
Rein (Leipzig) 67
Weygand (Leipzig) 67

The list of publishing houses for this period contains almost only new names
as compared to the one for 1751-1791. The years following the disturbances in
Central Europe caused by Napoleon’s campaigns were a founding period for
the German publishing industry. Many new companies appeared that engaged
in book printing in a purely speculative fashion—meaning they were focused
exclusively on commercial success—and the sheer quantity of production
grew considerably as a result.'”® The two presumably most renowned German
publishers of the nineteenth century, Brockhaus and Cotta, head the rank-
ing, with Brockhaus’s 563 entries outdistancing Cotta, the Verlags-Comptoir
in Grimma, Hoffmann und Campe, and all the other newcomers by far17” As
evidenced by the enterprise of Julius Campe, who was considered the “left-
ist Cotta,78 radical political engagement and business acumen could coalesce
without issue under the right circumstances. It is clear that Campe owed much
of his success to censorship and the many prohibitions: “Without the German

176  On this, cf. Wittmann: Geschichte des deutschen Buchhandels, 201-203.

177 Alongwith Campe, Reclam, Léwenthal, Otto and Georg Wigand, and several others, Brock-
haus and Cotta were among the publishers under special observation by the Mainzer
Informationsbiiro; cf. Hoefer: Pressepolitik, 137.

178 Ibid,, 221.
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censorship circumstances, without the constant threat of prohibition, confis-
cation, conviction, Julius Campe would never have achieved the significance
that made Hoffmann und Campe a hallmark.”'”® Fictitious publisher names
and places of printing were still being specified on occasion, but the prac-
tice was declining compared to the eighteenth century and no longer plays an
important role in terms of the frontrunners on this list.

The large number of titles produced by Brockhaus, the liberal German pub-
lishing house par excellence, is due in part to individual publications but
mostly to the many periodicals printed there, of which individual issues were
banned. The Literarisches Conversationsblatt (Literary Conversation Gazette;
from 1818) alone, later published under the title Blditter fiir literarische Unter-
haltung (Gazette for Literary Entertainment), was forbidden 88 times. Further
periodicals frequently encountered on the prohibition lists are Isis, oder enzyk-
lopddische Zeitung, vorziiglich fiir Naturgeschichte, vergleichende Anatomie und
Physiologie (Isis, or Encyclopedic Newspaper, Primarily for Natural History,
Comparative Anatomy, and Physiology), published by the Wartburg professor
and struggler for press freedom Lorenz Oken (from 1819, forbidden 54 times),
Hermes, oder kritisches Jahrbuch der Literatur (Hermes, or Critical Yearbook
of Literature; from 1820, forbidden 17 times), and Zeitgenossen, ein biographi-
sches Magazin fiir die Geschichte unserer Zeit (Contemporaries, a Biographical
Magazine for the History of Our Time; from 1817, forbidden 16 times). Other
only occasionally prohibited journals were the Repertorium der gesammten
deutschen Literatur (Repertory of the Entire German Literature), the Allge-
meine Prefs-Zeitung (General Press Newspaper), Annalen der Presse, der Li-
teratur und des Buchhandels (Annals of the Press, of Literature, and of the
Book Trade), the Echo de la littérature frangaise (Echo of French Literature),
and Der neue Pitaval (The New Pitaval). Brockhaus was—and still remains to
this day—most famous for its encyclopedia initially published under the title
Conversations-Lexikon. Numerous volumes of the various editions of this refer-
ence work pervaded by a liberal spirit were banned in Austria, and in fact it was
one of the last books to be prohibited in Austria in February 1848, now under
the title Allgemeine Real-Enzyklopddie.

From its very beginnings, the publishing house led by Friedrich Arnold
Brockhaus, who had grown up in the spirit of the French Revolution and pre-
sented himself as a German patriot in the final phase of the Napoleonic era,

179 Gert Ueding: Hoffmann und Campe. Ein deutscher Verlag. Hamburg: Hoffmann und
Campe 1981, 292: “Ohne die deutschen Zensurverhéltnisse, ohne die dauernde Bedrohung
von Verbot, Beschlagnahme, Verurteilung hétte Julius Campe nie die Bedeutung erlangt,
die Hoffmann und Campe zum Markenzeichen machte.”
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dedicated itself to political literature. The Prussian administration decreed in
May 1821 that all of the works it had published were to be submitted to strict
postcensoring, since they generally bespoke a “bad purpose” (“schlechter Sinn”)
and served to disseminate revolutionary ideas.!8? It was only after Friedrich
Arnold’s death in August 1823 that the general postcensoring of his company
in Prussia was repealed.!8!

Adam Miiller, the Austrian consul general in Leipzig, reported the prevailing
opinion on Brockhaus in Vienna in a letter to the publisher:

The publisher and editor of the “Conversations-Lexicon” could hardly
deny that he had for several years been one of the most untiring promot-
ers of the teachings and opinions that, according to the immutable con-
victions of the Imperial Royal Administration, were incompatible with
the peace of the world and the true wellbeing of the nations; by far the
largest part of his publishing house consisted until the most recent times
of writings connected precisely to the most dangerous activities of the
period, and he had proven on more than one occasion that not simply
mercantile speculation, but a personal desire and drive to serve the party
seeking to break up all existing orders guided him in his undertakings.!82

To avoid compromising himself all too much, Brockhaus used the fictitious
designation “Peter Hammer in Cologne” at least three times.!®3 According to

180 Cf. Heinrich Eduard Brockhaus: Die Firma F.A. Brockhaus von der Begriindung bis zum
hundertjahrigen Jubildum 1805-1905. Leipzig: Brockhaus 1905 (facsimile Mannheim: Bib-
liographisches Institut & F.A. Brockhaus 2005), 1214, citation on page 13; and Acta Borus-
sica. Neue Folge, 2. Reihe: Preufien als Kulturstaat. Abteilung 11: Der preuflische Kul-
turstaat in der politischen und sozialen Wirklichkeit. Vol. 6: Preuf3ens Zensurpraxis von
1819 bis 1848 in Quellen. 1st half volume. Berlin: de Gruyter Akademie Forschung 2015, 278.

181  Holtz: Staatlichkeit und Obstruktion, 75.

182  Heinrich Eduard Brockhaus: Friedrich Arnold Brockhaus. Sein Leben und Wirken nach
Briefen und andern Aufzeichnungen geschildert. 3 vols. Leipzig: Brockhaus 1872-1881,
vol. 3,368-369: “Der Verleger und Herausgeber des ‘Conversations-Lexicon’ konne schwer-
lich in Abrede stellen, dafi er seit mehrern Jahren einer der rastlosesten Beforderer der
Lehren und Meinungen gewesen, die nach den unwandelbaren Ueberzeugungen der k. k.
Regierung mit der Ruhe der Welt und dem wahren Wohle der Vélker unvereinbar sind; der
bei weitem groflere Theil seines Verlags habe bis auf die allerneuesten Zeiten in Schriften
bestanden, die mit den gefahrlichsten Umtrieben der Zeit genau zusammenhingen, und
er habe bei mehr als einer Gelegenheit bewiesen, daf} nicht blos mercantilische Specu-
lation, sondern ein personlicher Wunsch und Trieb, der Partei, welche alle bestehenden
Ordnungen aufzulésen sucht, zu dienen, ihn bei seinen Unternehmungen leitete.”

183 Cf. Brockhaus: Die Firma F.A. Brockhaus, 21.
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censorship researcher Houben, the publisher’s problems with the Austrian cen-
sorial authorities began with an attempt to exact revenge on Austria in general
and former liberal Friedrich von Gentz in particular: Brockhaus reprinted the
latter’s “youthful folly,” an exposé on the accession of King Frederick William 111
of Prussia in 1797, in which Gentz had appealed for freedom of the press. The
reprint appeared in 1820 under the title Seiner koniglichen Majestdt Friedrich
Wilhelm dem Dritten, bei der Thronbesteigung allerunterthdnigst iiberreicht (am
16. Nov. 1797), neuer wortlicher Abdruck; nebst einem Vorwort iiber das Damals
und Jetzt (Presented Most Humbly to His Royal Majesty Frederick William the
Third for His Accession to the Throne (on November 16th, 1797), New Verba-
tim Reprint; alongside a Foreword about the Then and Now) with the imprint
“Briissel: C. Frank und Comp.” and was immediately (in January 1820) labeled
“damnatur” by the Austrian censors. According to Houben, Gentz—who was
now a censor—subsequently initiated a vengeance campaign against the pub-
lisher by way of regular prohibitions of instalments of the Conversations-Lexi-
kon, among other measures.'8* Trouble had already been afoot between Vienna
and Leipzig before this episode: The precursor of Brockhaus’s Conversations-
Lexikon had been banned as early as 1799, and two works on Andreas Hofer and
the resistance against Napoleon in Tyrol, written by Archduke Johann with the
help of historian Joseph von Hormayr and published anonymously by Brock-
haus in 1816/17, had promptly been removed from circulation in Austria.!%5
It is noteworthy, however, that prohibitions of works printed by Brockhaus
increased dramatically after 1819: 22 titles were banned in 1820, followed by 40
in 1821, 33 in 1822, 18 in 1823, and so on.

Whether it was targeted revenge or not, the fact remains that the ninth and
tenth volumes of the 5th edition of the Conversations-Lexikon were forbid-
den in Austria in October 1820. The booksellers in the monarchy subsequently
petitioned to be allowed to ship these volumes to so-called praenumerants—
customers who had already paid for their copies. The head of the Book Review
Office warned them that great care would have to be applied in this regard. The
volumes could be given without concern to holders of Scheden possessing siz-
able libraries—for example, the princes and counts Liechtenstein, Schwarzen-
berg, Batthyanyi, Grasalkowitz, Lobkowitz, and Harrach. Likewise eligible for

184 Article “Brockhaus’ Konversationslexikon.” In: Houben: Verbotene Literatur, 81—go.

185 The titles were: Geschichte Andreas Hofer’s, Sandwirths aus Passeyr, Oberanfiihrer der
Tyroler im Kriege von 1809 (1817), and: Das Heer von Innersterreich unter den Befehlen
des Erzherzogs Johann im Kriege von 1809 in Italien, Tyrol und Ungarn. Von einem Stabs-
offizier des k. k. Generalquartiermeister-Stabes eben dieser Armee (1817). Cf. Brockhaus:
Friedrich Arnold Brockhaus, vol. 1, 374—380.
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Scheden were persons qualified due to their rank or position and living abroad,
like Baron Miltitz, Archduke of Tuscany, or Count Woijna, chargé d’affaires in
Stockholm. Of the remaining individuals on the list of praenumerants, only
persons of rank, high-level public officials, and professors and scholars could
be considered so long as they could justify their need for the two volumes;
the same did not apply to lower-level public servants and businesspersons. In
general, the reply cautioned against the dissemination of a work “of such bad
tendency” (“von so schlechter Tendenz”); booksellers and their customers had
themselves to blame if a “speculative deal that they entered into at their own
risk with the bookseller Brockhaus, badly notorious in the political sense for a
considerable time, now turns out to their disadvantage.”'86

Such a drastic restriction of the circle of purchasers in large areas of the
German-speaking world endangered the publication project as a whole. Brock-
haus was accordingly willing to relent and offered to produce redacted versions
of the two volumes—as well as of future editions—for Austria, but this pro-
posal was rejected.’8? Meyer’s encyclopedia did not fare much better. Such
reference works were likely targeted specifically by censorship because they
addressed a new readership that was hungry for knowledge and significantly
transcended the previous circles of the educated audience, allowing them to
be printed and sold in correspondingly large quantities. By the middle of the
century, around 150,000 copies of Brockhaus’s Conversations-Lexikon had been
marketed.188

Cotta likewise ran into issues primarily with the periodicals he produced,
especially with the Augsburger Allgemeine Zeitung, the Europdische Annalen,
Archenholz’s Annalen der britischen Geschichte (Annals of British History),
Schlozer’s Staats-Archiv, the journals Italienische Miscellen, Franzdsische Mis-
cellen, and Englische Miscellen (Italian/French/English Miscellany), Schiller’s
Horen (Horae), and the Morgenblatt fiir gebildete Stinde (Morning Gazette for
Educated Ranks) as well as various almanacs. Even the large number of Ger-
man classics printed by Cotta as well as his scientific publishing did not entirely
escape censorship.

186  Archiv der Korporation der Wiener Buch-, Kunst- und Musikalienhéndler, 1821, 26 (1/13/
1821): “[...] Speculationsgeschiift das sie mit dem schon seit lingerer Zeit im politischen
Sinn tibel beriichtigten Buchhéndler Brockhaus auf ihr Risico eingingen, nunmehr zu
ihrem Nachtheil ausschlagt.”

187 On later prohibitions of the Conversations-Lexikon, cf. Julius Marx: Die amtlichen Ver-
botslisten. In: Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staatsarchivs g (1956), 150-185, here 169.

188 See Wittmann: Geschichte des deutschen Buchhandels, 211.
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Johann Friedrich Cotta had begun to engage with a circle of supporters of
the French Revolution early on. Journalists like Ernst Ludwig Posselt and Lud-
wig Ferdinand Huber gave direction to the historical and political newspapers
and periodicals he published, including the Allgemeine Zeitung, which initially
appeared under the title Neueste Weltkunde (Newest World Knowledge) begin-
ning on January 1, 1798. After Friedrich Schiller refused, the paper was edited
by historian and journalist Posselt. Goethe found its style, which reminded
him of Christian Friedrich Daniel Schubart’s aggressive and scandal-seeking
Deutsche Chronik (German Chronicle), lacking in elegance and dignity.!8 In
his introductory article entitled “Der Nord und der Siid” (The North and the
South), Posselt wrote “once again of the final battle between the republican
and the despotic system.”9° The first issue’s table of contents likewise leaves
little doubt regarding the publication’s republican bias, listing articles entitled
“Revolution Helvetiens” (Revolution of Helvetia), “Revolution von Rom” (Rev-
olution of Rome), “Of- und DefensivAllianz- und HandelsTractat zwischen der
Frinkischen und Cisalpinischen Republik” (Offensive and Defensive Alliance
and Trade Treaty between the Franconian and the Cisalpine Republic), and
“Batavische Republik” (Batavian Republic).1! Cotta had obtained an exemp-
tion from censorship for his new newspaper from the Duke of Wiirttemberg,
but conflicts with the governments of other countries were foreseeable. As
early as March 1798, the Austrian envoy in Wiirttemberg lodged a protest
against the paper’s publication, and the Imperial Privy Council ordered Duke
Frederick to forbid it in August. The ultimate motive for the prohibition was a
report on Austria’s acceptance of the cession of the territories on the left bank
of the Rhine to France that the Austrian government declared to be factually
incorrect.192

As was often the case with censorship measures, the order from Vienna
caused diplomatic rifts between members of the German Confederation: Duke
Frederick replied that he had already imposed a prohibition, but simultane-
ously offered to let Cotta continue the paper under a different name. Cotta thus

189 Cf. Bernhard Fischer: Johann Friedrich Cotta. Verleger—Entrepreneur—Politiker. Gottin-
gen: Wallstein 2014, 124.

190 Ibid, 121:“[...] wieder einmal vom Endkampf des republikanischen und des despotischen
Systems.”

191 Quoted according to Hans-Joachim Lang: Johann Friedrich Cottas 1798 in Tiibingen ge-
griindete politische Tageszeitung. In: Evamarie Blattner, Georg Braungart, Helmuth
Mojem, and Karlheinz Wiegmann (eds.): Von der Zensur zum Weltverlag. 350 Jahre Cotta.
Tiibingen: Kulturamt 2009, 53-59.

192 Eduard Heyck: Die Allgemeine Zeitung 1798-1898. Beitrdge zur Geschichte der deutschen
Presse. Munich: Verlag der allgemeinen Zeitung 1898, 53-54.
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reestablished the publication under the name Allgemeine Zeitung and moved
the editorial office to Stuttgart. Since the Duke had to subject the paper to a
pro forma preventive censorship, which occurred in the capital, too much time
would otherwise have been lost between printing and censorial review. Cotta
even applied for an imperial privilege for the gazette in order to ensure its
distribution by the Thurn und Taxis-operated Reichspost.!93 Despite this privi-
lege and the new name and location, however, the Allgemeine Zeitung did not
change its orientation. On October 13, 1803, it was forbidden entirely in Wiirt-
temberg until further notice, and as a consequence transferred its offices yet
again—this time to Ulm, which belonged to Bavaria at the time.!** The paper’s
seat was finally moved to Augsburg in 1810. In Austria, the Allgemeine Zeitung
was first included in the list of newspapers approved and cleared for subscrip-
tion in 1804, and attracted between 300 and 400 subscribers in Vienna alone in
1807.195 The Austrian censorial authorities dithered between the temptation to
frequently prohibit individual issues and the knowledge that this would draw
even more attention to the gazette. Count Franz Anton Kolowrat-Liebsteinsky,
for example, felt compelled to report to Sedlnitzky from Prague in 1819 in the
wake of the Carlsbad Decrees that issues 267 and 268 of the Allgemeine Zeitung
contained “articles of a revolutionary tendency” (“Artikel einer revoluzionéren
Tendenz”) that should in reality be forbidden, but that he had hesitated to pass
the corresponding verdict because “such a prohibition only provokes curios-
ity and becomes an inducement for this type of papers, which one seeks to
obtain through other channels anyway, to be read all the more attentively and
eagerly”196 In Metternich’s eyes, on the other hand, the dreadful consequences
of such articles leading “in a direct line to revolutionary desires, and ultimately
to real attacks and alliances against the governments” could not be reasoned
away with tactical arguments; instead, he advocated “clear measures against
this newspaper mischief."1%7

Of the remaining publishing houses that frequently featured in the pro-
hibition lists, the Verlags-Comptoir in Grimma (3rd position in the list) and

193 See Fischer: Johann Friedrich Cotta, 129.

194 Cf ibid., 214-226.

195 Fischer: Johann Friedrich Cotta, 332; Heyck: Die Allgemeine Zeitung, 239.

196 Quoted in Giese: Studie zur Geschichte der Pressegesetzgebung, col. 370: “[...] ein derlei
Verbot nur die Neugierde reizt, und zur Veranlassung wird, daf§ derlei Blétter, die man sich
doch auf andern Wegen zu verschaffen sucht, nur um so aufmerksamer und begieriger
gelesen werden.”

197 Quoted ibid.: “[...] im geraden Wege zu revoluzioniren Wiinschen, und endlich zu wirk-
lichen Anschldgen und Verbindungen gegen die Regierungen |[...] klare Mafiregeln gegen
diesen Zeitungsunfug.”
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Kollmann (6th position) did so primarily due to their mass production of nov-
els, usually translations from French and English. Several radical periodicals
were also produced in Grimma (Unser Planet [Our Planet]; Der Hochwdchter.
Literarisch-kosmopolitische Beibldtter der Constitutionellen Staats-Biirgerzei-
tung [ The High Guardian: Literary-Cosmopolitan Supplements to the Constitu-
tional State Citizen Newspaper]). Arnold in Dresden (5th position) published
the often-banned Abendzeitung (Evening News). These prohibitions were likely
owed to the stories and novels by Gustav Schilling, Karl Franz van der Velde,
Alexander von Oppeln-Bronikowski, August von Tromlitz, Christian Heinrich
Spief3, H. Clauren, and others that were printed in the paper and whose book
editions were likewise banned. Light fiction was also one of the mainstays
of Basse in Quedlinburg (g9th position), who produced contributions to the
romantic “knights and robbers” genre by authors such as Christoph Hilde-
brandt, Heinrich Miiller, and Karl Nikolai. He also published periodicals (Wet-
terfahnen [Weathervanes], Leuchtkugeln [Flares]) as well as medical and other
self-help books, Protestant devotional literature, and writings criticizing reli-
gion and the Catholic church. A further focus of Basse’s work that was appar-
ently compatible with his light fiction specialization was the genre of so-called
popular medicine, which advertised quack therapies and household remedies
that were ineffective at best. On these, one commentator noted sarcastically:
“The main producers of this trend are Misters Voigt in Weimar and Basse in
Quedlinburg, later joined by Mister Fiirst in Nordhausen, who overdid the mat-
ter so badly that the former men left the previously quite cultivated genre
almost entirely so as not to be thrown into a category together with the pro-
ductions of Mister Fiirst."198 Another opinion on Fiirst (19th position), who
seems to have been serving the same market as Basse and Voigt (14th posi-
tion), was that “at first he was very active in the production of bandit novels,
then he proceeded little by little to popular medicine, albeit without neglecting
the other genres of popular literature like ‘cheese making, ‘distilling, ‘livestock
fattening, and so on."99 Sauerldnder in Aarau (11th position) was dedicated to

198  August Prinz: Der Buchhandel vom Jahre 1815 bis zum Jahre 1843. Bausteine zu einer spa-
teren Geschichte des Buchhandels. Zweite verbesserte und vermehrte Auflage. Altona:
Verlags-Bureau 1855 (Reprint Heidelberg: Winter 1981), 18: “Die Hauptproducenten dieser
Richtung sind die Herren Voigt in Weimar und Basse in Quedlinburg, denen sich spéter
Herr Fiirst in Nordhausen zugesellte, der die Sache aber so tibertrieb, daf} die ersten Her-
ren fast ganz das frither sehr gepflegte Genre verlieflen, um nicht mit den Productionen
des Herrn Fiirst in eine Klasse geworfen zu werden.”

199 Ibid, 19: “Zuerst war er sehr thitig in der Erzeugung von Réuberromanen, dann trat er
peu a peu in die Volksmedicin {iber, ohne dabei die iibrigen Branchen der Volksliteratur
zu vernachléssigen, wie z. B. ‘Késebereitung, ‘Destillation,’ ‘Méstung des Viehs’ u. s. w”
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liberal popular enlightenment. His house author and frequent editor was the
extremely productive writer Heinrich Zschokke. Besides devotional literature,
Sauerldnder also printed contributions to political science, law, and history as
well as light fiction. Frequently forbidden periodicals were the Miscellen fiir die
neueste Weltkunde (Miscellany for the Newest World Knowledge), the Rheini-
sche Taschenbuch (Rhenish Almanac), the Erheiterungen (Amusements), and
the Unterhaltungsblitter fiir Welt- und Menschenkunde (Entertainment Gazette
for Knowledge of the World and Man).

Moving on to the field of political literature, the first major player is Ham-
merich in Altona (7th position), who published numerous periodicals in the
years during and after the revolution including Schleswigsches Journal (Schles-
wigian Journal), Der Genius der Zeit (The Genius of the Time), Deutsches Mag-
azin, Annalen der leidenden Menschheit (Annals of Suffering Humanity), and
Theologische Beitrdige (Theological Contributions). They were later followed by
the Staats-Lexikon edited by Rotteck und Welcker, works by Young Germany
writers (Theodor Mundt, Eduard Beurmann, Sylvester Jordan), political maga-
zines like Der Pilot and Der Freihafen (The Free Port), and historical novels by
Louise Miihlbach as well as translations of English writings.

Gottfried Vollmer (61st position) and Wilhelm Hennings (29th position)
from Erfurt, who also used alternative addresses in Hamburg respectively Alto-
na, specialized in “clandestine” literature—which included revolutionary as
well as scandalous and pornographic writings—during the 1790s. Revealing
texts about monarchs, the nobility, and the clergy were close neighbors to lech-
erous stories featuring monasteries, bawdy robbers’ tales, and personal pam-
phlets by authors like Johann Friedrich Ernst Albrecht, Friedrich Rebmann,
Ignaz Ferdinand Arnold, and Heinrich Gottlieb Schmieder. Like with other
publishers, Vollmer’s use of fictitious or missing publisher identification and
places of printing means that we can assume he produced more works than
we know of—titles that would only be traceable by way of painstaking bib-
liographic research. So far, “due to the impenetrable coppice of fabrications,
masking, and lack of information in the imprints, by far not all titles of the
publishing house have been identified as Vollmer products.”2° In the name
of the Austrian government, Franz von Colloredo-Mannsfeld, vice-chancellor
of the German Empire, prompted the Electoral Saxon envoy in Vienna in 1800
to effect from his territorial ruler the prevention of the dissemination of works

200 Sangmeister: Erkundungen in einem wilden Feld, 28: “[...] aufgrund des undurchdring-
lichen Gestriipps von Fingierungen, Maskierungen und fehlenden Informationen in den
Impressen lidngst nicht alle Titel des Verlags als Produkte von Vollmer identifiziert wer-

»

den.
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published by Vollmer. The envoy did his best to comply with this demand, albeit
with little success;2%! the Viennese censorship authorities subsequently still
found ample reason to forbid books produced by the publisher.

Complete Debitverbote were imposed at least temporarily on the publish-
ers discussed in the following paragraphs, which meant that Austrian book
merchants were prohibited from ordering any works produced by them. In
1845, Leipzig publishers Philipp Reclam jun. (15th position), Otto Wigand (8th
position), and Gustav Mayer (24th position) attempted to import forbidden
writings into Austria, partly via Bukovina, Hungary, and Transylvania. A De-
bitverbot for Wigand and Reclam was subsequently issued in March 1846 as a
punitive measure. Wigand had been providing intense medial support for the
national liberation movement in Hungary by way of bookstores and publishing
activities in Kaschau/KoSice, Pressburg/Bratislava, and Pest. He also provided
forged passports to Polish refugees who were forced to leave the country fol-
lowing the November Uprising in 1830. This put him under surveillance by the
Austrian police, causing him to return to Leipzig, where he campaigned for
liberal reforms and press freedom while producing and marketing writings crit-
icizing Austria. Among his authors were Ludwig Feuerbach and Max Stirner
as well as the Young Hegelians Arnold Ruge and Bruno Bauer. On March 26,
1846, the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung quoted from the corresponding court
decree:

By reason that an incendiary pamphlet in Hungarian under the title “Anti-
urbér valtsag” has recently been published by the bookseller Otto Wigand
in Leipzig, of which several thousand copies were illegally imported to
Hungary via Bukovina and Transylvania, and in consideration of the cir-
cumstance that this bookseller has already allowed himself to be used
multiple times as a tool for the dissemination of products of the print-
ing press containing the most reprehensible, state-endangering, and felo-
nious teachings, [and] in confederation with the equally ill-reputed
Leipzig publisher Reclam jun. issued a host of the most salacious and
untruthful pasquinades against the Austrian government |...] and since
the usual statutory censorship provisions are insufficient for the effec-
tive remediation of such misdemeanor by these foreign booksellers that
pursues high treason and turmoil: Thus His Imperial Royal Majesty has
deemed it proper, by the contents of a high court decree of March 21/26,
with supreme decision of March 13, to prohibit the Debit of all publishing

201 Ibid., 13.
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products of the bookstore of Otto Wigand and the bookstore of Reclam
jun. in Leipzig in all His States and under explicit responsibility of the
domestic booksellers.202

Wigand vowed to change his ways, and the ban against him was subsequently
repealed as early as June 1846. A German publisher could hardly afford to for-
feit the large market of the Austrian monarchy; on the other hand, however,
Wigand was keen to maintain his reputation of being a spearhead of the radi-
cal liberal movement—and indeed his submission provoked some displeasure
among like-minded book merchants.

Reclam’s plea to lift the boycott was initially rejected, whereupon he began to
specify other names and places on his products, for example Vogler in Brussels,
and founded new companies and dummy firms (Verlagsmagazin, Literarisches
Institut). All of these attempts were quickly recognized, however, and Reclam
remained barred from the Austrian market until October 1846, when the prohi-
bition was revoked. Along with Wigand, the Reclam publishing house was con-
sidered the main staging area for radical liberal publishing, offering its services
to numerous Austrian exile authors.2%3 One of the reasons for the prolongation
of the boycott against Reclam may have been his production of a translation of
Thomas Paine’s The Age of Reason in June 1846, a work that radically criticized
religion and openly professed deism.2%4 The book was forbidden not only in
Austria but also in Saxony, Prussia, and France. It even caused considerable

202 Quoted according to Kief8hauer: Otto Friedrich Wigand, 168: “Aus dem Anlasse, daf in dem
Verlage des Buchhindlers Otto Wigand zu Leipzig soeben eine incendiarische Flugschrift
in ungarischer Sprache unter dem Titel ‘Anti-urbér valtsag’ erschienen ist, von welcher
mehrere tausend Exemplare iiber die Bukowina und Siebenbiirgen nach Ungarn ein-
geschwirzt wurden, und mit Riicksicht auf den Umstand, daf} dieser Buchhéndler sich
schon mehrere Male als Werkzeug zur Verbreitung die verwerflichsten, staatsgefihrlich-
sten und verbrecherischsten Lehren enthaltender Erzeugnisse der Druckpresse gebrau-
chen lief3, im Bunde mit dem gleich ihm &uf3erst schlecht beriichtigten Leipziger Verleger
Reclam jun. eine Menge der aufreizendsten und liigenhaftesten Schméhschriften gegen
die osterreichische Regierung herausgab [...] und da zur wirksamen Abstellung solchen
Hochverrat und Aufruhr bezweckenden Unfuges dieser auswirtigen Buchhéndler die
gewdhnlichen gesetzlichen Zensurverfiigungen nicht ausreichen: so haben Se. k. k. Maje-
stdt nach Inhalt eines hohen Hofdekrets vom 21/26 Mérz, mit allerhchster Entschlieffung
vom 13. Mirz, den Debit simmtlicher Verlagsartikel der Otto Wigandschen Buchhandlung
und der Buchhandlung des Reclam jun. zu Leipzig in allen ihren Staaten und unter aus-
driicklicher Verantwortung der inldndischen Buchhéndler zu verbieten fiir gut befunden.”

203 Cf. Wittmann: Geschichte des deutschen Buchhandels, 224.

204 On this, cf. the documentation by Volker Titel and Frank Wagner: Angeklagt: Reclam &
Consorten. Der Zensur- und Kriminalfall “Das Zeitalter der Vernunft” 1846-1848. Beucha:
Sax-Verlag 1998.
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scandal in England, earning its publisher Daniel Eaton seven convictions, 15
months of incarceration, and three years of outlawry (meaning the forfeiture
of his civic rights); on the occasion of the appearance of the book’s third part
in 1812, he was sentenced to a further 18 months in jail as well as time in the
pillory.205

The apparent success of his measures, inferred from the reactions of the
affected publishers, caused Metternich to decide to issue Debitverbote against
other insubordinate publishing houses in a court decree on January 4, 1847;
the boycotted companies were those of Hoffmann und Campe (4th position),
Ernst Keil, and Gustav Mayer (24.),2°6 and the measure would remain in place
until 1848.297 Hoffmann und Campe had already fallen out of favor repeatedly
in Austria as a publisher of Heinrich Heine, Ludwig Borne, Friedrich Hebbel,
Hoffmann von Fallersleben, Karl Gutzkow, Ludwig Wienbarg, Anastasius Griin,
and other politically active authors. The Young Germany movement, liberal
constitutionalists, and radical democrats alike found publishing support there.
In 1843, Viktor von Andrian-Werburg’s Osterreich und dessen Zukunft as well
as Franz Schuselka’s Deutsche Worte eines Osterreichers (German Words by an
Austrian) caused irritation among the Austrian government, which threatened
the publisher with a blanket ban (but ultimately refrained from issuing one to
avoid unwelcome attention). However, the usual fine of 50 guilders for trad-
ing in forbidden books was increased drastically to 1,000 guilders in the case of
Osterreich und dessen Zukunft.208 The government allegedly also purchased a
large share of the first edition.2%% The publication of Franz Schuselka’s Oester-
reichische Vor- und Riicktritte (Austrian Forward and Backward Steps) in 1846
represented the last straw.

Ernst Keil, a further publisher sharing the misfortune of being boycotted
by the Austrian government, had produced Népkinyv (The People’s Book) in
1846, which was interpreted as an anti-monarchy tirade in Austria. He also
published the liberal periodicals Unser Planet (Our Planet) and Leuchtturm

205 E.P. Thompson: The Making of the English Working Class. Harmondsworth: Penguin 1982,
105-106.

206  Cf. Christian Liedtke: Julius Campe und das “Osterreichische System.” Unbekannte Buch-
héandlerbriefe zum Verlagsverbot von 1847. In: Christian Liedtke (ed.): Literatur und Ver-
lagswesen im Vormérz. Bielefeld: Aisthesis 2011, 121-138, here 122-125.

207 See Marx: Die amtlichen Verbotslisten. Neue Beitrége, 439.

208 Cf. Uber die Presse in Osterreich. In: Revue ostreichischer Zustinde 1843, vol. 2, 23—45;
printed in: Madeleine Rietra (ed.): Jung Osterreich, 54, which mentions a fine of 800
thalers.

209 Andrian-Werburg: “Osterreich wird meine Stimme erkennen lernen,” vol. 1, 367 (2/22/
1843).
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(Lighthouse). The Gustav Mayer publishing house, established in 1842 by Mayer
together with Georg Wigand,?!° printed the writings of Karl Biedermann as well
as Schuselka’s Briefe einer polnischen Dame (Letters from a Polish Lady, 1846)
and Sociale und politische Zustinde Oesterreichs mit besonderer Beziehung auf
den Pauperismus (Social and Political State of Austria with Special Reference
to Pauperism, 1847).

Following the ban, Keil renamed his company to Kabinett fiir Literatur (Cab-
inet for Literature) and also traded under the name Volksbiicher-Verlag (Peo-
ple’s Book Publisher); he blithely continued to publish and deliver his books
to Austrian booksellers. Campe produced special title pages concealing the
true contents of books for consignment to Austria; Borne’s Briefe aus Paris
(Letters from Paris), for example, which discussed political questions, were
shipped as Beitrdge zur Linder- und Volkerkunde (Contributions to Knowledge
on Countries and Peoples).2!! According to contemporary commentator August
Prinz, Austrian booksellers used a special symbol (++) when placing orders to
denote forbidden books that had to be imported “discreetly.”?'? Campe also
published works under false names, for example the second part of Osterreich
und dessen Zukunft and Heine’s Atta Troll under the moniker G.W. Niemayer.
These attempts at legerdemain were exposed, however.2'® How deftly Campe
operated is illustrated by an anecdote about how he defeated an Austrian
attempt to spy him out. The authorities in Vienna made it one of their top pri-
orities to find the anonymous author of Oesterreich und dessen Zukunft, and
they consequently dispatched a Prague police officer by the name of Muth to
Hamburg. Muth posed as a merchant from Vienna, purchased several books
banned in Austria from Campe and casually inquired about the author of the
sensational text. Campe replied that the creator, a high-ranking Austrian pub-
lic official, wished to remain anonymous but that he, Campe, had asked him
for permission to reveal his identity to trustworthy customers due to the many
requests he had received. When the police spy repeated his question two weeks
later, Campe—who in the meantime had sent out his own intelligencers—
disclosed the “secret”: The author of the scandalous book was police inspec-
tor Muth from Prague.?'# After this mission to determine the wanted writer’s

210 Cf.Rudolf Schmidt: Deutsche Buchhindler, deutsche Buchdrucker. Berlin and Eberswalde
1902-1908. Reprint Hildesheim, New York: Olms 1979, 549.

211 Prinz: Der Buchhandel vom Jahre 1815 bis zum Jahre 1843, 42.

212 Cf. ibid.

213 On this section, cf. Marx: Osterreichs Kampf, 16—24.

214 Cf. Wittmann: Geschichte des deutschen Buchhandels, 222—223. According to an entry
in Andrian’s diary, Muth allegedly offered Campe the sizeable sum of 20,000 guilders in
exchange for disclosure of the author’s name: Andrian-Werburg: “Osterreich soll meine
Stimme erkennen lernen,” vol. 1, 422, (9/8/1843).
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identity had failed, Deinhardstein himself was allegedly sent to Hamburg to
persuade Campe to divulge the name. He too, however, was unable to coax the
information out of the publisher “in any possible way, even by intoxication with
champagne.”?15

Less well known than the measures aimed at the mentioned German pub-
lishers is the fact that a general ban had previously already been imposed on the
Literarisches Comptoir of Julius Frobel (77th position), which had been oper-
ating in Zurich and Winterthur since 1841. The Swiss publisher had offered his
services to radical liberal German exiles, and the list of his authors constituted a
“who’s who of the literary opposition during the German pre-March”:2!6 Georg
Herwegh, Hoffmann von Fallersleben, Robert Prutz, Rudolf von Gottschall, the
Young Hegelians Bruno and Edgar Bauer, Ludwig and Friedrich Feuerbach, and
Arnold Ruge were joined by the early socialist theorists Louis Blanc, Karl Griin,
Wilhelm Schulz, and several others. Owing to their proximity to the border, the
Swiss publishing houses and their presumptive smuggling activities with the
help of colporteurs also frequently became the subjects of reports by inform-
ers for the Mainzer Informationsbiiro.2"

The example of the Miniatur-Bibliothek deutscher Classiker (Miniature Li-
brary of German Classics) published from 1827 by Meyer in Gotha shows that
prohibitions were not always the result of contents inadmissible from the Aus-
trian perspective. The reason could have to do with the publisher as well: Prus-
sia and Saxony as well as other German states prohibited the series simply
because it was considered an unauthorized reprint.2!® Meyer argued that the
printing of works in anthologies and the partial reproduction of copyrighted
texts was permitted, but the ban nevertheless hit him hard. He henceforth oper-
ated using the (not particularly credible) fictitious location “Hildburghausen
und New York.” After individual volumes had been forbidden in Austria begin-
ning in 1827, the prohibition list for April 1831 suddenly included the annotation
“the entire series” (“die ganze Sammlung”). Meyer subsequently eluded the
authorities by selling via colporteurs, which were naturally more difficult to
monitor than the stationary book trade.

215 Ibid, vol. 1, 468 (12/21/1843): “auf jede mogliche Weise, selbst durch Berauschung mit
Champagner”

216 Thomas Christian Miiller: Der Schmuggel politischer Schriften. Bedingungen exillitera-
rischer Offentlichkeit in der Schweiz und im Deutschen Bund (1830-1848). Tiibingen:
Niemeyer 2001, 69: “[...] ‘Who's who’ der literarischen Opposition im deutschen Vormérz”;
on the prohibition, see pages 73 and 282. A comprehensive list of the persons intensively
observed by the Mainz informers can be found in Hoefer: Pressepolitik, 135.

217 Miiller: Der Schmuggel politischer Schriften, 279—286.

218 See Prinz: Der Buchhandel vom Jahre 1815 bis zum Jahre 1843, 16. Wittmann: Geschichte
des deutschen Buchhandels, 212, speaks of “near reprints” (“Fast-Nachdrucken”).
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3.9 Most Frequently Prohibited French Publishers, 1792-1848
Since more than one fifth of the forbidden writings were in French, an overview
of the French publishing houses most frequently affected by prohibitions

seems appropriate.

TABLE 16  French publishers on the lists
of forbidden books, 1792-1848

Fournier

Treuttel & Wurtz

Baudouin

Meline & Cans & Comp.

Béchet
Gosselin
Lecointe
Dupont
Didot
Dumont
Ladvocat
Dondey-Dupré
Ponthieu
Bossange
Eymery
Maradan
Renouard
Souverain
Renduel
Pagnerre

104
101

91
78
77
76
70
69
67
67
65
64
62
58
58
56
49
46
42
41

Fournier printed books from diverse scientific disciplines, with a focus on his-
toriography, correspondence, memoirs, and pedagogy. The field of the belles
lettres was likewise dominated by historical novels (by Roger de Beauvoir, Pros-
per Mérimée, Massimo d’Azeglio, and Edward Bulwer). The lion’s share of pro-
hibitions targeting works produced by Fournier, however, is represented by the

issues of the review journal Revue des deux mondes (Review of the Two Worlds),

which featured texts by the most renowned French authors as well as reports

on the most important currents of European and American culture.

The company Treuttel et Wurtz had offices in Paris and Strasbourg and main-
tained a branch in London from 1819 as well. It specialized in exports of French
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literature to Germany and England, but also engaged in publishing business
in the opposite direction.?!® Since the French Revolution, Treuttel et Wurtz
printed historical and legal treatises as well as travel literature, fiction including
the collected works of Madame de Staél, and encyclopedic works like the Pré-
cis historique de la révolution frangaise (Historical Compendium of the French
Revolution, 1806), the multi-volume Histoire de France by Charles de Lacretelle,
the Encyclopédie des gens du monde (Encyclopedia of the People of the World),
and an annual collective bibliography of French literature ( Journal général de
la littérature de France).

The orientation of Baudouin’s company was initially republican, then Bona-
partist; it published historico-political treatises and memoirs. The same applies
to Bossange. Dupont likewise produced political literature, along with rather
sensationalistic and trivial fiction by authors like Paul de Kock or Etienne Léon
de Lamothe-Langon. Meline, Cans & Co. has already been mentioned as the
foremost Belgian reprinting house for French literature. Gosselin was the lead-
ing publisher of fictional prose, producing (among others) works by Madame
de Staél, Alphonse de Lamartine, Victor Hugo, and Honoré de Balzac as well as
translations of Walter Scott and James Fenimore Cooper. Ladvocat specialized
in translations (Byron, Chefs-d’ceuvre des Thédtres étrangers [Masterpieces of
Foreign Dramal), while Souverain published Honoré de Balzac, Frédéric Soulié,
Alphonse Brot, and many other novelists. Renduel printed a mixture of roman-
tic literature (including Hugo, Musset, Gautier, Lamennais, and Heine) and
popular novels (P.L. Jacob).

To end this section, the following diagram visualizes the movement—from
northwest to southeast—of the printed works forbidden in Vienna and the
liberal and Enlightenment ideas they transported. The seven cities most fre-
quently specified as printing locations of prohibited writings across the entire
period discussed in this study are Leipzig (7220), Paris (5915), Berlin (2769),
Hamburg incl. Altona (1841), Frankfurt (1591), Stuttgart (1173), and London

(854).

219 See Giles Barber: Treuttel and Wiirtz. Some Aspects of the Importation of Books from
France, c. 1825. In: The Library, fifth series, vol. 23, no. 2 (1968), 18-144.
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DIAGRAM 1 The seven most important places of publication of books prohibited in Austria (1754-1848)
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CHAPTER 4

A Look at the Crown Lands

1 The Kingdom of Bohemia, 1750-1848
(by Petr Pisa and Michael Wogerbauer)

The aim of this chapter is to analyze the problem of the centralization of cen-
sorship between 1750 and 1848 using the example of Bohemia. It shows that the
centralization efforts barely took effect in the imperial-royal crown lands until
the turn of the century despite being legally enshrined, and that they were only
implemented slowly under Francis 1. The system of censorship nevertheless
worked in the crown lands, but gaps and weaknesses abounded at the problem-
atic interfaces between competencies, providing the agents of the book trade
with considerable room for maneuver and meaning that censorship was never
transacted as strictly in practice as was stipulated in the prevailing legislation.!

11 The Bohemian Censorship Authorities and Their Composition

Only fragmentary information is available on the censorship authorities in
Prague during the first half of the eighteenth century. A Book Commission is
said to have existed as early as 1715,% followed by a Censorship Commission
in 1733 for the abatement of heresy and the propagation of the Catholic faith.
The latter was headed by the Prague Supreme Burgrave (the president of what
would become the Bohemian Gubernium in 1763) and thus not by a Jesuit—
though this of course did not preclude a share in the body for the Jesuit-led
University of Prague. The Commission was apparently not a permanent insti-
tution: It was renewed in 1748 and seems to have vanished again before 1752.3
This may be linked to an affair in 1749, when the anonymously published His-
torische und geographische Beschreibung des Konigreiches Biheim (Historical
and Geographic Description of the Kingdom of Bohemia), which commented
on the recently ended war of succession as well as citing hymns to Prussia’s

1 Adetailed discussion of censorship in Bohemia is provided in the publication by Wogerbauer,
Pisa, S4mal, Jana¢ek et al.: V obecném zdjmu.

2 Marie-Elizabeth Ducreux: Introduction. Les espaces de la censure dans la monarchie des
Habsbourg. In: Marie-Elizabeth Ducreux and Martin Svato$ (eds.): Libri prohibiti: La censure
dans] espace habsbourgeois 1650-1850. Leipzig: Leipziger Universitétsverlag 2005, 7—25, here
16.

3 FrantiSek Roubik: Poc¢atky policejniho feditelstvi v Praze. Praha: Ministerstvo vnitra 1926, 30.
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Frederick 11 and challenging Maria Theresa’s right to the throne, could be sold
in Prague without restriction.# This was a state of affairs the Viennese court
could not tolerate, and it requested a report on the organization of censorship
in Bohemia. The document revealed that two members of the royal represen-
tation were in charge of censoring political and juridical writings, while the
archiepiscopal consistory handled theological and philosophical works as well
as fiction. In contrast to the Viennese Commission, the Prague consistory was
no longer represented in the new Bohemian Censorship Commission estab-
lished by way of a decree on January 15, 1752; its role was now purely to assist
and perform preliminary work for the Commission. All the more noticeable
was the presence of appellate court judges: Even after a further reorganization
in 1771, the vice president of the appellate court and Oberlandschreiber Johann
Wenzel Asterle von Astfeld continued to serve as deputy chairman of the Cen-
sorship Commission. And in 1779, the president of the appellate court, Count
Franz Xaver Wieschnik, took over the chairmanship from Supreme Burgrave
Fiirstenberg in the course of the so-called “Seibt Affair” revolving around the
dissemination of clandestine literature (see below).

The year 1771 represented a considerable break in the history of censorship in
Prague. Archbishop Piichovsky was to be succeeded as head of the Commission
by Franz Karl Kressel von Qualtenberg, who had already held the position once
before in the early 1760s; simultaneously, however, Kressel was slated to keep
his place in the Bohemian-Austrian Court Chancellery in Vienna. This plan
was obviously not successful, for it was the new Prague Supreme Burgrave and
Bohemian Governor Karl Egon zu Fiirstenberg who assumed the chairmanship
of the Commission in 1772 among other offices. The state-appointed directors
of the four faculties each held a seat and a vote in the Commission, and Karl
Heinrich Seibt (1735-1806), professor of fine arts, was a member as well. He was
responsible for censoring the entire genus mixtum, which included newspapers
and weeklies as well as fiction and drama.

Seibt, who made a rapid professional career under Fiirstenberg, was soon
overburdened with this work. When he became dean of the Faculty of Philoso-
phy in 1775, the previous dean Peter Hebenstreit von Streitenfeld was assigned
to the censorship of the belles lettres including songs, sermons, and the like. He
was to be assisted by the professor of poetry Franz Expedit von Schonfeld, who

4 Rochezang von Isecern [= Johann Ehrenfried Zschackwitz]: Historische und geographische
Beschreibung des Konigreiches Boheim, in sich haltend: dessen alle Einwohner, Herzoge
und Konige, in alten und neuen Zeiten, Lage, Beschaffenheit, Handel, Grintzen, Gewisser,
Gebiirge, Provintzien, Religion, Abgétterey und Bekehrung, Regierungs-Form, Geschichts-
schreibern u. a. m. Freyburg 1742; On this, cf p. 37.
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later became head censor of the genus mixtum himself for a brief period in late
1779 before being succeeded until 1781 by Ignaz Cornova (1740-1822), likewise
a professor of poetry and recognized writer and historian. A further member
of the Censorship Commission since its reorganization in 1771 was a “Visitator
librorum und Actuarius bey der Censurs Commission” with an annual salary of
600 guilders, who was responsible for reviewing all imported books, keeping
the corresponding lists, and maintaining contact with the customs authorities
and booksellers—assisted only by a “book carrier” with a yearly salary of 100
guilders. This important role of visitator was held by Franz Fischer from May
1772;% in the course of the “Seibt Affair” in 1779, which will be discussed in detail
below, the experienced Franz Anton Meyer (Mayer) was eventually brought to
Prague from Vienna to sort out the convoluted situation in Bohemia.

Despite the state-run Commission, censorship by institutions of the Church
continued to exist until the 1770s, although the governmental authorities in-
creasingly curtailed their autonomy. Jesuit Father Antonin Konia$ (1691-1760),
remembered as a book-burner in Czech national memory, was working on a
Catalogus librorum haereticorum including 503 titles as early as 1724.6 He even-
tually put to print a Clavis haeresim claudens et aperiens based on this work
and conceived as a local supplement to the papal lists of forbidden books in
the episcopal city of Kéniggritz (Hradec Kralové) in 1729 (second edition 1749):
Books to be confiscated and burned received the rating “non esse dignum cor-
rectione,” while books that could be returned to their owners after tearing out
pages and/or blacking out and correcting certain passages were labeled “corr.
librum corrigibilem vel non approbatum.” In 1770, ten years after Konias’ death,
these indices covering all relevant languages (Latin, German, Czech, French,
Sorbian, Polish, Lithuanian) were followed by an Index Bohemicorum librorum
prohibitorum, et corrigendorum limited to writings in Czech. It was compiled by
Josef Kogler and Jan Kohout” on the basis of Konias’ work and published by the

5 Nérodni archiv Praha, Ceské gubernium—Publicum (Czech National Archives, Bohemian
Gubernium—Publicum; abbreviated to N, ¢G-P in the following), box 730, shelfmark Gs/1,
proceedings of the Prague Censorship Commission on o5/26/1772.

6 Martin Svatos: Koniasiiv Catalogus librorum haereticorum z roku 1724—ptedstupen jeho
Klice. In: Gertraude Zand/Jifi Holy (eds.): Tschechisches Barock: Sprache, Literatur, Kultur—
Ceské baroko: Jazyk, literatura, kultura. Frankfurt: Peter Lang 1999, 143-161; Martin Svatos:
Posledni Kristiv pohled na kiizi aneb Koniastv pohled na knihy. In: Katefina Bobkova-
Valentova, Milo$ Sladek, and Martin Svato$ (eds.): Kratké vééného spaseni upamatovani:
K Zivotu a dobé jezuity Antonina Koni4ge. Praha: Ustav pro &eskou literaturu Av ¢R 2013,
67-80, especially 74. Konia$’ handwritten list of books can be found at the Narodni archiv,
Archiv prazského arcibiskupstvi 1 (Czech National Archives, Archives of the Archbishopric
of Prague 1), box 4309, shelfmark 4/4.

7 David Mach: Josef Kogler a Jan Kohout: Zivotopis editort tfetiho vydani KoniaSova Klice. In:
Knihy a déjiny 20 (2013), 82—90.
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archbishop of Prague, who at the time was also the head of the Bohemian Cen-
sorship Commission. While all three of these indices assumed a clear counter-
reformation stance, they also exhibit certain differences. The Index bohemi-
corum librorum was strongly focused on writings published before 1620 and
contains long lists of revisions for individual works that include very specific
instructions: Every mention of Jan Hus, for example, was to be commented
with “arch-heretic” (arcikacit). There is indirect evidence of the (archi)episco-
pal consistories regularly sending handwritten prohibition lists to their sub-
ordinate ecclesiastical bodies well into the 1770s; a 1781 decree by the Prague
Gubernium ordered these lists to be confiscated immediately.®

The Order of Jesus also filled the position of censor of Hebrew writings,
which had existed since the 1560s. The office was held by the missionary Franz
Haselbauer from 1712, then from 1756 by university professor Frantisek Zeleny,
who was succeeded in 1764 by Leopold Tirsch. Tirsch’s adiunctus in hebraicis
from 1781 was Karl Fischer, who became censor of Hebrew works himself until
1844 following Tirsch’s death in 1788.

1.2 The Coexistence of Censorship Authorities

As indicated in the previous section, censorship in Bohemia—especially after
1750—was characterized by competing censorial entities with different compe-
tencies, including proximity to certain books and their distribution, on the one
hand and the harmonization of regulations and practices on the other. Only
rarely were any of these competing authorities eliminated altogether; it was far
more practicable to organize them hierarchically.

Until the 1760s, ecclesiastical and state entities and their respective prohi-
bition lists and centers (Rome and Vienna) operated side by side and often
in conflict with one another, with the (arch)bishops representing the inter-
section point between the two centers: They were simultaneously members
of the governmental censorship authorities—not always, but often in a con-
servative sense, as the example of the Viennese archbishop Johann Joseph
Trautsohn shows.? As early as the 1750s, the ideal image of the archiepiscopal
consistory being subordinate to the governmental Commission for Calendars
and Manuscripts existed in Bohemia. The consistory was to censor theological

8 Na, CG-P, 1774-1783, box 730, shelfmark Gs5/1, no. 132 ex 1781, order by the Bohemian Guberni-
um to the Saaz county administration on 09/06/1781 to confiscate all handwritten ecclesiasti-
cal lists. The county administration misunderstood the order and sent in the printed indices.

9 Grete Klingenstein: Staatsverwaltung und kirchliche Autoritdt im 18. Jahrhundert: Das Prob-
lem der Zensur in der theresianischen Reform. Vienna: Verlag fiir Geschichte und Politik 1970,
162 and 164.
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and philosophical manuscripts and return them to the Censorship Commis-
sion with a statement of grounds for its assessment. The government agency
would then send the authorized final decision to all bishops in the country.1
This hierarchic order would only assert itself slowly during the 1770s, how-
ever, after the archbishops of Prague had been superseded by the heads of
the Bohemian Gubernium as chairmen of the Censorship Commission and the
censorial structures and processes began to follow the “Viennese style.”

The 1770s were influenced by two lines of conflict, the first of which stemmed
from an attempt to enforce a state-run censorial apparatus over the counter-
reformation censorship practice. At the time, the position of the ecclesiastical
institutions was still relatively consolidated in the areas of precensorship and
postcensorship: In the early 1770s, monks still relied on censorship by their
superiors without submitting their writings to state authorities. Missionaries
were likewise active as censors: An eastern Bohemian toll officer gave a con-
signment of books designated for Count Paar to a Jesuit missionary for censor-
ship in early 1772. According to the Bohemian Gubernium, however, the latter
lacked the required competency; rank considerations likewise precluded such
a course of action, and the case was thus delegated to the Viennese Censorship
Commission.!? The “new” and now unambiguously state-run Censorship Com-
mission also requested the clergy and especially the missionaries to send lists
of suspicious and provisionally confiscated books to Prague in May 1772!3—
the Commission was apparently well aware of the counter-reformatory infra-
structure built around local clerics and wanted to place it under governmental
supervision. But when the Prague Censorship Commission suggested a nation-
alization of traditional practices like the “Ueberfallung der Biicher-Krdmer und
Haufiirer” (raiding of booksellers and peddlers), the Viennese Commission
rejected the idea.'* The Gubernium also forbade the Prague archiepiscopal con-
sistory to seize a brochure targeting the religious orders that had been written

10 N4, €G-P, 1774-1783, box 729, shelfmark Gs/1, imperial rescript on 12/03/1749.

11 NA, CG-P, 1774-1783, box 730, shelfmark Gs/1, proceedings of the Prague Censorship Com-
mission on 07/06/1772.

12 NA, €G-P, 1764-1773, box 381, shelfmark Gs/57. This case is analysed in somewhat more
detail in Michael Wogerbauer: Die Ausdifferenzierung des Sozialsystems Literatur in Prag
1760-1820. Diss. Vienna, typewritten 2006, 143. It is also mentioned in the proceedings of
the Prague Censorship Commission on 05/26/1772 (NA, ¢G-P,1774-1783, box 730, shelfmark
Gs/1).

13 N4, €G-P,1774-1783, box 730, shelfmark G5/1, proceedings of the Prague Censorship Com-
mission on 05/26/1772.

14  NA, €G-P,1774-1783, box 730, shelfmark G5/1, proceedings of the Prague Censorship Com-
mission on 07/06/1772.
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in cooperation with the garrison commander of Prague’s Lesser Town (Mala
Strana). Such unauthorized investigations by Church entities also violated the
most recent censorship regulations passed in Vienna, especially since they
could not be considered measures against heretics (“personal Untersuchung ex
pravitate haeretica”), which the bishops were apparently still entitled to take.

The second power struggle to become visible during the 1770s occurred
between the more liberal and the more conservative forces in the Bohemian
government and culminated in the so-called Seibt Affair. The Prague censor
and professor of aesthetics Karl Heinrich Seibt was accused of lending for-
bidden books to his students, which led (among other things) to extensive
censorial raids among the city’s booksellers and the call for a reform of the cen-
sorship laws. A dispute between the relatively liberal governor and chairman of
the Censorship Commission, Karl Egon von Fiirstenberg, and the conservative
Count Franz Xaver Wieschnik, head of the Prague University and Study Com-
mission and the appellate court, served as the affair’s starting point. Wieschnik,
who would eventually also be appointed chairman of the Censorship Com-
mission in 1779, emerged triumphant; the complete reorganization of censorial
activities after the start of Joseph 11’s sole reign made this conservative victory
a short-lived one, however.1>

An entirely different challenge in the early 1770s was the task of handling
the process of state-run censorship and its centralization from an administra-
tive perspective. This endeavor encountered very practical obstacles: Actuarius
Franz Fischer commented on the trivial fact that every censor had to pos-
sess a copy of the printed Index librorum prohibitorum by stating that there
was not a single copy available in Prague before his arrival, “but that of the
4 copies he had brought from Vienna, he had already distributed 3 copies to
the Messieurs Assessors and had kept one for himself in order to be able to
exercise his office.”6 The task of the Actuarius was to record the books for-
bidden in Vienna in a corresponding folio. In the eyes of the Viennese court,
however, the lists sent by the Prague Censorship Commission lacked biblio-

15  The fundamental source research on this matter was performed by Jaroslav Prokes: Aféra
Seibtova roku 1779. In: Otokar Odlozilik (ed.): Ceskou minulosti: Prace vénované profesoru
Karlovy university Vaclavu Novotnému jeho zaky k Sedesatym narozeninam. Prague: Jan
Laichter 1929, 317-330. A summary in German is provided by Eduard Winter: Der Josefi-
nismus und seine Geschichte: Beitréige zur Geistesgeschichte Osterreichs, 1740-1848. Brno,
Munich, Vienna: Rudolf M. Rohrer 1943, 100-103.

16 N4, €G-P,1774-1783, box 730, shelfmark G5/1, proceedings of the Prague Censorship Com-
mission on 07/06/1772: “er aber von den 4 Stiicken, die er von Wienn mitgenommen,
bereits 3 Stiicke an die H. Beysitzer vertheilet, und Eines, um sein Amt handeln zu kénnen,
fiir sich zuriickbehalten hétte.”
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graphical accuracy; they were to include longer titles as well as the place and
year of publication in future to allow individual editions to be distinguished
from each other. While there was a separate Calendar Censorship Commission,
the activity of the Censorship Commission without an additional attribute was
divided into the censoring of manuscripts and that of imported books which
had not yet been assessed. This was reflected in two administratively separate
sets of processes and records that were organized differently and created on
different days.

In Prague, every suspicious imported book was assigned to an appropriate
specialist within the Commission, who reported on it with a summary and
sometimes extensive citations in the original language of the text, whereupon
the Commission took a vote. If the latter was not unanimous, the book was
examined once again—this time by every member of the Commission. The
collected materials and decisions were submitted to Vienna in the shape of
an excerpt of the Censorship Commission proceedings specifying the date of
the session and the names of the attending members, and the final verdict
on the book was issued in the capital of the monarchy. Lists of these Vien-
nese decisions were regularly sent back to Prague divided into three categories:

” o«

“admissi,” “restricti,” and “ad remittendum,” meaning “to be sent back across
the border” This method obviously entailed considerable delays; it was per-
haps for this reason that the Prague document assumed the new form of a
“Consignation deren von der allhiesigen Biicher-Censurs-Commission neuer-
lich fiir verwerflich angesehenen Biicher” (Consignment of the books recently
considered objectionable by the local Book Censorship Commission) respec-
tively of the “theils zu remittierenden, theils erga schedam zuzulassen befun-
denen Biicher” (books in part to be remitted, in part deemed permissible erga
schedam) around 1780.17 The books on the latter list often carried very spe-

”«

erud. erga schedam,” “erga

” « ” «

cific verdicts like “erga schedam,” “ad remittendum,

»« »” «

schedam cum cautela,” “erga schedam continuantibus,” “erga schedam sine dif-
ficultate,” “ad class. Hereticum,” or “heaereticis.”

By contrast, the so-called “Auszug aus dem Manuskripten-Protokoll” (Ex-
cerpt of the manuscript proceedings) produced every one or two weeks by the
Prague Commission usually abstained from naming the censors; it was issued
by the Book Review Office established in Bohemia by decree on September 1,
1779 and signed by its director. These excerpts were sorted alphabetically by the
name of the submitter of the individual book—publisher, printer, or author.

The decision for each book was included, though only the verdicts for writ-

17  NA, CG-P, 17741783, box 727, shelfmark G5/1.
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ings in Latin were also provided in Latin, with other decisions written out in
German: “erlaubt” (“admissus”; allowed) for reprints and continuations of peri-
odical printed works, “kann gedruckt werden” (“typis imprimi potest”; may be
printed), “mit Verbesserung erlaubt” (allowed with improvements) or “nicht
erlaubt” (not allowed) respectively “darf nicht gedruckt werden” (may not be
printed) for new texts. These were not static formulas, however; they could be
expanded to wordings like “mit Abdnderung des Titels, und so getroffener Ein-
richtung, daf es dem Deutschen Lustspiel gleicht, kann es gedruckt werden”
(with a change of the title, and such arrangement made that it resembles the
German comedy, it can be printed).!® We have evidence of manuscripts being
sent to Vienna for assessment only in individual contentious cases, for exam-
ple Ignaz Klingler's brochure “Ueber die Unniitz- und Schédlichkeit der Jiiden
im Konigreiche Boheim, und Méhren” (On the Useless- and Harmfulness of
the Jews in the Kingdom of Bohemia, and Moravia). The approval of this pam-
phlet was more than a year in the making between Prague and Vienna before
it was finally published “Mit Bewilligung der k. k. Censur” (With approval by
the Imperial Royal Censorship) in Prague in 1782.1° The mentioned manuscript
proceedings are preserved until May 1782—the practice was presumably main-
tained until that time, since the Book Review Office established in 1779 likewise
continued to exist.2® The series of Censorship Commission proceedings on
imported books, however, ends as early as May 1781 with the abrogation of the
independent Censorship Commissions in the capitals of the crown lands.

1.3 The Failed Attempt at Centralization (1781-1791)
The Prague Gubernial Councilor Joseph Anton von Riegger (1742-1795) was put
in charge of implementing Joseph 11's Grund-Regeln?! in Bohemia. Born the son

18  According to the note on a Czech theater play in the “Auszug aus dem Protokoll Derern
vom 28. Febr. bis 18. Merz einschl. a. c. bey dem k. k. Biicherrevisionsamte eingekommenen
Manuskripten” (Excerpt from the minutes of the manuscripts received by the Imperial
Royal Book Review Office from February 28th to March 18th of this year). (N, ¢G-P, 1774—
1783, box 728, shelfmark G5/, log for 02/28/1782-03/18/1782).

19  Cf Michael Wogerbauer: “Ein unaufhoérlicher literairischer Kampf konnte die 6ffentliche
Sicherheit stohren und die gesellschaftliche Eintracht vermindern.” Zwei Fallstudien zur
Zensurpraxis zwischen antijiidischem Diskurs und literarischer Offentlichkeit um 1800.
In: Julia Danielczyk, Murray G. Hall, Christine Hermann, and Sandra Vlasta (eds.): Zuriick
in die Zukunft: Digitale Medien, historische Buchforschung und andere komparatistische
Abenteuer. Festschrift fiir Norbert Bachleitner zum 60. Geburtstag. Wiesbaden: Harras-
sowitz 2016, 37-54.

20  Jaroslaus Schaller: Kurzgefafite Geschichte der kais. kon. Biicherzensur und Revision im
Konigreiche Bohmen. Prague: Franz Gerzabek 1796, 11-12.

21 Onthis, cf. p. 53-54.
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of a prominent jurist, he had had a decisive influence on Maria Theresa’s reform
policies and the state church system, and he also founded a German language
society in Vienna together with Joseph von Sonnenfels and others. A professor
of ecclesiastical law himself, he left the University of Freiburg in 1778 to follow
a call to Prague, where he became professor of constitutional law and even-
tually Gubernial Councilor. When the Bohemian Censorship Commission was
dissolved, Riegger as the censorship officer of the Gubernium was responsible
for reorganizing and leading the supervision of the production and distribu-
tion of printed works in Bohemia according to the imperial patent issued on
June 11, 1781. Although he was able to prevent the dismissal of Franz Anton
Meyer, the Actuarius of the Commission and head of the Book Review Office,
he still suffered from a shortage of censors. After his slightly curious idea to
use the Prague monasterial clerics for the liberalized state-run censorship was
not realized,?? Riegger came up with the plan “that the professors of the uni-
versities, the secondary schools etc., as well as other learned men in Prague
could be used as censors for the works to be put to print here.”?® As a result,
the Bohemian censorship apparatus ultimately employed the opposite party to
the abbey friars—namely the in part radical proponents of the Enlightenment
who shaped the intellectual climate in Prague during the 1780s with their cri-
tiques of sermons, polemics against monasticism, and scientific-critical writ-
ings. The most prominent among them were the Minim and historian Franz
Faustin Prochdzka (1749-1809), the vice-dean of the Prague seminary Felix
Leonhard Lunacek (biographical data unknown), the theologian and director
of the university library Karl Raphael Ungar (1744-1807), the theologian, lin-
guist, and historian Josef Dobrovsky (1743-1829), and the pastoral theologian
Aegidius Chladek (1743-1806). With the help of these men and several others,
Riegger primarily monitored the section of the literary field that was accessible

22 “[...] all the abbots located in the royal Old City of Prague—who by their power shall have
the treatises to be sent to them from time to time by the Imperial Royal Book Review Office
read without delay by their lectors, preachers, and other skillful monastics and furnished
with an assessment according to their opinion.” (“[...] denen gesamten in der konigl.
Alten Stadt Prag befindlichen Kl6ster-Vorstehern—vermog welcher selbte durch ihre Lec-
tores, Prediger, und andere geschickte Ordensgeistliche die von dem Kays. Konigl. Biicher-
Revisions-Amte ihnen von Zeit zu Zeit zuschickende Aufsdtze ohne Aufenthalt sollen
iiberlesen, und nach deren Befinden mit einem Zeigniisse [Zeugnis] versehen lassen.”)
Bohemian Gubernium to the administrative office of Prague’s Lesser Town, 08/06/1781,
NA, €G-P, 17741783, box 727, shelfmark G5/1.

23 N, CG-P, 17861795, box 2344, no. 2334 ex 1792 (originally shelfmark 115/119), draft of a
letter from Riegger to the Court Chancellery on 12/06/1792: “daf} die Professoren der Uni-
versitit, der Gimnasien usw., dann andere gelehrte Méanner in Prag als Zensoren iiber die
Hier in Druck herauszugebende[n] Werke gebraucht werden kénnten.”
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to the public. Czech- and German-language classics of Baroque religiosity were
recensored, with such reprints being painstakingly examined and sometimes
forbidden entirely—not a new phenomenon, since a prohibition regarding the
writings of Martin von Cochem had already been issued for all the hereditary
lands, i.e. Austria and Bohemia, in 1778.24 In 1784, a similar ban was pronounced
against the 128 Latin titles in the so-called Marian Library.2> The Bohemian
Enlighteners were thus able to enforce their cultural policy program as offi-
cial Habsburg censors.?6 Riegger also focused on the distribution of books in
rural areas: A decree issued in November 1781 stated that “all titles of books
appearing at the annual fairs must be duly recorded and sent to the Gubernial
authorities.”?”

While the Josephinian cultural policies were thus also implemented rela-
tively radically by regional Enlightenment advocates, at least during the first
half of the 1780s, the same certainly cannot be said for the administrative
reform of censorship. In December 1792, a few months after Leopold 11's death,
the Viennese authorities urged the Bohemian Gubernium to implement the
“new censorship institution mandated by the power of the most blessed Em-
peror and King Joseph” on June 11,1781 and “the fulfilment of the corresponding
instructions.” In the draft of his reply, the Prague censorship officer, Gubernial
Councilor Joseph Anton von Riegger, described nothing less than the failure of
Joseph 11's attempt to control censorship centrally from Vienna: “as long as the
new Book Review Office has existed, re few books or manuscripts have been
sent to the court censorship.” According to the report, imported books as well
as submitted manuscripts had been censored in Prague under Riegger’s super-
vision by university and secondary school professors owing to the economic
necessities of the book trade. Had one always been forced to wait for lists of

24  Court decree, Graz, 08/08/1778. In: Sammlung aller k. k. Verordnungen und Gesetze vom
Jahre 1740 bis 1780, die unter der Regierung des Kaisers Joseph des 11. theils noch ganz
bestehen, theils zum Theile abgeéndert sind, als ein Hilfs- und Ergdnzungsbuch zu dem
Handbuche aller unter der Regierung des Kaisers Josephs des 11. fiir die k. k. Erblédnder
ergangenen Verordnungen und Gesetze in einer chronologischen Ordnung. Hg. v. Joseph
Kropatschek. Vienna: Johann Georg Moesle 1786, vol. 8, 208.

25  Decree, Prague, 08/28/1784. In: Handbuch aller unter der Regierung des Kaisers Joseph des
11. fiir die k. k. Erblander ergangenen Verordnungen und Gesetze in einer Sistematischen
Verbindung. Hg. v. Joseph Kropatschek. Vienna: Johann Georg Moesle 1785-1789, vol. 6,
427; the corresponding list of books follows on pp. 427-433.

26  In German-speaking literature, cf. e.g. Winter: Der Josefinismus, 206.

27  Decree, 11/23/1781. In: Handbuch aller unter der Regierung des Kaisers Joseph des 11. fiir
die k. k. Erbléander ergangenen Verordnungen und Gesetze, vol. 1, 547: “alle Titel der auf
den Jahrmérkten erscheinenden Biicher [...] ordnungsgemaf3 aufgezeichnet und der Lan-
desstelle eingesendet werden.”
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forbidden books from Vienna, then “the local booksellers could do no business
at all in Leipzig” since they would not know “which books are permitted or
forbidden to import.” At the same time, however, Riegger emphasized that in
practice “very rarely did a misconception occur between the local and the court
censorship.”?8

The censorship of periodicals was also not in accord with the official Jose-
phinian regulations. Riegger submitted the Prague journals to postcensorship
instead of precensorship, as documented for summer and autumn 1790 in
the case of the Prager Staats- und gelehrten Nachrichten (Prague State and
Learned News), for instance. Riegger himself perused the issues of this mag-
azine between several days and two months after their publication, jotting
down the corresponding date with the same red pencil with which he also
marked interesting passages in the articles. Even during this politically eventful
period, however, neither the censorship copies nor the official records provide
any indication that he ever found fault with a published issue.2® Already con-
cerned by the goings-on in France and the Austrian Netherlands, the Viennese
authorities had to be alarmed by such a liberal attitude—that everything not
explicitly prohibited by law (morally objectionable content, antireligious writ-
ings including superstition and scurrilous texts) was allowed, and that easily
accessible ephemera were only censored after their appearance.

14 The Slow Professionalization and Centralization of the Censorship
Apparatus under Francis 11/1

We have seen that by 1792 at the latest, the Viennese court was exerting pres-
sure on the Bohemian authorities to implement the Josephinian centralization
of censorship. Over the following two decades, the central government’s efforts
followed a twofold strategy: restriction of the regional autonomy regarding cen-
sorship on the one hand and professionalization of censorship, meaning its
disentanglement from literary and intellectual life, on the other.

The centralization pursued by Joseph 11 can be traced by way of analyzing
the eight preserved censorship registers maintained at the Prague Book Review

28  Bohemian Gubernium to the Bohemian-Austrian Court Chancellery, Prague, 12/06/1792
(N4, €G-P, 1786-1795, box 2344, 2334 ex 1792, shelfmark 115/1): “von des hochstseligen
Kaisers und Konigs Joseph Majtt angeordnete neue Zensurseinrichtung [...] die Erfiillung
der diesfilligen Instruktionen [...] so lange auch das neue Biicherrevisionsamt besteht,
sind keirne wenige Biicher, oder Handschriften an die Hofzensur eingesandt worden [...]
konnten die hiesigen Buchhéndler in Leipzig gar kein Geschift machen [...] welche
Biicher zur Einfuhr erlaubet, oder verbothen worden seien | ...] gar selten ein Mif§verstand
zwischen der hiesigen und der Hofzensur sich ergeben habe.”

29 N, CG-P, 1786-1795, box 2364, shelfmark 115/260, cf. the corresponding reproduction in
Wogerbauer/Pisa/ Samal/Jana¢ek: V obecném z4jmu, 139.
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Office during the years 1790 to 1816.3° Divided into roughly equal parts from
A to Z, these folios®! include the censorship lists sent every two weeks from
Vienna as well as the works imported into Bohemia and the respective verdicts.
A distinction can be made between the (definitive) Viennese verdicts and the
(provisional) decisions made in Prague, with the latter not always followed by a
final verdict from Vienna. Towards the turn of the century, the share of books in
the Prague lists without a decision from Vienna dropped to 10 percent. This may
be owed to the fact that the same books were increasingly appearing in Prague
and Vienna, or perhaps to an improvement in the communication between the
agencies.

At any rate, the change in percentage from the 1790 folio to the 1799 folio
allows the following conclusions regarding the 1790s: The number of cen-
trally (damnatur, nec erga schedam) and locally (susp., s. p.) decreed prohi-
bitions increased (5% - 21%), as did the number of works to which access
was restricted (erga schedam, transeat, toleratur; 1% —18 %). A small increase
in prohibitions is discernible for the area of scientific and historical works as
well as legal texts dealing with contemporary issues, like the dispute about
the alleged atheism of philosopher Johann Gottlieb Fichte (“Ueber den Grund
unsers Glaubens an eine géttliche Weltregierung” [On the Reason for Our Belief
in a Divine World Government], 1798). The same applies to writings on pol-
itics and current affairs. The shares of novels (20% - 37%) and newspapers
(17% - 41%) in the lists of banned writings increased dramatically, however.
We can thus see that the proscription of various novel genres enacted on Jan-
uary 16, 1800 and the prohibition of lending libraries decreed in 1798 merely
represented the legislative continuation of an existing tendency within the
censorial practice. Much the same can be said for periodicals, where the places
of distribution and associated practices were the target of censorial measures:
The abolishment of reading cabinets3? and the ban on providing periodicals
to guests for perusal in taverns and cafes®? restricted inexpensive and public

30  Foradetailed analsysis, cf. Madl and Wogerbauer: Censorship and Book Supply.

31 Naérodni archiv Praha, Presidium ¢eského gubernia (Czech National Archives, Presidium
of the Bohemian Gubernium; abbreviated to Na, PG in the following), books 202 (1790),
203 (1795), 204 (1798), 205 (1799), 207 (1801), 208 (1803), 209 (1812), 210 (1816).

32 Inthe corresponding prohibition decree, they are characterized as institutions “that serve
only for the detriment of the readers” (“die blof den Lesern zum Nachtheil dienen”; Na,
CG-P, 1796-1805, box 2364, shelfmark 102/1, no. 26225/2549 ex 1798).

33  Cf the mention of this decree by Police Chief Count Pergen in his letter to the Bohemian
Gubernium on 10/29/1801 (N4, PG, 1791-1806, box 255, shelfmark 16, no. 2055 ex 1801). On
the changing reading habits and especially on reading in public places cf. Claire Madl: Cte-
naiské kabinety, ptj¢ovny knih a promény zpiisobt ¢teni, in: Claire Madl/Michael Woger-
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access to such writings as well as the possibility to discuss them, for example
immediately after being read aloud publicly.

Already during the 1790s—but even more so until 1816—the number of cen-
sorial decisions made preliminarily or entirely in Prague decreased in favor of
verdicts passed in Vienna. Comparing this finding with the catalogs of book-
sellers in Prague, we see that censorship did not encompass all types of texts
offered on the book market equally. Information on books themselves, and
especially booksellers’ catalogs, experienced particularly strict censorship; this
affected privileged readers much less than the “simple folk,” who found it more
difficult to access reading material. In the case of the Calve bookstore in Prague,
for instance, 19 percent of the books on offer in 17903* were not included in the
contemporaneous censorship lists; in the case of August Gottlieb Meifiner’s
store, on the other hand, 46 percent of the stock was unknown to the cen-
sorial apparatus—and this included not only scientific, pedagogic, or other-
wise “harmless” books but also numerous novels.35 Against the background
of an overall shift in the sales promotion of books from comprehensive pub-
lishers’ catalogs to more advertisements for selected works in newspapers and
magazines, genres threatened with censorial intervention were generally being
advertised less and less. This likely did not change the fact that better-informed
and purposefully searching readers could still easily purchase such books, how-
ever.

A first step towards professionalizing censorship was the release in 1792 of
the university and secondary school professors from the obligation to cen-
sor writings from their respective field without remuneration. This measure
was met with heavy resistance on the part of the Prague Gubernium,3¢ since
there was initially no personnel to replace the professors (from 1803 by the
latest, university and secondary school teachers were once again tasked with
reviewing books from their respective subject area). As a result, the office

bauer/Petr Pisa: Na cesté k “vyborné ziizenému knihkupectvi”: protagonisté, podniky a
sité knizniho trhu v Cechéch (1749-1848). Praha: Academia—Ustav pro &eskou literaturu
AV CR 2019 (Knizni kultura, 1), 301-321.

34  Cf.Johann Gottfried Calve: Erstes Verzeichnis einiger Biicher, die der Buchhéndler Johann
Gottfried Calve in Prag von der letzten Leipziger Ostermesse 1790, nebst mehreren andern
mitgebracht hat [...]. Prague 1790.

35  Johann Ferdinand Nepomuk Schonfeld/August Gottlieb Meifiner: Verzeichniss Neuer
Biicher, welche in der Leipziger Michaelismesse 1790 herausgekommen und in der von
Schonfeld-Meissnerschen Buchhandlung in Prag um beigesetzte Preise zu haben sind.
Nro. 2. Prague 1790.

36  NA, CG-P, 17861795, box 2344, shelfmark 115/1, no. 2334 ex 1792 (originally shelfmark
15/19), draft of a letter from Riegger to the Court Chancellery on 12/06/1792.
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of paid censor was eventually reestablished after lengthy negotiations. The
schematics for Bohemia mention only the Book Review Office for 1793, with
the department “k. k. Biicherzensoren” (imperial royal book censors) added
in 1794.37 The genus mixtum was assigned to the “Austrian Rousseau” Amand
Berghofer (1745-1825), who had previously worked at the Book Review Office in
Linz, along with university and secondary school teacher and catechist Franz
Xaver Noe (1744-1796) from Prague in late 1792. Printed works in Czech were
censored by historian Franz Martin Pelzel (1734-1801), the first professor of
Czech language at the Philosophical Faculty of Prague University (in office
1793-1801), and the aforementioned Abbé Franz Faustin Prochazka. They were
joined by the likewise previously discussed theologian Aegidius Chladek (in
office 1798-1806) and Abbé Joachim Anton Cron (1751-1826, in office 1800—
1822), who assisted Berghofer with the steadily growing area of the belles let-
tres.38

Author Amand Berghofer, who as a freethinker and nature-affine “Rousseau-
ist” found much reason to criticize Josephinism with its paternalistic and mili-
tary character, was still acceptable as censor in 1792. Six years later, however, the
tendency to separate the censorial office from professional writing was already
clearly visible, for when the young author Johann Max Czapek from Prague
applied for a position as assistant at the city’s Book Review Office in 1798, he
was refused on the following grounds: “His current gainful occupation is writ-
ing novels: From which his all-too-close relation to the booksellers, perhaps
to the disadvantage of the official business, could be deduced.”®® Berghofer’s
problems intensified steadily around the turn of the century: In 1809, he was
exposed as the author of the anonymous Verbothene Schriften (Forbidden Writ-
ings, Ingolstadt—Straubing 1805, 2nd edition Straubing 1809), subjected to a
lengthy investigation, and ultimately forced to retire—with full pension pay-
ments so as to motivate him to stay in the country and refrain from undesirable
publishing activities. His example illustrates clearly how the Josephinian gen-
eration was more and more at a loss, and occasionally indignant, regarding the
increasingly repressive censorship practices under Francis 11/1.

37  Cf. Schematismus fiir das Kénigreich Bheim auf das Jahr1794. Prague: J.F. Schonfeld 1794,
8o.

38 Cf. Wogerbauer, Pisa, Samal, Janacek et al.: V obecném zajmu, 156.

39 N, CG-P, 1796-1805, box 2364, shelfmark 102/158: “Sein einstweiliger Erwerb ist Romane
schreiben: woraus seine allzu enge Verbindung mit den Buchhindlern etwa zum Nach-
theile des Amtsgeschiftes zu besorgen wire.” For the context, see Wogerbauer: “Die Zen-
sur ist keine Wissenschaft, sondern eine blofie Polizeianstalt.”
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15 Prague and Vienna in Dispute over Competencies
When Amand Berghofer was retired in 1813, the government in Prague intended
to replace him with Franz Xaver Niemetschek (also: Némecek; 1766-1849),
a professor of theoretical and practical philosophy in Prague, author of the
first biography of W.A. Mozart, and educator of the latter’s son. The Vien-
nese Court Police Section, however, complained that Niemetschek’s calculated
wages of 400 guilders Conventionsmiinze (which corresponded to Berghofer’s
payment) significantly exceeded the salaries of the other Prague censors (100
to 140 guilders), and demanded that the Bohemian government explain “why
the Prague censorship should be maintained the way it is at all.” The author-
ities in Prague primarily argued with the high level of education in Bohemia
and the economic consequences for the book trade. Due to the proximity to
Leipzig, the hub of the book market, it was necessary to continue censoring in
Prague, and a potential detour of previously uncensored books from Leipzig
to Prague via Vienna would “hardly be reconcilable with the liberal censor-
ship regulations.” It was about “encouraging domestic periodicals in order to
supplant the foreign ones”—which was only possible if the manuscripts were
appraised by the local agencies, as the Gubernium stated. What was more,
there were “many trivia like occasional pamphlets, poems, songs, prayers, etc.
whose authors would discontentedly have to give up every harmless liberty of
their inoffensive utterances if they had to send these trivia [...] to the Viennese
censors.” Last but not least, the Bohemian government mentioned the many
writings in Czech and Hebrew that the Prague censors were more competent
to assess.*0

It would take a year and a half for the emperor to approve Niemetschek’s
salary, thereby preserving the Prague censorship at the same manpower. Over
the next ten years, however, the number of full-time and adjunct censors
employed in Prague decreased from five to three, and the censorship of for-
eign books was centralized as well despite all Bohemian resistance. This meant
that the Prague censorial officers could no longer make any independent deci-
sions—even preliminary ones—regarding imported books. The predicted neg-
ative consequences came to bear quickly: In 1826, the legation secretary of the

40  Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Akten der Polizeihofstelle, 936/1815: “warum tiberhaupt
die Prager Zensur, so wie sie ist, beyzubehalten sey [...] mit den liberalen Zensurvorschrif-
ten kaum zu vereinbaren seyn [...] inldndische Zeitschriften aufzumuntern, um die aus-
landische zu verdréngen [...] viele Kleinigkeiten, als Gelegenheits-Flugschriften, Gedich-
te, Gesédnge, Gebete etc., deren Verfasser mifimuthig jede unschidliche Freiheit ihrer
unanstdssigen Ausserungen aufgeben miifiten, wenn sie diese Kleinigkeiten [...] zur wie-
ner Zensur absenden sollten.”
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Grand Duchy of Mecklenburg, Guido von Mayer, complained that the Prague
authorities had forbidden the import of his treatise Corpus Iuris Confoedera-
tionis Germanicae oder vollstindige Sammlung der Quellen des deutschen Bun-
desrechts (Corpus Iuris Confoederationis Germanicae or Complete Collection
of the Sources of German Federal Law) four years earlier even though it had
been classified as “admittitur” by the censors in Vienna. The subsequent inves-
tigation showed that Mayer’s book had been consigned to the Calve bookstore
in Prague in June 1822 and stored at the local Book Review Office until the
Court Police Section’s decision was received. Due to a lack of space, however, all
pending imported books had been returned to their senders abroad in October
1822—and the Viennese authorities had only cleared the Corpus Iuris for sale
two months later.!

Since the end of the 1810s, the exercise of censorship in Bohemia was thus
restricted to the assessment of manuscripts and new editions to be put to print,
along with the censoring of news media and drama. In the area of book imports,
the local authorities were limited to checking bundles of books arriving from
abroad against the lists of permitted and forbidden writings arriving regularly
from Vienna, which were presumably aggregated in the shape of alphabetical
catalogs in Prague until 1848.42

The relationship between provincial and centralized censorship was con-
stantly being modified and particularized with new instructions, often trig-
gered by individual controversial episodes. One revealing example in this re-
gard is the work Die europdische Staatenwelt (The European State World) writ-
ten by Georg Norbert Schnabel, a professor of statistics at the Prague Faculty
of Law: The book’s permissibility was called into question after it “caused an
unwelcome stir” in Vienna in January 1820 despite having been approved for
printing without hesitation by the Prague professor of political science Wen-
zel Gustav Kopetz in 1818-1819. Following an additional retroactive censorial
review (by Eugen Kaster, a Viennese professor of natural, constitutional, inter-
national, trade, and maritime law), it was ultimately forbidden for political
reasons and confiscated in the bookstores. This not only endangered Schnabel’s
career at the University of Prague and entailed protracted negotiations for com-
pensation with publisher Widtmann extending over several years; it also gave
rise to a resolution by the emperor in June 1825 ordering “the greatest rigor in
the assessment of works of constitutional, political, and religious content” and

41 NA, PG, 1826-1830, box 1434, shelfmark 16/46.

42 Suchalphabetical catalogs are only sporadically preserved, e.g. Na, PG, book 210a (Catalog
of allowed books 1828, part 2), book 211a—d (Catalog of allowed foreign works 1846-1848),
book 212—215 (Catalogs of allowed and forbidden copper engravings and musical texts).
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determining “that all works of great significance and important content may
only receive approval for printing in Vienna from the Court Censorship Section
itself."43

The centralization of censorship can be considered largely completed by
1822 or 1823. Starting in 1822, manuscripts not approved for printing in Prague
appeared in the Viennese lists of forbidden books and manuscripts, and begin-
ning in autumn 1823, manuscripts cleared in Prague (and other crown land
capitals) were included in the lists of allowed writings. It was not until July 1843,
however, that the prohibitions imposed by the Prague authorities were marked
with the designation “Prager Verz.". These “Prager Verzeichnisse” (Prague list-
ings) are occasionally preserved in the records of the Viennese Court Police
Section. For example, the Bohemian Landesprdsidium, the former Gubernium,
sent the Verzeichnif§ der in dem Monate November L. J. von der hiesigen Censur
erledigten Literatur- und Kunstgegenstdinde (Listing of the Literature and Art
Items Processed by the Local Censorship in the Month of November of this
Year) to Vienna on December 12, 1844. Besides 69 approved manuscripts and
new editions, it also contained the Verzeichniss der in dem Monate November
1844 von der hiesigen | = Prager] kk Censur nicht zugelafSenen Handschriften und
neuen Auflagen (Listing of the Manuscripts and New Editions Not Approved
by the Local [= Prague] Imperial Royal Censorship in the Month of November
1844) with four entries as well as the Verzeichniss der in dem Monate Nov. L. ].
zugelassenen Zeichnungen und Musikalien (Listing of the Drawings and Musi-
cal Texts Approved in the Month of November of this Year) with five entries.
The Court Police Section criticized that the list of approved works included a
text in Italian, for the competency of the Prague censorship was restricted to
Czech and short German-language print products. These catalogs remained in
the files; their entries were not incorporated into the Viennese periodical list-
ings, since the Viennese authorities apparently waited in vain for a reply from
Prague.**

43 NA, PG, 1821-1825, box 1267, shelfmark 22/10: “unliebsames Aufsehen [...] erregte”; “die
grofdte Strenge in Priifung von Werken staatsrechtlichen, politischen und religiosen In-
halts”; “daf8 alle Werke groflern Gewichts und wichtigern Inhalts bloff in Wien von der
Zensurhofstelle selbst die Zulassung zum Druck erhalten diirfen.” On the Schnabel case,
cf. also Petr Piga: KniZni cenzura v Cechéch v ptedbieznové dobé. Dipl. Charles Univer-
sity Prague 2010, 124-133; Pavel Bélina, Milan Hlavacka, and Daniela Tinkova: Velké déjiny
zemi Koruny ¢eské. Vol. 11.a, 1792-1860, Prague, Litomysl: Paseka 2013, 255-260.

44  Allgemeines Verwaltungsarchiv, Akten der Polizeihofstelle, 1450/1845. Further examples
of indices from the provinces are contained in ibid., 3491/1848 and 1558/1845.
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1.6 The Structure of Censorship in Bohemia since 1810
The anonymization of the censorship process codified in 1795 could hardly
be practically implemented in Prague: The number of censors was simply too
small, and they specialized in specific topics and partly even in specific lan-
guages. In addition, their names were included in the official schematics, and as
university professors, staff members of the university library, or private schol-
ars, they also participated in the city’s literary and scientific life and were
often personally acquainted—whether sympathetically or antipathetically—
with the authors of the works to be censored.*>

Asmentioned previously, only three censors were active in Prague from 1823:
one for theological writings (in 1823-1848, this role was fulfilled by the Premon-
stratensian Hieronymus Joseph Zeidler), one for the belles lettres and the genus
mixtum (Jan Nepomuk VAclav Zimmermann, 1819-1836; Pavel Josef Safatik,
1837-1847; Jan Pravoslav Koubek, 1847-1848), and one for works in Hebrew
(Karl Fischer, 1789-1844;*¢ Jan Matran, 1845-1848). Beginning in 1838, the offi-
cial schematics also listed an assistant censor for economic writings as well as
the faculty deans, who organized the censorship of learned literature within
their respective disciplines.

The manuscripts and books scheduled for reissue were generally assessed by
a censor (respectively by a professor in the case of scientific works), which was
followed by the imprimatur (with or without restriction) or a “non admittitur”
signed by the head censorship officer (in the rank of a Gubernial Councillor).
The government of the crown land—meaning the censorship officer with for-
mal approval and the signature of the governor, in this case the Prague Supreme
Burgrave—also decided whether a given work should be submitted to the spe-
cialized Gubernial authorities like the regulatory agency for construction, the
military command, or the Landesprotomedikus (the highest provincial medi-
cal official). Starting in 1814, all texts from the (very broad) area of Catholic
religion slated for printing were evaluated by the responsible (archi)episcopal
consistory before being submitted to the Gubernial censor, who was likewise a

45 On informal contacts between authors and censors, cf. Petr PiSa: MoZnosti a meze inter-
vence: Franti$ek Palacky a rakouska cenzura ve 20. letech 19. stoleti. In: TAborsky archiv
15 (2011), 91-102. On the bad reputation of the belletristic censor Zimmermann, cf. Petr
Piga: “Policajtstéjsi nezli Obrpolicajti ¥i$ti.” Cenzor Zimmermann a ¢eska predbieznova
literatura. In: Déjiny a soucasnost 33 (2011), no. 9, 30-33.

46 OnFischer, cf. Iveta Cermanova: Karl Fischer (1757-1844) 1. The Life and Intellectual World
of a Hebrew Censor. In: Judaica Bohemiae 42 (2006), 125-177; Iveta Cermanova: Karl Fi-
scher (1757-1844) 11. The Work of a Hebrew Censor. In: Judaica Bohemiae 43 (2007—2008),

5-63.
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cleric—Hieronymus Joseph Zeidler, for example, was a Premonstratensian and
later abbot of Strahov Monastery in Prague.

The process for works that had to be sent to Vienna for assessment was
somewhat more complicated. They were consigned by the Prague Book Review
Office directly to the Court Police Section in Vienna, which organized the
appraisal process by a censor and other court authorities as required. The
Court Police Section transmitted its decision to the Bohemian government,
which subsequently issued a corresponding censorship verdict and returned
it to the Book Review Office. However, assessing writings on Bohemian matters
or works in Czech required special knowledge and skills, and the Court Police
Section therefore regularly asked the respective censor in Prague for an opin-
ion before making its final decision. This convoluted process was eventually
simplified by a provision mandating all works sent to the Viennese censorial
authorities to be accompanied by an assessment by the responsible Bohemian
censor. By the same token, the Prague censors also reviewed writings submit-
ted for censoring in Vienna (and occasionally in other crown land capitals) that
related to Bohemian matters or were primarily intended for the Bohemian or
Czech audience due to their language. This meant that the strategy of send-
ing problematic manuscripts from Bohemia to Vienna, employed by authors
hoping for more lenient censorship from officials not familiar with local cir-
cumstances, was rendered moot from the 1820s.47

The privilege to publish a political newspaper was granted by the Bohemian
government; such papers were censored by the government’s head censorial
officer, by the secretary of the Prague Supreme Burgrave, by the city admin-
istration, or by the censor assigned to the belles lettres. Changes regarding
the authority responsible for newspaper censorship were generally triggered
by controversial incidents. In late 1835, for instance, government secretary
Emanuel Hikisch, who had been tasked with censoring the Czech political
paper Prazské noviny, was dismissed after the Russian embassy in Vienna com-
plained about an editorial criticizing the Russian Czar’s absolutism; censorship
of the paper was subsequently assigned to the censor for the belles lettres. The
editor who had written the article, Frantigek Ladislav Celakovsky, was not only
fired but also lost his position as substitute teacher of Czech language and liter-
ature at the University of Prague. This was presumably not simply a side effect
of the affair, however, as it turned out in the course of the official investigation

47  Cf also Petr Pisa: “Damit es ohne Beanstandungen durchgeht.” Strategien im Umgang mit
der vormérzlichen Zensur in B6hmen am Beispiel von Vaclav Hanka. In: Danielczyk, Hall,
Hermann, and Vlasta: Zuriick in die Zukunft, 55-67.
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that Vaclav Hanka, Celakovskys competitor for the permanent chair of Czech
language and literature, had informed the Russian ambassador of the problem-
atic opinion piece.*8

In contrast to the censoring of newspapers, articles for domestic periodicals
were handled within the institutional framework of book censorship. The only
exception to this rule applied to several journals published outside of Prague,
which were dealt with by the authorities of the respective district administra-
tions. An instrument of control at least as important as the censorship of the
contents of a periodical was the basic permission to publish a journal at all. This
permission was granted by the Viennese Court Police Section based on reports
by the Prague municipal administration and the Bohemian government that
primarily dealt with the person of the applicant, the suggested employees, and
an outline of the intended contents. Economic matters were also taken into
consideration, however—Ilike the question to what degree a new journal stood
to decrease the revenues of existing periodicals. Especially during the 1820s, the
official strategy was to avoid an increase in the number of active periodicals.
In the sources, we find several applications that were barely processed despite
repeated inquiries from Prague and eventually not decided on—amounting to
a de facto proscription of the respective journal.*?

Likewise within the competency of the Prague government was the grant-
ing of Scheden for restricted-access books and the preparation of statements
on applications for the obtainment of works labeled “damnatur.” In both cases,
the opinion of the political entities responsible for the local police force—that
is, the Prague municipal administration or the respective district authorities—
was of fundamental importance. The political views and morality of the appli-
cant were taken into consideration as well as his scientific competence to han-
dle scholarly texts appropriately. Negative advisory opinions on the purchase of
works marked “erga schedam” are rarely found in the sources; the process itself
appears to have limited the number of applicants to some extent. On the other
hand, it was not uncommon for banned books found in estates to remain in
the authorities’ custody if they were not claimed by the heirs (which was often
the case with the estates of clerics) or if the latter were not granted permis-
sion to have them, which sometimes happened with middle-class applicants.

48  The documents in question are printed in Frantiek Bily and VAclav Cerny (eds.): Kore-
spondence a zapisky Frantigka Ladislava Celakovského, part 4/1. Prague: Cesk4 akademie
véd a uméni 1933, 216—255.

49  For several examples, cf. Michael Wogerbauer: Die Geschichte der Prager Zeitschrift “Der

Kranz” (1820-1824) und das Scheitern ihrer Nachfolgeprojekte “Elpore”, “Der Pilger” und
“Bohemia”. In: Bohemia 45 (2004), no. 1, 132165, especially 161-163.
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The provincial government offered these books to the Prague university library,
and any works that the latter declined (especially erotic and pornographic lit-
erature) were destroyed.

L7 Detailed Analysis of the Censorial Assessments

Since the files of the Prague Book Review Office, which included the individual
censorship sheets with expert opinions as well as other items, were shredded
shortly after the abolition of censorship in March 1848, researchers attempt-
ing to analyze censorship in Bohemia are forced to make use of the preserved
archival holdings of the government of the crown land, which relate to special
cases going beyond day-to-day administrative routine and contain the largely
complete official correspondence with the Court Police Section in Vienna. A
serviceable supplementary source are the official journals of Prague theolog-
ical censor Hieronymus Joseph Zeidler, which provide transcriptions of the
respective censorship assessments and are preserved for the years 1823-1834
and 1841-1846.59 Similar censorial records exist for the Hebrew censor Karl
Fischer as well,5! and the archives of the archbishopric of Prague contain the
assessments generated by the consistorial censorship in the years 1820-1848.52
Quantitative analysis of Zeidler's files53 shows that the theological censor rec-
ommended the prohibition of 17 percent of the German-language and 15.4
percent of the Czech texts he reviewed, while the share of works approved
without restriction was 59.5 percent for German and 65.2 percent for Czech
writings; the rest were texts allowed with modifications (“correctis corrigendis”
respectively “omissis deletis”).>* The analysis also reveals striking differences
between genres: While the percentage of prohibitions reached 19.9 percent
(German works) respectively 20.1 percent (Czech works) for writings desig-
nated for a wide audience—like songs, prayer books, accounts of the lives of

50  Nérodni archiv Praha, Praha, Rad premonstratfi Strahov—poziistalosti (Czech National
Archives, The Premonstratensian Order of Strahov, personal estates, box 148-150).

51  Nérodni knihovna CR, Oddéleni Rukopisti a starych tiskéi (National Library of the cg,
Manuscripts and Early Printed Books Department), shelfmark 1x.A.17.a-b, years 1788-1805,
1806-1824; Archiv Narodni knihovny, Cenzor a revizor zidovskych knih, tiskti a rukopistt
(National Library of the CR, Archives of the National Library, Censor and Reviser of Jewish
Books, Prints, and Manuscripts, years 1834-1843).

52 Nérodni archiv Praha, Archiv prazského arcibiskupstvi—i11 (Czech National Archives,
Archives of the Archbishopric of Prague 11), box 2904—2924.

53  The entries for the years 1823, 1828, 1834, 1841, 1844, and 1846 were selected as examples.
Cf. in more detail Hedvika Kuchatova: NaboZenska literatura predbieznového obdobi pod
drobnohledem. Cenzurni protokoly Hieronyma Josepha Zeidlera. In: Wogerbauer, Pisa,
Samal, Janacek et al.: V obecném z4jmu, 289-303, especially 298-303.

54  Individual Latin or French writings were not considered in the quantitative analysis.
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saints, and the like—proscriptions were recommended only for 8.9 percent
respectively 13 percent of the assessed works in the field of theological produc-
tion, which assumed a more experienced readership for things like collections
of sermons, catechetic or polemic works, and sophisticated devotional liter-
ature. A large number of entries also relate to the censorship of articles for
the Casopis pro katolické duchovenstvo (Journal for Catholic Clergymen) pub-
lished by the Prague archiepiscopal consistory. Here the share of prohibitions
was lower than for the other groups of works (8.7 percent), but the number
is still surprisingly high considering the Casopis was a semi-official Catholic
periodical. In general, it can be said that the number of works forbidden or
approved with modifications decreased over time, which could be interpreted
as a decline in older works and a general adaptation to the censorship norms
by authors.

Closer examination of the individual assessments reveals, however, that Zei-
dler frequently complained about the lack of value or usefulness of works he
reviewed—very much in keeping with the tendency of the Censorship Reg-
ulation issued in September 1810. Sweeping pejorative labels like “worthless”
or “unsubstantial” are encountered regularly, often accompanied by negative
theological verdicts like “superstitious” or “not in line with Catholic theology.”
The tendency of Zeidler’s censorship to moderate explicit interconfessional
polemics (by Protestants as well as by Catholics) is interesting, while on the
other hand there is a noticeable frequency of remarks on the language of the
reviewed texts. Although generally recognized orthographic rules existed nei-
ther for Czech nor for German at the time, linguistic deficiencies often consti-
tuted at least an ancillary reason for proscription. “Is not permissible, for it is
not even Bohemian [meaning: acceptable Czech],”%> Zeidler wrote on April 10,
1823 regarding the song Poboznd pisen k svaté Ludmile (Devout Song for St.
Ludmila) submitted for censoring by the Prague printer Jerabek. On March 10,
1825, he ordered the Andachtsbiichel fiir Katholiken, welche das 26jdhrige Jubi-
laum in ihrem Orte feyern wollen (Prayerbook for Catholics Wishing to Celebrate
the 26th Anniversary in Their Town) by Tomas Kubelka “to first be examined
minutely by a man versed in the German language and cleansed of the many
language errors, then submitted once more.”>® In both languages, the censor
took offense at archaic, foreign, and dialectal expressions.57

55  “Ist nicht zuléssig, denn es ist nicht einmal bohmisch.”

56  “Ist vorldufig von einem der deutschen Sprache kundigen Manne genau durchzusehen
und von den vielen Sprachfehlern zu reinigen, dann eben abermals vorzulegen.”

57  Cf e.g. “Besides a significant number of incomprehensible words which, if they did not
originate in the workshop of the author, may at least be common only in his area, there
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The mentioned linguistic criteria employed in the assessment of individ-
ual works applied not only to orthography and lexis but also to the “useful-
ness” respectively “usability” of the text for the respective audience. Due to
the prevailing diglossia in Bohemia, where school classes at the intermediate
and higher levels were taught exclusively in German, the Czech language was
associated with “common” and thus inexperienced readers, leading in some
instances to stricter appraisal of works written in Czech.58 This unequal sta-
tus of Czech and German is apparent in the regulations for the censorship of
Czech political newspapers, for example:

Many articles appearing in the Wiener Hofzeitung, in the Osterreichis-
cher Beobachter, and from these absorbed also into the Prague Ger-
man newspaper, are therefore not yet suitable for the audience of the
Bohemian newspapers consisting largely of economic clerks, village cler-
ics, schoolteachers, village judges, craftsmen, and peasants, which only
half comprehends these articles and, as several observations confirm, in
part completely misunderstands them. [...] Here it is not even permissible
to simply translate from the domestic censored newspapers, but instead
the censor must select and modify with precise knowledge and consider-
ation of the minds of the readers for whom they are written.5°

This characterization was in stark disaccord with the efforts of the proponents
of the Czech nationalist movement to elevate Czech writing to the level of a

was nothing memorable to be found [...]." (“Aufier einer bedeutenden Anzahl unver-
standlicher Worter, die, wenn sie nicht aus der Werkstitte des Verfassers herrithren, doch
vielleicht nur in seiner Gegend iiblich sind, findet sich nichts zu erinnern [...].") Zeidlers
report on the fourth part of Vaclav Vilém Vaclavicek’s Biblické kdzdni (Biblical Sermon),
02/26/1825.

58  Cf.e.g thereportby the Prague Presidium on Comenius’ Praxis Pietatis: The book was to be
banned because “the principles appearing in this prayer book are of a pernicious tendency
especially in regard to the Catholic Church, and such [tendency] could mislead precisely
the common class of people into whose hands this book would mostly come, especially
since it is in written in Bohemian language.” (“die in diesem Andachtsbuche vorkom-
menden Grundsitze von verderblicher Tendenz besonders in Hinsicht der katholischen
Kirche sind, und solche namentlich die gemeine Volksklasse, welcher dieses Buch, zumal
es in b6hmischer Sprache abgefasst ist, meistens in die Hinde kommen wiirde, irre leiten
konnte”) N, PG, box 1435, shelfmark 16/79.

59  NA, PG, 1821-1825, box 1245, shelfmark 16/36, no. 2755 ex 1821: “Viele Artikel, die in der
Wiener Hofzeitung, im 6sterr. Beobachter, und aus diesen auch in der Prager deutschen
Zeitung aufgenommen erscheinen, eignen sich deshalb noch nicht fiir das grofientheils
aus Wirthschaftsbeamten, Dorfgeistlichen, Schullehrern, Dorfrichtern, Gewerbsleuten
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national literature. The occasional decisions against works written in Czech
increased the aversion of Czech writers to the censorship system, even though
the censorial prohibitions were not generally aimed at the Czech nationalist
movement itself until well into the 1840s.

1.8 Problems of Censorship in the Provinces—the Bohemian Case

A recurring topic with regard to the censorial activities in Bohemia is the
unfeasibility—or at least foolishness—of attempts to fully centralize censor-
ship in Vienna. This problem was closely linked to the geography of the norther-
ly frontier region of the hereditary lands. While the Viennese government
undertook efforts to make the capital the center of censorship since the 1750s,
the book industry considered Leipzig in particular but at times also Nurem-
berg, Augsburg, Halle, Breslau, and other local centers to be more important
hubs than Vienna, which only gained in significance during the first half of the
nineteenth century. This was one of the reasons why the Prague Gubernium
agreed with the local booksellers that diverting printed texts to Vienna for cen-
sorship was economically absurd.

Centrally maintained censorship lists were a medium of standardization in
this regard as well; until the beginning of the nineteenth century, however,
they only included works printed abroad that had already been published and
were circulating in the monarchy. They could never be truly up to date or
cover all regions equally well. What was more, they were a two-edged sword:
Like the indices maintained by the Church or Maria Theresa’s index until 1778,
once they were printed and released, they served as a means of publicly shun-
ning undesired texts. This presumes an authority of the censoring entity over
the book industry and the reading audience—but if the agents of the book
industry refuse to “believe” the censoring entity, the effect of printed prohi-
bition lists is reversed into its opposite: They become catalogs of literature
that is alluring because it is forbidden. As a result, their distribution has to be
restricted as much as possible—as was the case with Maria Theresa’s index
at the end of her reign. And as we have observed for the 1770s, this likewise
did not always occur frictionlessly. Supplementation of the central lists with

und Bauern bestehende Publikum der bohmischen Zeitungen, welches diese Artikel nur
halb versteht und, wie einige Beobachtungen bestitigen, zum Theil ganz misdeutet. |...]
Hier darf selbst nicht aus den inldndischen censurirten Zeitungen geradezu iibersetzt wer-
den, sondern der Censor mufd mit genauer Kenntnify und Beriicksichtigung des Geistes der
Leser, fiir welche geschrieben wird, auswihlen und modifiziren.” Similarly also Na, PG,
18211825, box 1261, shelfmark 20b/32, no. 1703 ex 1823; Narodni archiv Praha, Presidium
gubernia—tajné (Czech National Archives, Presidium of the Bohemian Gubernium—
secret files), 1819-1848, box 4, shelfmark B 23, 1823.
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those from the provinces represented an additional difficulty which, from a
historical point of view, can be considered largely overcome only by the early
1820s.

Another problem we have already encountered in the context of the Vien-
nese censorship is the competition and cooperation between different author-
ities, especially between ecclesiastical and worldly censorship. The develop-
ment in Bohemia from the 1750s to the 1770s can be described as a slow hier-
archic subordination of the Church to the institutions of the state that worked
not despite, but most likely because of the overlaps in terms of personnel. These
overlaps were necessary and virtually inevitable due to the Catholic Church’s
dense network in the rural areas and its constant contact with the population.
That the results were not always entirely satisfactory is also understandable—
we need only think of the use of monastics for Josephinian censorship in the
early 1780s or the conflicts revolving around unauthorized actions by cler-
ics in support of the Counter-Reformation. On the other hand, the exam-
ple of Zeidler, the abbot of Strahove, as a government censor shows that
this state church model remained successful at least in the field of religious
and theological books until well into the first half of the nineteenth cen-
tury.

The second significant factor opposing successful centralization was that the
Viennese censors sometimes lacked the required knowledge to competently
assess works in Czech: Besides the language barrier encountered with writ-
ings in Czech, and to a lesser degree with those in Hebrew, this also applied
to knowledge of the Bohemian circumstances and their historical backgrounds.
Authors and publishers were able to exploit the latter aspect especially until the
1820s by circumventing the Prague censorship and sending their manuscripts
directly to Vienna. After that, the progressively improving communication
between center and periphery obviated this course of action primarily by regu-
larly commissioning an assessment by a Bohemian expert. The question of the
language proficiency of censors would remain an important factor and bone
of contention until 1848, however. With the number of persons in Prague who
could be considered for a position as censor already limited, there were even
fewer men who could potentially review works in Czech. As a result, almost all
involved individuals knew one another, even if they did not always share the
same views. This opened the door to friendly turns as well as to the abuse of
censorial power in competitive situations.5?

60  Theresearch infrastructure Ceské literarni bibliografie (Czech Literary Bibliography, http:
/lclb.ucl.cas.cz [last accessed on 12/13/2021]) was used in the creation of this chapter.
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2 The Italian-Speaking Territories of the Habsburg Monarchy,
1768-1848
(by Daniel Syrovy)

Shortly after the beginning of the Congress of Vienna in 1814, the administra-
tion of the Habsburg Monarchy initiated preparations to establish a censorial
agency in Milan, which was to commence its work immediately after Lom-
bardy and the territory of the Venetian Republic had been officially taken over.
The certainty of this step in light of many effectively still unanswered ques-
tions may appear surprising at first, but the Austrian State Chancellor Clemens
von Metternich was not only one of the foremost designers of post-Napoleonic
Europe; in his eyes, the former presence of Habsburg Austria in Northern Italy
(in Lombardy from 1714 to 1797 and in the Venetian territory from 1797 to 1805)
guaranteed the legitimacy of the Austrian claim to these lands that Francis 1
and the Habsburg dynasty considered beyond all doubt. Besides, the monarchy
had already held provisional control over Veneto since 1813 and eventually also
annexed Lombardy in June 1814. It was thus primarily the proper incorpora-
tion of the two regions into the administrative structure of the monarchy that
was Metternich’s priority during the Congress. According to recent research,
the early preparations extended as far back as May 1813,%! which significantly
challenges the role that Napoleon’s escape from Elba allegedly had in accel-
erating the results of the Congress.5? At any rate, the Italians’ hopes of main-
taining some form of independent state following the demise of Napoleon’s
empire were dashed in 1815. Even the Regno d’Italia had only enjoyed lim-
ited independence, however: Installed as a kingdom by Napoleon after he was
crowned emperor in 1805, the former Repubblica Cisalpina (until 1802) respec-
tively Repubblica Italiana was effectively a French dépendance of sorts from the
very beginning—that is, since the Peace of Campoformio in 1797. Its autonomy
existed by name only and was in fact not well-received everywhere—least of all
by the Venetians, who had lost their centuries-old republic and been attached
first to the Habsburg Monarchy in 1797 and then to the Regno d’Italia in 180s5.
The latter had also meant accepting Milan as the capital of the territory.

The complexity of these political developments can only be touched upon
briefly here, but it plays a significant role for the censorship of books in two
regards. Firstly, as a concession to the traditional rivalries in Northern Italy,
the new Habsburg crown land was originally established as the Kingdom of

61 Cf. Siemann: Metternich, 391-392.
62  Cf. Alan Palmer: Metternich: Der Staatsmann Europas. Eine Biographie. Diisseldorf: Claas-
sen 1977,199.
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Lombardy-Venetia. While Milan, the seat of the vice-king, was ultimately the
politically and administratively more important city for the entire territory,
Venice likewise enjoyed high prestige for obvious reasons.®? In terms of book
censorship, this primarily meant that there were to be two censorship author-
ities in Lombardy-Venetia—one in Milan and one in Venice—that were to
operate almost independently from each other, at least initially. That this would
repeatedly lead to problems in the long run and stood in striking contradiction
to the ongoing efforts to centralize censorship in Vienna is one of the remark-
able aspects of this situation.

At the same time, however, the preceding political history is also important
in that the planned expeditious installation of a functioning administration
made it necessary to directly adopt many of the authorities and structures of
the Napoleonic Regno dTtalia despite loud dissent. Detailed descriptions of
these processes and the contemporary discussions accompanying them can be
found in the respective research literature. In terms of censorship, it meant that
individual persons as well as practical aspects related to the Napoleonic cen-
sorial apparatus (the Direzione Generale della Stampa e Libreria) were retained
in the new system. Since the formal reorganization of censorship would not be
completed until the second half of the year 1816,5* these links to the previous
administration and thus to accustomed modes of operation in an established
censorial practice were of fundamental importance for the character of the
Lombardo-Venetian book review activity, especially since the Napoleonic gov-
ernment had placed special emphasis on controlling the daily press. That there
had already been Habsburg censorship in Lombardy prior to the Napoleonic
Wars, that is until 1796, was of much less consequence, however—presumably
not least because of the Viennese censorship reform of September 1801. But
formerly Lombardian clerks who had migrated to Veneto after the loss of their
home territory were also employed in the reorganization of censorship there
(beginning in 1797 and especially after 1801), and this order, which remained
in place until 1805, also left certain vestiges in the administration after 1815.
Although much appeared outwardly unchanged in Milan—the censorship
authority was still located in the Palazzo Brera, for instance$5—the agency’s
purview, methodology, and self-concept had been completely transformed. In
order to trace these changes, we must first take a look at the situation in the
eighteenth century.

63  Cf. Marco Meriggi: Il Regno Lombardo-Veneto. Torino: UTET 1987, 18.

64  The court commission for the organization of the Lombardo-Venetian administration was
active until 1818; cf. Meriggi: Il Regno, 18.

65  The censorial authority in Venice had its seat in the buildings of the former Monastery
of San Zaccaria; cf. Giampietro Berti: Censura e circolazione delle idee nel Veneto della
Restaurazione. Venice: Deputazione Editrice 1989, 1.
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2.1 Habsburg Book Censorship in the Lombardian Territories before 1797
Like in Vienna, the responsibility for censorship in Austrian Lombardy in the
eighteenth century fell to a Study Commission (Deputazione per gli studs)
specifically established for the purpose. Although this body had no organi-
zational ties to the censorial authorities in the capital of the monarchy, its
tasks and actions were nevertheless based on the Viennese practice of the
1750s, which by this time was definitively established. A consistent formal reg-
ulation of censorship activity in Lombardy only came into effect in the late
1760s, however, and the situation before that time is not always clear. The
transfer of censorial competence from religious to state institutions, familiar
from Vienna as well, progressively emerged in Lombardy starting in the mid-
1750s, and a provisional censorship organization existed from 1766; however,
the Piano della Censura de’ Libri (pcL) that would be authoritative for the subse-
quent decades was only communicated to the Lombardian Amministratore del
Governo, Duke Francesco of Modena, in a letter by Maria Theresa on Decem-
ber1s,1768. This long organizational lead time was primarily owed to the power
struggle between church and state, which intensified during the conservative
pontificate of Clement x111 beginning in 1759. The dispute about competen-
cies referred explicitly to philosophical and theological arguments as well as
to the established practice of book censorship, but it was obviously fueled by
economic motivations as well. It would continue at least until late 1771, when
the state made a half-hearted offer to the Church—specifically to the Milanese
archbishop, Cardinal Giuseppe Pozzobonelli—to appoint one of three theo-
logical censors following the formal regulation of book censorship, which Poz-
zobonelli declined.®6 In practice, the situation was complicated in particular by
the fact that clerics were often installed as censors in provincial towns (every
town with a printer needed a censor).%” In any case, the PCL stipulated that

66 For details, see Alceste Tarchetti: Censura e censori di sua maesta imperiale nella Lom-
bardia austriaca: 1740-1780. In: Aldo De Maddalena, Ettore Rotelli, and Gennaro Barbarisi
(eds.): Economia, Istituzioni, Cultura in Lombardia nell'eta di Maria Teresa. Vol. 2: Cul-
tura e societa. Milan: Il Mulino 1982, 741-792; Ferdinand Maafi: Vorbereitung und Anfinge
des Josefinismus im amtlichen Schriftwechsel des Staatskanzlers Fiirsten von Kaunitz-
Rittberg mit seinem bevollméachtigten Minister beim Governo generale der 6sterreichi-
schen Lombardei, Karl Grafen von Firmian, 1763 bis 1770. In: Mitteilungen des 6sterreichi-
schen Staatsarchivs 1/2 (1948), 289—444; Anna Paola Montanari: Il controllo della stampa,
“ramo di civile polizia”: L'affermazione della Censura di stato nella Lombardia Austriaca
del xv111 secolo. In: Roma moderna e contemporanea 2/2 (1994), 343—378.

67  This regulation is not contained in the pcL, but several documents evidence the practice
(Archivio di Stato, Milano, Atti di Governo [abbreviated to AsM, AdG in the following],
Studi p. a. 37; May 1771 to the Arciprete G. Porta; September 1790, letter by the printer
Guglielmo Bossi from Gallarate). For the period before 1815, the names of more than 6o
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three theological and two secular censors in Milan would be responsible for
the censoring of manuscripts as well as for the review of imported books; the
provincial capitals were to be handled by one theological and one political cen-
sor each. Owing to the fragmentariness of the preserved archival sources, the
censorship procedure must be largely reconstructed from the pcL as well; it
seems to have mostly conformed to the Viennese practice. For example, the
Giunta Governativa, a government commission, was intended to issue the final
censorial verdicts in regular sessions (as well as in extraordinary meetings, if
required) after the individual censors had voiced their opinions on the books
that were up for decision.68

More substantial documents on the censorial practice exist only for the time
after the major administrative reform in Lombardy in 1786, when the Duchy of
Mantua was also incorporated into the territory.6® Among other things, these
documents show that individual points of the pcL—Ilike the requirement to
create a central register of forbidden writings to facilitate censorship and book
review—were apparently implemented inadequately or not at all. The cen-
tral register, which should have existed from 1769 after being stipulated by the
pcL,’? was still being called for by censors from Pavia as late as 1792.7

Lombardian and Venetian censors are known. The legal handling seems to have changed
in 1815: A letter from Sedlnitzky to Count Saurau on 10/20/1816 states in this context that
“at no location may there be a book printing shop or bookstore if the district administra-
tion /: the Delegazion :/ as the regular supervisory authority does not have its seat there as
well” (“an keinem Orte eine Buchdruckerey oder Buchhandlung seyn darf, wenn daselbst
nicht das Kreisamt /: die Delegazion :/ als ordentliche Aufsichtsbehorde den Sitz hat” Asm,
AdG, Studi p. m. 84, fasc. “Breno”).

68  PcL1768, fol. 2v, respectively Art. 3 (cited according to the printed copy in Asm, AdG, Studi
p- a. 36).

69  Cf Carlo Capra: La Lombardia austriaca nell'eta delle riforme (1706-1796). Torino: UTET
1987; Antal Szantay: Regionalpolitik im alten Europa: Die Verwaltungsreformen Josephs 11.
in Ungarn, in der Lombardei und in den 6sterreichischen Niederlanden 1785-1790. Buda-
pest: Akadémiai Kiad6 2005.

70 PCL1768, fol. 5v, Art. 39: “[...] sara necessaria la formazione di un’ Indice de’ Libri proibiti
da pubblicarsi dalla stessa Giunta, onde col semplice confronto possa la persona a cio des-
tinata separare i proibiti da’ permessi” ([...] it will be necessary to compile an index of the
forbidden books that is published by the Commission and allows the responsible persons
to verify titles and thus distinguish the forbidden from the permitted ones).

71 Anundated document attached to aletter from 02/04/1792 (AsM, AdG, Studi p. a. 38) states
that it would be “molto opportuno [...] per impedire I'introduzione di libri sospetti, che si
formasse un indice generale deilibri superiormente proibiti per direzione dei Regi Censori
in tutte le Provincie dello Stato” (very advisable [...] in order to prohibit the introduction
of suspicious books for a general index of books forbidden by the highest censorial author-
ities in all provinces of the state [i.e. the monarchy] to be compiled).
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There are likewise few sources on the number of manuscripts and imported
texts to be reviewed for the period in question, but the preserved documents
show that a considerable gradient existed between the capital and the provin-
cial areas. In general, the number of writings to be censored in the latter seems
to have been quite small. The censorship of manuscripts was largely limited
to brochures and pamphlets, and even in the period after the French Revolu-
tion, the preserved reports mention only individual printed works and imports;
exceptional bibliographical precision was apparently also not always applied.”
For Milan, on the other hand, we have a listing by Carlo Borroni, who was
responsible for reviewing books arriving at the customs offices and forward-
ing them to censorship from 1770.7® Covering the period from July 1771 to July
1772, this list provides precise numbers: 328 bales and boxes (“Balle, e Casse”)
respectively 253 bundles and packets (“Fagotti, e Pacchetti”) with printed works
were stopped by the customs authorities.” Each of them had to be inspected,
with unsuspicious titles sent on and suspicious ones submitted to the censors.

The fact that—Ilike in Vienna—there were complex interdependencies be-
tween book production and book censorship in Milan with regard to edi-
tors, authors, and publishers is illustrated by the case of Paolo Frisi, who was
employed as a political censor in Milan from 1766 until his death in 1784 as well
as being a writer, mathematician, and co-editor of the journal I/ Caffe, the cen-
tral organ of the Lombardian Enlightenment proponents.”

2.2 The Organization of Censorship in Venetia 1797-1805

As mentioned above, after Austria had ceded Lombardy (along with the Aus-
trian Netherlands) to Napoleon and received the former Republic of Venetia
in return under the Peace of Campoformio, a censorship agency was installed
in Habsburg-controlled Veneto as well. The book production in the territory

72 Thereports from Como about (destroyed) imported works for the period from 1794 to 1796
contain passages like the following: “un libro libertino e scandaloso” (11/07/1794); “libretti
osceni, ed alcune carte con figure affatto disoneste” (09/06/1795); “alcuni libretti troppo
lubrici” (09/12/1795); “un pacchetto di libri contenenti la constituzione di Francia, ed altre
operette democratiche” (04/11/1796); “un libretto poetico stampato in Parigi nel 1792 com-
plesso di libertinaggio e d'irreligione” (all Asm, AdG, Studi p. a. 35).

73 For example in a document in AsM, AdG, Studi p. a. 36, fasc. “Borroni.”

74 In detail: 1771, July (23 bales/24 bundles); Aug. (47/27); Sep. (29/13); Oct. (30/24); Nov.
(26/21); Dec. (16/19); 1772, Jan. (27/16); Feb. (13/13); Mar. (32/22); Apr. (23/24); May (34/26);
Jun. (28/22) (AsM, AdG, Studi p. a. 36). The grand total is also mentioned in Tarchetti: Cen-
sura e censori, 783.

75  Cf. Tarchetti: Censura e censori, 785-789; respectively Edoardo Tortarolo: L'invenzione
della liberta di stampa: Censura e scrittori nel Settecento. Rome: Carocci 2011, 154-155.
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at the time was substantial: Venice alone boasted 45 printing workshops in
1798, sixteen of which also sold books, as well as a further 28 booksellers. The
provincial towns were home to at least a further two dozen printers.”® It is
therefore not surprising that the new administration undertook to monitor this
production. Like in Austrian Lombardy, the first step was the establishment of
a censorship commission in 1798.77 But aside from an acute lack of personnel,
a censorship reform analogous to the delegation of the censorial agendas to
the police in Vienna was soon implemented in Venetia as well. The central fig-
ure of this epoch was Giuseppe Carpani (1751-1825), who is likely better known
as a librettist and biographer of Joseph Haydn (and with this biography, as
the victim of a plagiarism by Stendhal)?® than in his role as censor. Neverthe-
less, he held the position (for the areas of theater, newspapers, and pamphlets)
beginning in 1801 after being directly appointed by the emperor. Carpani was
also the source of several suggestions for improving various procedures, espe-
cially regarding drama censorship—including the provision that censors had
access to all performances without tickets.” After returning to Vienna in 1805,
he continued working as an informer for the Viennese police and as a staff
member of the periodical Biblioteca italiana controlled by the Habsburg gov-
ernment.89 Although the brief phase of his censorship in Venetia between 1801
and 1805 can be described as a preemption of the later Lombardo-Venetian cen-
sorial organization (for example concerning the introduction of Scheden),8!
the key characteristic of the later phase of censorship—namely the continu-
ous communication with Vienna, the highest censorial authority for the entire
monarchy—seems not to have existed during this time as far as can be dis-
cerned from the existing sources.

76  Numbers according to Callegari: Produzione e commercio, 17-18 and Michele Gottardi:
L'Austria a Venezia: Societa e istituzioni nella prima dominazione austriaca 1798-1806.
Milan: FrancoAngeli 1993, 227—-229.

77  According to Gottardi: LAustria, 214.

78  Cf Helmut C. Jacobs: Literatur, Musik und Gesellschaft in Italien und Osterreich in der
Epoche Napoleons und der Restauration: Studien zu Giuseppe Carpani (1751-1825). Frank-
furt, Bern, New York, Paris: Lang 1988, 95-107.

79  Carpani’s Massime colle quali provisoriamente si regola la R. Censura di Venezia nella esclu-
sione delle Pezze Teatrali of 1804 were initially published without specifying an author by
Luigi Costantino Borghi: La polizia sugli spettacoli nella Republica Veneta e sulle pro-
duzioni teatrali nel primo Governo Austriaco a Venezia. Venice: Visentini 1898, 21-24. Cf.
also Gottardi: L'Austria, 230.

8o Cf. Jacobs: Literatur, Musik, 60—136; Gottardi: LAustria, 229—239.

81 According to Gottardi: UAustria, 236.

Norbert Bachleitner - 978-90-04-51928-2
Downloaded from Brill.com08/31/2022 02:56:06PM

via BRILL



A LOOK AT THE CROWN LANDS 205

2.3 The Organization of Censorship in Lombardy-Venetia 1814-1816:
Theoretical Foundations

Although there was apparently talk of re-establishing a book censorship agency
in Milan as early as July 1814, a significant amount of organization was nec-
essary to realize the plan. While part of the infrastructure of the Napoleonic
Direzione Generale della Stampa e Libreria was available for use,2 the practical
work required several additional measures. An initial step was the abolishment
of free book imports from France,®3 and a further urgent aspect was the sale of
books considered insidious or dangerous by the authorities. In the years since
1806 at the latest, the book production in Italian had been paid heed only if it
was intended for import into the Habsburglands. Since the number of potential
readers of Italian-language texts was small, we can assume that only few titles
were printed. A functioning censorship that had to monitor not only the publi-
cation of new manuscripts but also the dissemination of existing printed works
therefore required an up-to-date list of forbidden books in Italian. A commis-
sion convened for this purpose on August 16, 1814 was able to compile such
an index, the Catalogo de’ libri italiani o tradotti in italiano proibiti negli Stati
di Sua Maesta ['Imperatore d’/Austria (Catalog of Books in Italian or Translated
into Italian and Prohibited in the Lands of His Majesty the Emperor of Austria,
Venezia 1815) containing 732 titles, within just a single month.84 In the course
of this activity, as the librarians Gaetano Bugatti (Biblioteca Ambrosiana) and
Palamede Carpani (Biblioteca di Brera) wrote on behalf of the commission,
“the most diligent investigations in libraries, including private ones, in cat-
alogs, indices, and bibliographical journals” were conducted.8> The measure
thus entailed a comprehensive review and “recensoring” of all Italian publi-
cations from recent years respectively decades. In addition, there is evidence
of further coordination with the Venetian censors before the catalog was even-

82  InJuly1814, even the stationery of the Regno d'Italia (with handwritten corrections) con-
tinued to be used (cf. AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 87); in terms of personnel, censors as well as
reviewers were directly taken over according to a summary dated 01/06/1815 (AsM, AdG,
Studi p. m. 87, Carteggio generale); the same is also documented for several provincial
censors.

83  Cf. the import prohibition issued on 08/20/1815 (Asm, AdG, Studi p. m. 74).

84  Cf. the weekly session meetings respectively the end report dated 09/16/1814 in AsMm, Pre-
sidenza di Governo 7. Berti: Censura e circolazione, 13, inexplicably writes of “oltre 950
titoli” in connection with this catalog. At first glance, it seems to contain 747 entries, but
15 of these are duplicated by cross references; several other cross references—especially
for the letter “P”—(erroneously) do not lead to entries, however.

85  AswM, Presidenza di Governo 7, Bugatti/Carpani to Bellegarde on 09/16/1814: “le piu dili-
genti indagini nelle biblioteche anche private, nei cataloghi, negl'indici, e nei giornali

bibliografi.”
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tually printed. That this approach was not uncontroversial is shown by the fact
that head censor Zanatta complained to Count Saurau as early as July 1816 that
the catalog was much too strict.86 As usual, it likely proved very difficult to
remove already disseminated writings from circulation.

The other essential task was of course to assess new releases from abroad
and the production of the Lombardo-Venetian publishers themselves. Since
many of the clerks of the former Direzione generale della Stampa e Libreria
were retained, it is hardly surprising that various grievances and problems arose
in this context as well until the organization of censorship “according to Aus-
trian principles”8” was formally completed in 1816. While a comprehensive legal
foundation for the performance of censorship had already existed in Venetia in
June 1815, the Milanese “Piano Generale di Censura” (PGC) for the Lombardian
provinces was issued with some delay in April 1816—even though it matched
the Venetian plan with only a few minor differences.®® In the main, both doc-
uments were based on the Censorship Regulation of 1810 (see excerpts in the
appendix, pp. 388-390), with the majority of the latter’s 22 paragraphs found in
almost verbatim translations in the pG ¢ (§ 13-28). There were also a few specific
instructions on censorship-worthy contents in between the inherited sections
that merit citation, however:

19. Le stesse cautele dovranno praticarsi rispetto a quelle opere che con-
tengono discussioni sugli affari e rapporti politici dei differenti Stati, o
che per qualsisia ragione potessero dispiacere ad una Potenza estera, o
compromettere la politica dell'austriaco Governo.
(The same precautions [i.e. exercising care so that the granted freedom
would not lead to abuse] must also be taken in regard to those works
that contain disquisitions on matters and political connections of vari-
ous states, or that for whatever reason could displease foreign rulers or
compromise the policies of the Austrian government.)

20. Ilibri teologici che riguardano i limiti della podesta spirituale e secolare
sono una materia assai delicata, ed esigono una fondata cognizione del
gius pubblico, ecclesiastico e civile, e delle leggi in tal proposito vigenti

86 ASM, AdG, Studi p. m. 74, no. 1867; 07/31/1816.

87  Hager to Bellegarde on 10/30/1814 (AsM, Presidenza di Governo 7): “nach 6sterreichischen
Grundsétzen.”

88  “Piano generale di Censura per le Provincie Venete,” approved on 03/08/1815 and valid
from June 1; printed in: Collezione di leggi e regolamenti pubblicati dall'Tmp. Regio Gov-
erno delle Provincie Venete. Vol. 11, pt. 11. Venice: Andreola 1815, 234—291. The subsequent
quotations are from the Milan copy of the print run of 1841 (Asm, AdG, Studi p. m. 75), a
digital version of which is available under the URL http://univie.ac.at/zensur/dokumente
(last accessed on 12/13/2021).
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22,

23.

24.

negli Stati di S.M. Sara quindi con particolare cura evitato che non venga-
no introdotti o fomentati principj tendenti a pregiudicare i diritti del
Sovrano.

(Theological books dealing with the boundaries of the spiritual and
worldly rulers are a very delicate matter and require detailed knowledge
of general, ecclesiastical, and civil law as well as the legislation that pre-
vails in this regard in the lands of His Majesty. Introducing or fomenting
principles tending to interfere with the rights of the Emperor must there-
fore be avoided with particular caution.)

[§21 = §10 Zensurvorschrift 1810; cf. appendix pp. 389—390]

Nei libri di fisica, medicina, chirurgia, anatomia e storia naturale sara per-
messo il parlare in termini dell’'arte di ogni materia a quella spettante, ma
se ne escluderanno, massimamente se scritti in italiano e tascabili, tutte le
descrizioni e frasi assolutamente oscene che possono senza danno della
sostanza essere omesse o colorite dall'autore. A quelli pero che trattano
la materia scientificamente e per le persone dell’arte non sara applicabile
una tale restrizione.

(In books of physics, medicine, surgery, anatomy, and natural history, it
is allowed to use all necessary technical terms, but especially in the Ital-
ian language and in pocketbooks, all utterly obscene descriptions and
phrases are to be suppressed which, without compromising the sub-
stance, can be left out or rephrased by the author. For books that treat the
field of knowledge scientifically and for a professional audience, however,
such a restriction shall not be applied.)

Le dediche a persone viventi di qualunque siasi libro o foglio volante non
saranno ammesse se non previo I'assenso in iscritto del mecenate.
(Dedications to living persons of a book or pamphlet of any nature shall
not be permitted without the prior written approval of the dedicatee.)
Non si permettera la stampa di elogi o d’altri annunzj riguardanti 'Augus-
tissimo nostro Monarca, i Membri della Famiglia Imperiale, od anche
il Ministero, il Governo, oppure i Membri del medesimo, se non dopo
I'approvazione diretta del signor Referente di Censura presso il Governo.
Se pero detti elogi od annunzj fossero gia stati pubblicati a Vienna od
in altre provincie della Monarchia Austriaca, in allora il Censore potra
ammetterli da sé solo.

(Not permitted is the printing of accolades or other announcements
pertaining to His Supreme Majesty, the members of the imperial fam-
ily as well as the ministries, the government, and even the members of
the same without direct approval by the head censorial officer of the
Gubernium.
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Should the accolades or announcements in question have already been
published in Vienna or other lands of the Austrian Monarchy, however,
the censor may permit them independently.)
We can assume that these specifications were included in the pGcC primarily
because in contrast to Vienna, the censors in Milan and Venice had little prac-
tical experience in this regard. The exceptional caution applied in this matter is
evidenced by further regulations regarding political writings in particular, for
which the additional rule existed (§11) that they had to be submitted to the
Gubernium even if the censor considered them permissible.8% The remarks on
reprints and new editions are likewise more extensive in the PG c; particularly
noteworthy is the provision that decisions on reprints were generally not to be
made in Milan and Venice but exclusively in Vienna.9°
The Lombardo-Venetian censorship authorities thus had two primary as-
signments: the review of all book imports impounded by customs (although
they could legally only be permitted; all prohibitions with “damnatur” respec-
tively “erga schedam” were only valid temporarily until they were confirmed
or overturned in Vienna), and the censorship of all manuscripts in Italian and
Latin—but not, for example, those in French or German—to be put to print
in Lombardy-Venetia. Here, too, the final “non admittitur” remained the pre-
rogative of the censorial officers in Vienna (§28).%! The provincial censors, on
the other hand, performed reviews of imports and assessments of all printed
works under three sheets in length as well as of leaflets and posted bills (pGc,
§ 86—90). This approach was by no means customary within the monarchy, as
evidenced by a letter written by Sedlnitzky to Governor Strassoldo in March
1824 in which the Chief of Police voiced unobscured criticism regarding the
“larger area of effect” (“groflere[r] Wirkungskreis”), meaning the comparatively
extensive autonomy afforded to the Lombardo-Venetian authorities. SedInitzky

89  PGC, §11: “dovranno essere sottoposti al Governo non solo i libri e manoscritti qualificati
alla proibizione, ma anche quelli di materie politiche che il Censore credera suscettibili di
ammissione” (not only books and manuscripts that are to be forbidden must be submitted
to the government, but concerning ones with political contents also those that the censor
considers permissible).

90  PGC, §39: “Nessuna formola di Censura pero abilita alla ristampa; e questo permesso deve
ottenersi esclusivamente dal Supremo Aulico Dicastero di Censura” (No censorship for-
mula allows reprinting, however, for which permission must be requested directly from
the highest censorial authority).

91  PGC, §9: “puo ogni Censore in regola ammettere da sé un libro od un manoscritto [...] non
cosl pero proibirlo” (every regular censor may independently allow a book or manuscript,
but not prohibit it); see also the Allegato A related to the PG, “Istruzioni per la manipo-
lazione degli affari presso il Regio Ufficio di Censura in Milano,” to which explicit reference
is made in § 8 of the pGc.
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would have preferred the censorship institutions in Milan and Venice to be
restricted to Book Review Offices, with the Ispettori delle stampe of the provin-
cial capitals abolished completely “with the exception of censorship of small
inconsequential writings and advertisements, which the Delegations would
have to provide,” thereby harmonizing the censorial practice with that of the
other crown lands.92 There is no evidence of these plans being implemented in
practice, however. On the contrary, the fact that the 1841 reprint of the PGc was
closely based on the text of 1816 appears to rule out any such reform.

2.4 The Performance of Censorship until 1848

The described centralization and reform efforts emphasize that the organi-
zation of the Milanese and Venetian censorship authorities was considered
somewhat provisional (the term even appears in Sedlnitzky’s abovementioned
letter), with the personnel question apparently included in this sentiment. But
before taking a closer look at the practical problems of censorship, the 1841
reprint of the PG c warrants further discussion since it proves that even the the-
oretical side of censorship—meaning the respective laws and instructions—
were to a certain degree subject to continuous development and variations.
When the original censorship regulation was put to print once more in 1841
so as to make it properly accessible in authoritative written form, it contained
numerous individual comments on and modifications to the various para-
graphs of 1816 that were almost as extensive as the baseline text itself. This
allows us to reconstruct a host of special cases and problematic censorial minu-
tiae, many of which are also at least partially preserved in their original context
in the State Archives in Milan. A few selected examples shall serve to illustrate
to what extent the regulations were specified.

Several points pertain to more general matters like the involvement of the
archiepiscopal curia in the censorship of religious writings (§ 20 and amend-
ments), the question of reprints (§§ 34a; 36a—b; 37a—b; also 10j), and the more
complex issue of the censoring of periodicals—the responsibility for which
incidentally fell to the police department in Milan together with the cen-
sorship of drama and pamphlets (with the exception of religious contents)
(pGC, §5 and amendments; § 44-55 and amendments). There are also indi-
cations (§10a—n) of general prohibitions regarding certain books of foreign
origin, namely inexpensive or free bibles, foreign prints with incorrect Aus-
trian imprimaturs, foreign reprints of Austrian publications, subscriptions to

92 AsM, Cancellerie austriache 107a, Normalien 1824, Sedlnitzky to Strassoldo (resp. Inzaghi
in Venice), 03/28/1824: “mit Ausnahme der Zensurierung kleiner unbedeutender Schriften
und Ankiindigungen, welche die Delegazionen zu besorgen hitten.”
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multi-volume series before they were complete, and foreign publications in
Hebrew on religious topics. There is also mention of general proscriptions of
domestic printed works: specifically, for distressing predictions, treatises on
legal cases before a public verdict had been issued, private legal collections,
etc. A decree issued in 1830 mentions that works in multiple volumes had to be
treated entirely according to the strictest censorial verdict applied to any one
of their individual volumes when sold in bookstores (§10e).

In addition, there are regulations on which expert opinions were to be com-
missioned for specific technical topics (medicine, law, finances, infrastructure,
etc.), with the corresponding competencies spread across different authorities
(§11a—s) as shown by extensive correspondence preserved at the State Archives
in Milan. Sensitive issues regarding copper engravings and other imagery are
clearly detailed (portraits of the emperor and the imperial family had to resem-
ble the respective persons, § 11g; foreign images of Napoleon were to be assessed
atleast as “transeat,” while domestic ones were to be generally forbidden, § 1h).
Finally, there is also an explicit precept that the emperor’s namesake saint was
to be included in all almanacs without exception (§16b).

With regard to this abundance of in part somewhat peculiar instructions, it
is worth noting that no systematic compendium of the individual regulations
and decisions for Lombardy-Venetia existed before 1841. The legal framework
must therefore be understood as a work in progress, with the censors regularly
having to adapt to new instructions while simultaneously keeping previous
decrees and decisions in mind. That this was not always easy or even possible in
practice is evident not only indirectly in the need to reprint the Piano della Cen-
sura in 1841, but also directly in the numerous archival records of inquiries to
Vienna for clarification on the one hand as well as admonitions and reminders
sent to Lombardy-Venetia by Sedlnitzky to ensure the local censorial practice
operated within the centrally determined specifications on the other. This also
means, however, that any discussion of censorship as a force within the literary
field of the Italian-speaking Habsburg lands only makes sense if the practical
side of the processes and proceedings in the Book Review Offices is taken into
consideration. Fortunately, the wealth of archival sources in Milan and Venice
permits ample inferences regarding the work of these institutions.

A first important step in this context is to establish an understanding of
who “the censorship” actually was. Far from being a dark, inscrutable power,
it simply featured four ordinary censors each in Milan and Venice (aside from
the provincial censors, whose competency was limited), one of whom—the
Capocensore or head censor—was responsible for the processes at the censo-
rial authorities (as specified in the PGC, §§1-2). As mentioned previously, the
censorship of foreign and domestic periodicals, drama, and pamphlets in the
capitals fell to the police (pGc, §5¢).
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The notion that scholarly men could monitor the production of books on the
side as a voluntary service of sorts, which had mostly still worked during the
eighteenth century, was apparently no longer economical in terms of police
work nor easy to accomplish in the period after the Congress of Vienna with
regard to the required time and effort. The actual personnel costs seem to have
been the most important factor. It is well known and understandable that the
government imposed general austerity measures following the immense costs
of the Napoleonic Wars, but how far they went in certain areas nevertheless
comes as a surprise. The many instances of complaints by censors documented
in Milan paint a clear picture: We find dozens of fascicles with salary negotia-
tions, requests for advance payments, and even an invoice from a provincial
censor (Giorgio Ravelli from Brescia) asking for reimbursement for his costs
incurred during provision of his services in March 1825 (rent for an office room,
heating fuel, quills and ink, twine), which was ultimately approved in late 1827
after some arguing. The overall refund sum originally calculated by the admin-
istration itself was further decreased by a good 15 percent owing to certain
reservations, however.92 The censorship facilities in the Palazzo di Brera appar-
ently represented a constant problem as well, as evidenced by grievances con-
cerning dampness, bitter cold (the rooms had to be heated continuously), and
especially the glaring lack of space.* That the wages of the censors were a mas-
sive issue was owed not least to the fact that all censorial positions were given to
individuals who were already otherwise employed—based on the assumption
that their respective other jobs would sufficiently pay for their costs of living.
Thus the already low pay was frequently slashed to 60 percent of its designated
amount whenever any reason could be found—even if it was only the argu-
ment that other censors were not earning more either.

There was certainly no understanding from Vienna for the difficult situa-
tion in the Italian lands, as proven by a letter written by SedInitzky to Governor
Strassoldo in early 1818:

The older petitions by the Book Review Office in Milan for increase of
staff seem to justify the assumption that the business of this Book Review
Office is not properly distributed among the four officials nominated for

93  The case in question in AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 84, “Brescia.”

94  Cf.AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 87, letter from Zanatta to the Gubernium on o05/22/1817. Around
1820, the agency was transferred to the buildings of the Intendenza provinciale di finanza
near S. Giovanni alle Case Rotte (today: Piazza della Scala). In 1843 at the latest, there was
already talk of moving to more suitable premises again, and a further relocation subse-
quently took place in 1847.
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the same by His Majesty, and that one or the other official, because he
seems by his character to be assigned only to one branch of the official
business, does not wish to deal with another branch. This seems to me
to be especially the case with the two book reviewers. The book review
business itself can likely only take little of their time.%>

The letter goes on to state that even in Vienna, “where the entire domestic
and foreign literature comes together, and between 4,000 and 5,000 books and
manuscripts [...] are submitted to official proceedings annually,” only four reg-
ular officials and one clerk handled the entire business.

These numbers for Vienna, if indeed they are to be trusted, seem in fact
to exceed those for Milan roughly twofold for the time around 1818. We know
from the preserved printed lists of books processed in Milan®® that 1,661 titles
were reviewed in 1818 and 1,757 titles in 1819. This is confirmed by an inven-
tory of works handled by censor Bartolomeo Nardini in his “probationary year”
1819/20, which includes 269 imported printed publications and 259 manu-
scripts for a total of 528 titles—and thus significantly more than a quarter of
the overall number of books reviewed per year.%” The numbers for Venice and
its provinces are comparable, though consistently lower. Although Giampietro

95  AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 87, Sedlnitzky to Strassoldo on 03/25/1818: “Die &ltern Gesuche des
Biicher Revisionsamts in Mailand um Vermehrung des Amtspersonals scheinen die Ver-
muthung zu begriinden, dafl die Geschéfte dieses Biicher Revisionsamts unter den von
Sr. Majestét fiir dasselbe ernannten vier Beamten nicht ordentlich vertheilt sind, und das
ein und der andere Beamte, weil er nach seinem Caracter nur auf einen Zweig der Amts-
geschifte angewiesen zu seyn scheint, sich mit einem anderen Zweig gar nicht befafien
will. Dieses scheint mir besonders der Fall mit den zwey Biicher Revisoren zu seyn. Die
Biicher Revisionsgeschifte selbst konnen denselben wohl nur wenig Zeit nehmen.” Sub-
sequent quotation: “wo die gesamte In- und Ausldndische Literatur zusammen flief3t, und
jahrlich zwieschen [!] 4- und 5000 Biicher und Manuskripte [...] in &mtliche Verhandlung
kommen.”

96  These lists entitled “Nota delle opere esaminate nel decorso del suddetto mese dall'Tmp.
Regia Censura, e dei voti interinali dalla medesima emessi per servire di norma in pen-
denza dell'invocata approvazione dell’Eccelso Supremo Aulico Dicastero di Censura di
Vienna” (in AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 77-82) exist completely for Milan and with occasional
gaps for Venice for the period from 1818 to 1839. They document the flow of information
established between Milan and Venice, respectively between the Book Review Offices and
the provincial censors, over the course of the year1817; cf. also the correspondence on the
formal organization between Zanatta, the Gubernium, and SedlInitzky in Asm, AdG, Studi
p. m. 75.

97  ASM, AdG, Studi p. m. 88, fasc. “Nardini”: “Elenco delle opere stampate esaminate” (“list of
examined printed works”) resp. “Manoscritti e ristampe esaminate dal Censore Nardini”
(“Manuscripts and reprints examined by censor Nardini”).
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Berti comes to a total of 1,271 works for 1824 and 4,469 for 1840 if we sum up his
numbers for manuscripts, reprints, and imports in Venice,%® the latter would
appear to be an outlier value, since the available printed lists mention 2,877
titles (imports, manuscripts, reprints) processed in Milan and 1,637 in Venice
in 1836; for the year 1837, the lists include 3,068 works for Milan and 1,564
for Venice. Conversely, however, this also shows that the number of titles to
be reviewed increased significantly after 1818/19 without a corresponding for-
mal change being made to the personnel situation—although the records do
occasionally mention temporary assistance provided by other administration
officials.

A comprehensive statistical survey of the book production, literature im-
ports, and censorship does not exist as yet. Numerical registration of permitted,
forbidden, and reviewed manuscripts respectively permitted and forbidden
imports is faced with the issue that the lists of reviewed (respectively approved)
titles used as sources for the information provided above do not include the
prohibited works, whose mention Sedlnitzky had explicitly vetoed so as not to
advertise them.® The exception, as noted by Gianluca Albergoni, were a few
lists compiled prior to Sedlnitzky’s instruction in July 1817, which show that
around 3 percent of the manuscripts submitted in Milan were rejected.!°® With-
out any reference values, however, it is unclear what this number means other
than that it runs somewhat contrary to the accepted perception of the strict-
ness of Austrian censorship. Fortunately, figures for the manuscripts revised by
way of deletions prior to being printed are also preserved (in this case counted
without the separately listed reprints), and the resulting overall percentage for

98  According to the numbers in Berti: Censura e circolazione, 32. Berti states explicitly that
the number of books imported in 1840 was around six times as high as the number for
1824, specifically 2793 vs. 407. There is no evidence of such a large volume of book imports
anywhere else, and although the Milanese records are only sporadically available for the
time after 1839, the preserved months exhibit no comparable increase.

99  AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 75, Sedlnitzky to Saurau, o7/25/1817: “Wenn die von Zeit zu Zeit
verbothenen Biicher durch den Druck bekannt gemacht werden, so entstehen hieraus
mancherley Unzukémmlichkeiten fiir die Staatsverwaltung [...] nicht gedruckt, sondern
geschrieben, den Behorden, die es zu wissen nothwendig haben, mitgetheilt.” (“If the
books forbidden from time to time are made known through printing, some inconve-
nience would arise for the state administration herefrom,” wherefore these indices were
“communicated to the authorities that have a need to know not in printed, but in written
form.”)

100 Gianluca Albergoni: La censura in Lombardia durante la Restaurazione: alcune riflessioni
su un problema aperto. In: Domenico Maria Bruni (ed.): Potere e circolazione delle idee:
Stampa, accademie e censura nel Risorgimento italiano. Milan: FrancoAngeli 2007, 213—
236, here 230-231.
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Milan in 1817 is 21.9 percent (152 of 694 submitted manuscripts); further sam-
ples for 1819 (21.3 percent), 1825 (18.5 percent), and 1829 (21.8 percent) show
that this share remained relatively constant over a longer period of time. In
1834, however, it increases to 27.4 percent, and then to 33 percent in 1839. One
can easily argue that these figures are as significant as the absolute numbers of
prohibitions, since they display the effect of censorship on actual book produc-
tion. Following the interpretation that effective institutionalized censorship is
reflected in self-censorship respectively adaptation of manuscripts by authors
prior to submission, the increase in numbers during the 1830s would signify
a certain resistance to censorship, which is certainly documented for Italy in
terms of literary history.10!

The entirety of preserved materials allows further conclusions as well, for
on the other hand, we also have the manuscripts in Italian registered in the
prohibition lists: They include independent texts as well as contributions to
periodicals and occasional reprints—though we cannot be certain that all of
them were forbidden in Milan and Venice, since proscriptions were generally
issued in Vienna and the prohibition lists mention the origins of the respective
works only every now and then. Let us examine the overall numbers of these
manuscript prohibitions arranged by the year in which they occurred:

Year Manu- Year Manu- Year Manu- Year Manu-
scripts scripts scripts scripts
1817 14 1825 62 1833 38 1841 36
1818 2 1826 61 1834 36 1842 19
1819 7 1827 28 1835 19 1843 51
1820 2 1828 35 1836 26 1844 48
1821 12 1829 57 1837 4 1845 21
1822 17 1830 40 1838 6 1846 8
1823 26 1831 11 1839 3 1847 25
1824 36 1832 28 1840 23 1848 2

The spread is obviously very wide in these cases (from 62 in the year 1825 to 3
in 1839), but the prohibitions nevertheless allow us to calculate the following
combined figures for manuscript prohibitions in Milan and Venice based on the

101 The most important study in German on the topic is Kucher: Herrschaft und Protest.
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total numbers (allowed manuscripts, edited manuscripts, submitted reprints,
forbidden manuscripts) for the period between 1817 and 1839—specifically for
several years for which lists of processed manuscripts are available for both
cities:

Year 1817 1822 1827 1830 1833 1835 1836 1837
Number of forbidden manuscripts 14 17 28 40 38 19 26 4

% of forbidden manuscripts 0.97 1.2 1.9 2.4 2.2 1.2 1.5 0.3
% of revised manuscripts 12.4 11.5 12.6 9.8 14.0 106 17.2 24.9

Especially in the ratio of manuscripts rejected with “non admittitur” to those
allowed for printing with alterations, these numbers show that the overall cen-
sorial activity did in fact increase even though the absolute prohibition num-
bers appear to decline dramatically.

For the work of the censors, this also meant that most manuscripts were not
rejected directly; rather, the officials had to read the texts quite closely, which
makes the abundance of processed titles even more impressive. And in fact,
the actual procedure of censoring—that is, the reading and often correcting
of manuscripts respectively of printed matter was by no means all the officials
had to do in the context of their service. As early as 1816, Bartolomeo Zanatta,
who headed the Book Review Office in Milan for almost 20 years, sent a detailed
description of the concrete activities of the reviewers to Count Saurau, Gover-
nor of Lombardy-Venetia, thereby giving us an idea of the day-to-day work at
the institution:

Overview of the work carried out by the staff of the Imperial Royal Cen-
sorship Agency in Milan102

Reviewers Terzaghi, Bertoni:

The ordinary correspondence; the review of books, a task that requires
many hours a day due to the huge quantity of books from foreign coun-
tries; the keeping of logs; the monitoring of the acceptance and storage of
the depositary copies; their forwarding, together with the corresponding
lists, to Vienna, to the Imperial State Library, and to Venice.103

102 Translation of the annex to AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 74, no. 1867 (Zanatta to Saurau, 07/31/18-
16) [excerpt].
103 Commentby Saurau on 03/28/1816 (AsM, AdG, Studi p. m. 74): “Di ogni libro stampato nelle
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The keeping of the general log of all received items with addition of
the corresponding decisions and the archive numbers; the organization
of the archive with the repertories by contents and persons; the creation
of the printer registers, which show at a glance which works were printed
by each one.

Temporary employees Belloni, Bizzozzero

Support for the First Censor and Director regarding the general corre-
spondence and special topics.

The keeping of the registers 1. of the works coming from abroad that are
permitted; 2. of those that entail a prohibition and are therefore retained;
3. of the works approved for printing or reprinting; 4. of the works not
approved for printing or reprinting; 5. of the foreign periodicals.

The supplementation of the catalogs of forbidden books supported by
the dispatches from Vienna.

The keeping of an alphabetic registry of permitted French books as
per the notices printed in Vienna in order to facilitate the review of the
huge amount of French-language books from abroad, and especially to
find those that have a Transeat; likewise in regard to the works in other
languages and especially in German.

The creation of the weekly lists from the censorship records; of the
monthly log of forbidden books, likewise compiled from the censorship
records; and the general monthly catalogs from the registers.

Safekeeping of the books taken into custody.

Instructions to customs concerning forbidden books that are sent back
to foreign countries; Instructions to the provincial censors regarding
books allowed to pass.

Mozzi, Clerk—Copying of letters and consigning of the same.

Even a position as low as that of the porter still had numerous tasks assigned

to it, especially concerning the transport of boxes of books and the delivery of

books and documents to the residences of the censors, as well as—according to

Giampietro Berti’s archival findings—the acceptance of manuscripts to be pro-

cessed and the return of reviewed manuscripts to publishers and printers.14

104

province Lombarde-Venete dovranno presentarsi cinque esemplari gratuiti, cioé uno per
I'LR. Biblioteca di Vienna, uno per la Cancelleria Aulica di Censura, uno per la Biblioteca
di Brera, uno per quella di S. Marco in Venezia, ed uno per quella dell'Universita di Pavia.”
(Of all books printed in the Lombardo-Venetian provinces, five deposit copies must be
submitted free of charge: one each for the Viennese Imperial Royal Library, for the Aulic
Censorship Authority, for the library of Brera, for San Marco in Venice, and for the Univer-
sity of Padua).

Cf. Berti: Censura e circolazione, 18—19.
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In addition, a high degree of autonomy and independent judgment was
expected from the censors. A case from 1819 shows that the censor Bellisomi,
who was uncertain regarding his verdict on a tragedy dealing with the antique
Canacee material and therefore wanted to consult with the Gubernium, was
reprimanded by the latter that the censor alone was responsible for reaching
a decision.!5 As amendment 9a of the PGc states, even fines resulting from
property damage in case of mistakenly approved works were to be paid by the
censor himself and not by the treasury. In May 1833, repeated problems with the
staff led to the dismissal due to unreliability of Bellisomi as well as the head of
the censorship authority, Zanatta.1%6

The numerous transcriptions and detailed logging of the censorial activities
in particular are frequently described as time-consuming. The general corre-
spondence was apparently also a major factor: As far as the preserved doc-
uments can be assumed to convey a representative picture, it also included
inquiries from publishers and printers concerning the depositary copies (espe-
cially when multiple editions of different quality and price were to be produced
of a particular publication, for example on better paper or with color printing).
The regulations for manuscript submission in duplicate offered the possibility
at least for substantial scientific texts to submit only a single copy, potentially
even in the shape of a galley proof, but such procedure had to be clarified
in writing beforehand. Claims and complaints, inquiries regarding textbooks,
and the correspondence between the censorship departments in Milan and
Venice as well as between the censorial authorities and the police (pertaining to
the book trade, smuggling, improper labeling, and general warnings) rounded
off the day-to-day work—along with the usual predictable dealings via official
channels whenever requests for specialist opinions had to be sent to ecclesias-
tical censors or other government agencies, and of course the communication
with Vienna (enquiries, lists, records, manuscripts, depositary copies).

To facilitate operations somewhat, templates for the censorship logs were
printed relatively quickly at Zanatta's suggestion,'°? but other resources and
expedients were sparse and often only usable at the staff members’ own ini-
tiative. Beginning in 1815, the basis for the proscriptions declared by the Book
Review Offices were the handwritten prohibition lists that were usually com-
piled every two weeks and sent from Vienna to the governments of the crown
lands, which forwarded them to their respective censorial agencies. This pro-

105 ASM, AdG, Studi p. m. 232, Foglio di Censura 3163 (Bellisomi) on 12/24/1819 and the letters
from Zanatta to the Gubernium (12/28) respectively the reply by Giudici on 12/31.

106 Cf. AsM, Presidenza di governo 174, especially 589/geh on 04/24 resp. 05/03/1833.

107 ASM, AdG, Studi p. m. 74, Zanatta to Saurau on 07/05/1816.
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cess only covered current bans, however; for older titles, there were the cata-
logs Neu durchgesehenes Verzeichniss der verbothenen deutschen Biicher (Newly
Revised Index of Forbidden German Books, Vienna 1816) respectively Cata-
logue revu et corrigé des livres prohibés, francois, anglois et latins (Reviewed and
Corrected Catalog of Prohibited French, English, and Latin Books, n.p. 1816),
which were likewise sent to Italy and presumably supplemented alphabeti-
cally in interleaved copies based on the handwritten prohibition lists. While
they are not preserved in Milan, the Graz versions of these catalogs are avail-
able together with an analogous handwritten list entitled Verzeichnis der slawi-
schen, hebreischen Werke des Auslandes (Index of Slavic, Hebrew Works from
Abroad).}98It is noteworthy, however, that the corresponding listings of permit-
ted books were initially not to be sent to Italy at all—a regulation that probably
became moot in later years once the lists began to be printed. These documents
are unfortunately not preserved in any known location.!%9

The problematic interweaving of competencies, presumably also in connec-
tion with the slow mail service, !0 repeatedly led to complaints regarding long
processing times for censorship in the Italian provinces. In older literature, they
represent a constantly recurring topic and an essential piece of evidence for
the “arbitrariness” of censorship.!!! There were, however, very concrete guide-
lines on how long the censorial process was supposed to take; in fact, the PGC
included specific instructions:

The censors must apply the greatest urgency in the examination of the
texts that is reconcilable with a careful consideration regarding their
value.

Works for the theater, comedies and so on, which must be submit-
ted as manuscripts to receive permission for printing, must generally be
assessed within no more than eight days, and faster if it is possible, espe-

108 Steiermirkisches Landesarchiv, Graz, Laa. A. Ant., Hs v113.

109 Cf asMm, AdG, Studi p. m. 74, Hager to Saurau on 12/30/1815.

110 In this context, Bellegarde wrote to Hager in August 1815 that due to the “insufficiente
organizzazione dei servizi postali” (insufficient organisation of the postal services), letters
between Milan and Vienna were only being delivered on 2 days per week and a travel time
of eight or nine days for a letter was not uncommon (as compared to Paris, were delivery
allegedly only took five days); cited according to the addendum in Giovanni Gambarin:
Foscolo e I'Austria. In: Giovanni Gambarin: Saggi foscoliani e altri studi. Rome: Bonacci
1978, 1178, here 55-56. Although we can assume faster mail connections for the subse-
quent decades, comments in the files still regularly mention long processing times.

111 Cf. e.g. Aurelio Bianchi-Giovini: UAustria in Italia e le sue confische: Il Conte di Ficquel-
mont e le sue confessioni. Torino: Dalla Libreria Patria 1853, 92.
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cially the Drammi in musica, whose texts are largely not in completed
condition by the end of the rehearsals due to the constant changes that
tend to be made at the theater.

Other texts, if they comprise six printed sheets, are to be sent off within
15 days; if double [the length], within a month, and so on.

The due date shall be earlier or later, however, depending on the greater
or lesser importance of the matter, whereby the diligence of the censors
and the supervision by the Head Censor shall be decisive in order to elim-
inate any cause for justifiable objection.!?

That such due dates carried considerable weight within the censorial prac-
tice is evidenced by a document in which Sedlnitzky announced new instruc-
tions (with the emperor’s sanction) in September 1845, according to which “for
smaller censorship items [ ...] 8 at most 10 days, for larger ones a month, at most
6 weeks [are] specified.”!3 The same order also defined a mechanism for ver-

112

113

PGC, §26: “I Censori dovranno nella disamina de’ testi usare la maggiore sollecitudine
combinabile con una matura ponderazione del loro intrinseco valore. | I testi di Opere
teatrali, Commedie e simili, che manoscritti dovranno essere presentati per ottenere il
permesso della stampa, dovranno in regola essere riveduti almeno entro otto giorni, ed
anche piu presto se fia possibile, specialmente i Drammi in musica, i testi de’ quali, per
ragione de’ continui cambiamenti che sogliono farsi al Teatro, non sono per lo piu in
ordine che verso il termine delle prove. | Gli altri testi, se portano i sei fogli di stampa,
si spediranno entro 15 giorni; se il doppio entro un mese, e cosi in proporzione. | Questo
termine sara pero minore o maggiore secondo la maggiore o minore affluenza degli affari,
riportandosi su di cio alla diligenza de’ Censori ed alla sorveglianza del Capocensore, onde
togliere ogni motivo di giusto reclamo.”

AsM, Cancellerie austriache 107b, Normalien 1845, SedInitzky to Spaur on 09/19/1845: “fiir
kleinere Censur Gegensténde [...] 8 hochstens 10 Tage, fiir grofiere Ein Monat, hochstens 6
Wochen festgesetzt.” Subsequent quotation: “Die Censoren haben tiber alle ihnen zur Prii-
fung zugetheilten, und von ihnen erledigten Censur Gegenstédnde ein eigenes Vormerk-
buch zu fithren, in welches sie nebst dem Tage des Empfanges und der Abgabe auch ihre
motivirten Censur Antrége iiber jedes von ihnen behandelte Censurstiick eintragen. Eben
so haben die Biicher Revisions Aemter die Pflicht, die vorgeschriebenen Vormerkungen in
den Protokollen iiber die zur Censur geleiteten Handschriften, gedruckten Werke u. s. w.
hinsichtlich des Datums, unter welchem jedes solche Stiick dem Censor zugestellt, und
wann es von ihm abgegeben worden, ordentlich, genau und verldfllich zu fithren, diese
Vormerkungen 6fter aufmerksam durchzusehen, und jene Censoren, welche die ihnen
zugetheilten Censur Objekte iiber die weiter unten festgesetzte Frist hinaus unerledigt
lafRen, entweder selbst zu betreiben, oder hohern Orts zu diesem Behufe die Anzeige zu
machen, zugleich aber selbst jederzeit darauf bedacht zu sein, dafd die einlangenden Cen-
sur Objekte auf dem Amte nicht liegen bleiben, sondern gleich nach ihrem Einlangen
gehorig protokolliert, mit moglichster Beschleunigung an den Censor gesendet, und zu
rechter Zeit bei demselben wieder abgeholt werden.”
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ifying compliance with these timeframes, which naturally entailed additional
documentation work for the individual officials:

The censors shall each maintain their own record books on all censor-
ship items assigned to them for assessment and completed by them, into
which besides the day of receipt and of release they shall also enter
their motivated censorship proposals regarding each censorship item
processed by them. Likewise, the Book Review Offices have the obliga-
tion to maintain in orderly, precise, and reliable fashion the prescribed
notations in the records concerning the manuscripts, printed works, etc.
submitted to censorship in regard to the date on which each such item
was delivered to the censor and when it was released by him, to regularly
review these notes attentively, and to either admonish of their own accord
those censors who leave the censorship objects assigned to them unfin-
ished beyond the due date specified below or make a report to a higher
entity for this purpose, but simultaneously to take care themselves at all
times that the arriving censorship objects are not left lying in the office
but properly documented immediately after their arrival, sent to the cen-
sor with the utmost haste, and picked up again from the same in due time.

While these regulations were also very important for the communication be-
tween censorship and book traders and printers, we can discuss the latter’s sit-
uation only briefly here. Such matters were officially governed by the Istruzioni
da osservarsi dagli stampatorie librai (Instructions for printers and booksellers)
issued in July 1818. Only a few of its articles are of significance for our topic:
Firstly, there were deadlines in place for printers as well, in the sense that an
imprimatur “for manuscripts or works approved for reprinting as well as for
the book ‘licitation’ or product range catalogs to be printed” was restricted to
“the duration of one year.” This was the case not least because further censorial
measures could become necessary “due to in the meantime often significantly
changed temporal circumstances and special conditions.”* It may also be a
partial explanation for the fact that individual titles appeared repeatedly on
the lists of processed manuscripts. Secondly, the booksellers were expected to
pay for the cabinets at the Book Review Office that served to store confiscated

114 Cf asM, Cancellerie austriache 107a, Normalien 1828, SedInitzky to Spaur on 12/18/1828:
“fiir Manuskripte oder zum Nachdruck zugelassene Werke, so wie auch fiir die in Druck
zu legenden Biicher ‘Licitations’ oder Sortiments-Kataloge [ ...] die Dauer Eines Jahres [...]
bei den in der Zwischenzeit oft wesentlich verdnderten Zeitverhaltniffen und speziellen
Umsténden.”
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goods.'’> Aside from these specifics, the procedures for customs inspection, the
opening of packets of books and the like are largely on par with those in Vienna.

More on the part of the Lombardo-Venetian police than on that of the cen-
sorship authorities, there is also evidence of a willingness to engage in active
investigations, for example by way of agents provocateurs, as a result of the con-
stant concern that book smuggling could lead to large-scale selling of banned
books. An expert opinion by Police Chief Torresani for Governor Strassoldo
states the following about such a case regarding the well-known publisher and
bookseller Fortunato Stella:

Incidentally he, like almost all other booksellers, was under suspicion of
engaging in the sale of forbidden books. I have therefore had him secretly
observed, but until now I have not been able to substantiate this suspi-
cion even though I repeatedly attempted to send unknown people to him
to buy such books.!16

Although it was primarily the police that were active in this regard, the doc-
uments kept at the Milanese State Archives demonstrate vividly how closely
the censorship authorities were involved in these goings-on. In this sense, an
overall depiction of the censorial practice in Lombardy-Venetia must necessar-
ily consider the different positions of censorship, the book trade, the authors,
and the police in order to achieve a balanced account of the local literary field
between 1815 and 1848.

115 Cf. the cited Istruzione (addendum to the PGc), §15: “Ogni commerciante di libri deve
provvedersi di un armadio, che stara nell’Ufficio di Censura, ove ne sara custodita la chi-
ave.” (Every bookseller must purchase a cabinet that will be set up at the censorial office,
where the key will also be kept.)

116 ASM, Presidenza di governo 81, 2611/geh on 12/20 resp. 12/22/1824, the letter dated 12/20:
“Ubrigens stand auch er so wie beynahe alle iibrigen Buchhindler im Verdachte, daf§
er sich mit dem Verkaufe verbothener Biicher abgebe. Ich lief ihn auch def$halb heim-
lich iiberwachen, allein bis nun war es mir nicht maglich, diesen Verdacht zu erwihren,
obwohl ich auch den wiederholten Versuch anstellte, fremde Leute zu ihm zu schicken,
um derley Biicher zu kaufen.” A similar case for 1833 can be found in AsM, Presidenza di
Governo 174, fasc. 342 (transcript of the questioning of Lorenzo Solchi on 03/08/1833). On
the Santini case described by Callegari: Produzione, 392—405, cf. p. 126 above.
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CHAPTER 5

The Censorship of Theater

1 Theater Censorship in the Name of the Enlightenment under Maria
Theresa and Joseph 11 (1770-1790)

In the so-called hereditary lands as well as in Lombardy-Venetia and Bohemia
with their old cultural centers like Vienna, Prague, Venice, or Milan and a fully
developed middle class, theater activity was much more substantial than in the
other Habsburglands. In the German-speaking territories, this activity was con-
centrated in Hoftheater (court theaters). Vienna, which will be the focal point
of this chapter, was a European center of courtly entertainment offerings, and
the stage repertoire at its multinational court during the eighteenth century
primarily comprised Italian opera and French drama.

In addition, there was a tradition of popular theater existing since the early
eighteenth century that was originally entirely in the hands of travelling com-
panies; a permanent theater with its own ensemble was first established in
Vienna in 1708 when Italian comedians founded the Komddienhaus, which was
soon renamed Kdrntnertortheater. It was at this location that Joseph Anton
Stranitzky and Gottfried Prehauser performed their Haupt- und Staatsaktionen,
a type of farcical play popular in the German-speaking territories during the
first half of the eighteenth century, as well as other vernacular drama begin-
ning in 1712. For a long time, the Kdrntnertortheater remained the only theater
house in Vienna besides the Hoftheater, where Italian operas were performed.

Only during the final third of the eighteenth century were further privately
managed and commercially oriented theaters established—and it was in this
context that a systematic form of drama censorship was introduced as well.
Until then, theater had been viewed by the authorities as a pure entertainment
medium of modest societal value; it was considered at most able to provide
solace in difficult times and channel the desire for occasional debauchery. The
municipal administration was responsible for approving and monitoring the-
ater performances, but since scripts did not exist and the actors extemporized,
censorship in the strict sense of the word was impossible. Rather, the produc-
ers and theater managers had to attempt to stay within unspecified boundaries
of decency and morality to prevent the forbiddance of further performances.
In 1761, the Kdrntnertortheater was bought up by the court, which facilitated
control over its repertoire. A short time later, in 1776, Joseph 11 abolished the
monopoly of the two existing theaters, opening the door to an expansion of
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THE CENSORSHIP OF THEATER 223

the drama scene by way of private stages in the urban fringes. Within only a few
years of this decision, three houses with considerable significance for Vienna’s
theater history were founded: the Theater in der Leopoldstadt (1781), the Theater
an der Wien (1787), and the Theater in der Josefstadt (1788).

In the course of the reforms of the educational system during the second
half of the eighteenth century, the theoreticians of the Enlightenment rede-
fined the concept of theater: In future, it was to serve the purposes of education
and improvement of morality. This primarily meant that the bawdiest jokes and
gestures had to be suppressed, and improvisation was consequently forbidden
to ensure this goal was achieved. In addition, the popular religious dramas—for
example about Adam and Eve, the Nativity, or the Three Kings—were like-
wise banned, as Maria Theresa feared they might promote superstition.! As a
staunch guardian of public morals, the empress also took an interest in the
lifestyle of actresses, expelling some of them from the country because she
found their behavior too lecherous. The permanent theaters were easier to
control and were thus promoted by the authorities; they performed French,
Italian, and Spanish plays until Joseph von Sonnenfels began to crowd out for-
eign drama in the late 1760s.

As a professor of police and cameral sciences, journalist, and censor, Son-
nenfels was the central figure of the theater reform. He succeeded at least tem-
porarily in curtailing improvisation and asserting a German national drama
following the French model. The scripts for plays were now frequently printed
and sold to the audience prior to performances, but theater was considered too
important to leave dramatic texts to the regular book censorship system. Since
such stagings reached a wide and in part illiterate audience across all social
strata, special precautions seemed advisable, and a theater censorship office
independent of the book censorship authority was thus established in 1770.2
Franz Carl Hagelin served as theater censor from 1770 to 1804 and conducted
the new agency’s business practically single-handedly, assessing the plays des-
ignated for performance in terms of their content as well as their aesthetic
quality. His only initial directive was to ensure “that at the theater nothing is
extemporized, no brawling takes place, also no dirty farces and uncouthness

1 Cf. the decrees cited in Carl Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur. In: Jahrbuch
der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft 7 (1897), 238—340, here 250.

2 Cf. Pro Memoria des Professoris Sonnenfels Die Einrichtung der Theatral Censur betreffend,
Resolution von Joseph 11. vom 15. Mérz 1770 (Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv, Staatsratsakten,
Protokollbuch 1770/11, fol. 816); cited in Giinter Brosche: Joseph von Sonnenfels und das
Wiener Theater. Diss. Vienna (typescript) 1962, 112—113.
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occur, but that instead plays worthy of the capital are performed.”® Improvi-
sation was frowned upon because it served to smuggle objectionable passages
past censorship, but it was also increasingly considered distasteful and charac-
teristic of inferior drama for the uneducated.

Within the Austrian lands, theater censorship was generally organized in the
same fashion as in Vienna. In Prague, for instance, Karl Heinrich Seibt, a pro-
fessor of philosophy, pedagogy, and aesthetics, was installed as theater censor
in the 1770s. Like Sonnenfels, he was an enlightened reformer who deplored
foul humor and extemporization and saw himself as a “keeper and guardian
of good taste.”* The same applied to Lemberg, where a censorship commis-
sion led by Wenzel Hann, a liberal and enlightened scholar, was established
in1776.

A separate mode of censorship was implemented for the Burgtheater, which
opened in 1776: An informal panel comprised of experienced actors decided
on the permissibility of plays until 1789, with an art director appointed for the
purpose thereafter. This meant that the house practiced self-censorship. Since
it was effectively the emperor’s private stage, selecting the Burgtheater’s reper-
toire was not an easy task; it was considered “significant for its propriety and
political reliability, apart from setting an example for other theatres through-
out the nation.”® Particular caution had to be applied to the portrayal of rulers
and any discussion of political matters. At times the emperor (respectively the
empress) decided in person whether a play could be enacted—Maria Theresa,
for example, prohibited a performance of Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet in
1777 because she abhorred funerals, cemeteries, and other similarly mourn-
ful themes in drama.” In the Viennese adaptations of the play, the lovers were
allowed to survive in order to make its ending more pleasant.

3 Cited in Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur, 275: “dafl auf dem Theater nichts
extemporirt werde, keine Priigeleien stattfanden, auch keine schmutzigen Possen und Grob-
heiten passirt, sondern der Residenzstadt wiirdige Stiicke aufgefithrt werden.”

4 Oscar Teuber: Geschichte des Prager Theaters: Von den Anfangen des Schauspielwesens bis
auf die neueste Zeit. Zweiter Theil: Von der Brunian-Bergopzoom’schen Bithnen-Reform bis
zum Tode Liebich’s, des grofiten Prager Biihnenleiters (1771-1817). Prague: Haase 1885, 15:
“Hiiter und Wichter iiber den guten Geschmack.”

5 Jerzy Got: Das osterreichische Theater in Lemberg im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert. 2 vols. Vienna:
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften 1997, 142-143.

6 Johann Hiittner: Theatre Censorship in Metternich’s Vienna. In: Theatre Quarterly 10, no. 37
(1980), 61-69, here 63.

7 Cf. Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur, 283.
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2 Theater Censorship under Francis 11/1 and Ferdinand 1 (1792-1848)

2.1 Censorial Organization and Principles

Following the death of Joseph 11 and the traumatic experience of the French
Revolution, the suppression of revolutionary movements became a top priority
within drama censorship as well. The fact that there were now several privately
owned theaters further fueled the government’s concerns, since these houses
had to sustain themselves by way of their popular success and therefore had
a certain tendency to transgress the boundaries of what was deemed permis-
sible. A noticeable polarity developed between the court theaters (in Vienna,
the Burgtheater and the Kdrntnertortheater), which considered censorship to
be helpful or even necessary, and the private stages (in Vienna, the Theater an
der Wien, the Theater in der Leopoldstadt, and the Theater in der Josefstadt) that
viewed the censors as enemies threatening their existence.

In the year 1795, Emperor Francis once again forbade improvisation, which
had clandestinely returned to the private suburban theaters. Extemporizing
actors could now even be jailed—with a noteworthy example of such sanc-
tion being Johann Nestroy, who spent several days behind bars for ad-libbing.
Simultaneously, Francis ordered the censors to ensure that no piece endanger-
ing the state order was performed on stage. In the wake of this enactment, the
Prague Book Review Office suggested imposing fines on theater directors who
allowed extemporization and allocating the funds thus acquired to poorhouses.
It also decreed that plays like Schiller’s Don Carlos, Kabale und Liebe (Intrigue
and Love), Die Riuber (The Robbers), and Maria Stuart, Lessing’s Emilia Galotti,
and most of the works of August Kotzebue could no longer be performed at all,
or at most in thoroughly revised form.8

Since censorship was now focused on political issues, it comes as no surprise
that it was delegated to the police: After the censoring of books, responsibility
for theater censorship was likewise assumed by the Court Police Section in1803.
It alone decided whether plays were approved or rejected; the censors stating
their opinions on individual dramatic texts merely submitted recommenda-
tions. The Oberstkammereramt, the office of the supreme court chamberlain,
was responsible for censorship of the court theaters, but it generally left the
decision regarding new plays to the police as well. As with the censorship of
books, the State Chancellery was also involved in the case of delicate political
matters.

All plays had to be approved before they could be performed. The the-
aters submitted two copies of each script to the authorities, where a cen-

8 Cf. Teuber: Geschichte des Prager Theaters, vol. 2, 316—-317.
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sor decided on its permissibility and marked any passages that had to be
changed or deleted. In the event of approval, the manuscript was returned to
the respective theater. Police officers known as theater commissaries visited
the rehearsals and the premiere to make sure the actors did not deviate from
the approved text. They could also demand changes to costumes, stage designs,
and other details of the production.®

Plays that had been authorized for performance in Vienna were generally
automatically allowed in the Austrian lands as well. Approval for the Burgthe-
ater in particular effectively meant an official seal of acceptance. On the other
hand, plays approved for performance in a province had to be submitted to
censorship once more in Vienna if they were to be staged there. In general,
censorship in the provinces was considered more liberal; audiences in Graz,
Prague, or Hungary could regularly enjoy plays forbidden in Vienna. In this con-
text, Hagelin remarked in 1802:

The Prague theater censor has it many times easier than the Viennese
one in the permission of some plays with more sensitive contents; if the
local Gubernium takes no offense, everything is good. [ ...] There are plays
that can be performed nearly everywhere but are unsuitable only for
Vienna.l0

Such statements have yet to be corroborated or refuted by way of thorough
comparison of the prohibitions and adaptations requested by the censors in
various cities of the monarchy. However, the claims of differences and a sig-
nificantly more liberal censorial practice in the provinces are controverted by
the fact that lists of forbidden plays were sent from Vienna to the provinces in
order to harmonize censorship throughout the monarchy. What is more, cases
like the general prohibition of plays by Schille—which disappeared from the
stages in Buda between 1794 and 1808—are documented. A directive concern-
ing the organization of drama in Buda mandated that plays could be approved
only if they had previously been performed at least twice on a Viennese stage.!!

9 Cf. Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur, 59—64.

10  Cited in Carl Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Theater Wiens 1 (1801 bis 1820). In: Jahrbuch der
Grillparzer-Gesellschaft 25 (1915), 1-334, here 17: “Der Prager Theatralzensor hat es um
etliche und dreiflig Meilen leichter als der wienerische in Zulassung mancher Stiicke von
heiklerem Stoffe; wenn das dortige Gubernium keinen Anstand nimmt, so ist alles gut ...
Es gibt Stiicke, die beinahe iiberall aufgefiihrt werden kénnen, nur sind sie fiir Wien nicht
anpassend.”

11 Wolfgang Binal: Deutschsprachiges Theater in Budapest von den Anfiangen bis zum Brand
des Theaters in der Wollgasse (1889). Vienna: Bohlau 1972, 61 and 72.
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Schiller’s dramatic works were officially banished from Cracow as well, but two
of his plays were performed there nonetheless.2

Besides explicit prohibitions, the authorities had a palette of restrictive mea-
sures at their disposal to impede the dissemination of drama. The number
of performances could be limited, and performances in certain theaters—
including the popular stages, the theaters in the capital, or those in the provin-
ces—could be forbidden. Sometimes the title had to be changed or the name
of the author suppressed, the latter once again occurring in the case of Schiller.
Adaptation of drama manuscripts was also a common occurrence: Experi-
enced writers, playwrights like Joseph Schreyvogel or Ludwig Deinhardstein,
and actors were regularly commissioned to edit plays so as to make them
conform to the censorial requirements. And it was not only plays themselves
that were censored: Reviews and reports on performances had to be submit-
ted to the authorities as well, and any hint in such texts that censorship had
demanded the removal of passages from a dramatic work was considered unde-
sirable. The emperor as the highest censorial authority occasionally intervened
in person and decided on the fate of works. He sometimes did so in favor
of a particular play, as in the case of Grillparzer's Konig Ottokar’s Gliick und
Ende (more on this below); far more frequently, however, he proved to be an
extremely strict censor.

In 1795, theater censor Hégelin wrote an exposé originally intended as an
instruction for the Hungarian censors. The significance of this writ, in which
Hégelin subsumed his experiences, can hardly be overstated: It went on to serve
as an unofficial guideline for the censorship of dramatic art within the monar-
chy for the entire first half of the nineteenth century. Higelin explained that
the censorship of drama had to be more severe than book censorship, not least
“due to the different impression that a work set in vivid activity to the point of
illusion must make on the minds of the audience, as compared to that which
a play merely read at a lectern can effect,” especially since “the theater house
is open to the entire public, which consists of persons of every class, of every
rank, and of every age.”?

12 Cf Jerzy Got: Das 6sterreichische Theater in Krakau im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert. Vienna:
Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften 1984, 58-5g.

13 Cited in Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur, 301-302: “schon aus dem ver-
schiedenen Eindruck, den ein in lebendige Handlung bis zur Tduschung geseztes Werk
in den Gemiithern der Zuschauer machen muf3, als derjenige seyn kann, den ein blos am
Pulte gelesenes gedrucktes Schauspiel bewirckt [...] das Schauspielhaus dem ganzen Pub-
likum offen stehet, das aus Menschen von jeder Klasse, von jedem Stande und von jedem
Alter bestehet.”
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Hiégelin also called for virtue to be portrayed as attractive on stage, while
vice was to be depicted as deplorable and punished. If the plot of a play was
utterly immoral, it had to be forbidden, though many pieces could be “saved” by
deletions. He offered numerous concrete pointers for censors and editors—for
example, the terms “tyrant,” “tyranny,” and “despotism” were not permitted on
stage, and “freedom” and “equality” were words “not to be jested with.”# Allu-
sions to economic and financial crises, for instance to the raging inflation in
Austria during the second decade of the nineteenth century, were to be avoided
as well. Freemasonry was another taboo, with statements in favor of the order
as well as against it strictly prohibited. The censorship guidelines were also con-
cerned with the audience’s nerves: At the emperor’s orders, any “firing” on stage
was forbidden, with the only exception being “individual not loudly cracking
shots from pistols and muskets in good plays.”>

Higelin's exposé as well as all subsequent censorial guidelines mention the
same three areas that were likewise at the heart of book censorship as well:
attacks on (Catholic) religion, criticism of Austria, its government, and the
monarchic principle in general, and portrayals of immoral and criminal acts.
The fourth mentioned motive was that of protecting the honor of individuals or
groups of persons—especially the aristocracy, but also professions and nations.

Drama censorship did not differentiate between domestic and foreign plays.
Austrian authors wrote with fear of the censors in the backs of their minds,
as a single objectionable passage could preclude or at least delay the publi-
cation or performance of a piece—and necessitate stressful discussions with
officials. In February 1829, Franz Grillparzer noted in his diary: “An Austrian
poetshould be esteemed more highly than any other. Anyone who does not lose
all courage under such circumstances is truly a hero.”'¢ The treatment of histor-
ical topics was a particularly delicate matter. Any reference to nationalities or
current political events was strictly forbidden, and authors therefore tended to
generalize and idealize historical events or transplant them to faraway places
and times. Occurrences in the past were to appear as the results of individual
decisions and actions and thus as consequences of a virtuous or reprobate char-
acter. Even glorification of past rulers was considered problematic, since the

14  Cited ibid., 328: “mit denen nicht zu schertzen ist.”

15  Cited in Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Theater Wiens 1 (1801 bis 1820), 144: “alles Feuern |...]
einzelne nicht stark knallende Schiisse aus Pistolen und Flinten in guten Stiicken.”

16  Franz Grillparzer: Erinnerungsblitter 1822-1871, no. 1698, 19 February 1829. In: Werke in
sechs Banden. Vienna: Druck und Verlag der 6sterreichischen Staatsdruckerei, n.d., vol. 6,
131: “Ein 0streichischer Dichter sollte hoher gehalten werden als jeder andere. Wer unter
solchen Umstinden den Muth nicht ganz verliert, ist wahrlich ein Held.”
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audience could feel incited to disagree. In 1812, for example, the book reviewer
Johann Michael Armbruster reported on a performance of Rudolph von Habs-
burg, an extraordinarily patriotic play:

No allusion intended to warm the patriot’s heart was applauded, and at
the end the hissing and racket was so loud that one could not even hear
the final scene, one of the most beautiful, which expressed the warmest
wishes for the Habsburg line and was calculated for a good effect.’”

The suburban popular theaters avoided political topics altogether. During the
restoration years, the figure of Hanswurst—now called Kasperl, Thadddd!, or
Staberl—returned to the stage after having been banned since 1770; gothic
drama also became popular in analogy to the fashion of the gothic novel.
Until well into the 1820s, the leading Viennese popular stage, the Theater in
der Leopoldstadt, possessed special permission to enact harmless entertain-
ment plays, especially comedies with knights, ghosts, and fairies. The authori-
ties followed the strategy of providing the populace with panem et circenses,
tolerating public amusement as long as it avoided political issues. Inexpen-
sive entertainment was considered a necessity in major urban areas that were
home to large numbers of lower-class citizens. From the police’s point of view,
visiting the theaters was desirable since it “leads people away from the more
expensive, often unsalubrious pubs, coffee-houses and gambling-houses to bet-
ter amusements, with some influence on education and morals, and keeps the
theatergoer under public observation and order for the duration of the perfor-
mance."8

The authors had contracts with the popular theaters that committed them
to delivering a specified number of plays per year. As a result, they practiced
self-censorship in order to avoid problems with the censorial authorities that
would have been detrimental to business. Carl Carl, the eminent theater direc-
tor in the area of popular drama, would accept no new play whose permissi-
bility in terms of censorship was not assured. Even a well-known and popular
author like Charlotte Birch-Pfeiffer would not receive a penny from him for a
manuscript prior to its approval by the censors.!® On the other hand, the theater

17 Citedin Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Theater Wiens 1 (1801 bis 1820), 156: “Keine Anspielung,
die das Herz des Patrioten erwirmen sollte, wurde beklatscht, und am Schlusse war das
Gezische und Gepolter so laut, dafl man die letzte Szene, eine der schonsten, die heifle
Wiinsche fiir den Habsburgischen Stamm aussprach und auf einen guten Effekt berech-
net war, nicht einmal héren konnte.”

18 Cited in Hiittner: Theatre Censorship in Metternich’s Vienna, 62.

19  WE. Yates: Two Hundred Years of Political Theatre in Vienna. In: German Life & Letters 58
(2005), 129-140, here 131.
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directors often submitted intentionally toned-down manuscripts so as to expe-
dite censorial approbation. During the rehearsals and performances, the actors
would then deviate from the approved texts. Johann Nestroy was infamous for
his improvisations and frequently aggressive jokes and allusions. Even when
he restricted himself to the approved script, he was always capable of lend-
ing a text obscene overtones or political explosiveness by way of accentuation,
pronunciation, or pointed gestures. Johann Hiittner emphasizes the necessary
understanding between performers and audience—which could usually be
taken for granted—when he states that “allusions were detected because they
were expected.”?? The police, on the other hand, considered this interaction
to be a threat to public safety and order. Emperor Francis himself complained
about Nestroy’s subversive effect on the lower classes. In 1825 and 1836, the actor
and playwright was jailed for several days each. In the first case, he had let an
audience feel his disdain when it expressed its displeasure; in the second, he
had insulted a well-known theater critic in an extemporization.?!

2.2 Examples of Censored Plays

As mentioned above, the monarchic form of government was to be defended
against any kind of verbal assault occurring on stage, and any mention or dra-
matic portrayal of revolution or conspiracy thus had to be prevented. Plays
about revolutionary activities in Austrian history like the Swiss rebellion (Wil-
helm Tell) or the Brabant Revolution were forbidden, as were scenes in which
a monarch was demeaned. Naturally, any reference to or portrayal of regicide
(Charles 1, Maria Stuart, Louis XV, ...) was inacceptable on Austrian stages as
well. Furthermore, members of the leading estates were also protected against
attacks—especially the aristocracy, the clergy, and the military—and laws gov-
erning marriage, duels, or suicide were not to be questioned. The stoking of
nationalism as well as the debasing of any nation on stage were likewise prohib-
ited, since such acts could potentially endanger the peace within the monarchy
or trigger diplomatic embroilments with other states. In the years of the wars
with France, plays presenting Napoleon in a favorable light were forbidden, as
were dramatic texts criticizing him. Even a potential parallel between a histor-
ical figure portrayed on stage and the French emperor could lead to prohibi-
tion, as in the case of Friedrich Wilhelm Ziegler’s Thekla, die Wienerin (Thekla,
the Viennese Woman, 1806), a play on the siege of Vienna by the Bohemians

20 Hiittner: Theatre Censorship in Metternich’s Vienna, 67.

21 Helmut Herles: Nestroy und die Zensur. In: Jiirgen Hein (ed.): Theater und Gesellschaft:
Das Volksstiick im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert. Diisseldorf: Bertelsmann 1973, 121-132, here
122-123.
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in 1278. It was banned because the censors feared the French embassy might
identify the Bohemians with the French and King Ottokar with Napoleon.
A further example is Zacharias Werner's Attila, which was approved in 1807
only after the removal of all scenes and remarks allowing potential parallels
to the current conqueror of Europe to be drawn. After Napoleon had married
Archduchess Marie-Louise, a play about Duke Frederick the Quarrelsome by
Matthéus Collin was prohibited because Frederick had likewise left his wife to
marry another woman. During these years, even titles like Mord und Totschlag,
oder: So kriegt man die Louise (Murder and Manslaughter, or How to Get Louise)
by a certain Karl Koch were considered unacceptable.?? Carl Ludwig Costeno-
ble, an actor at the Burgtheater, reported that titles like Der alte Junggeselle
(The Old Bachelor) and Trau, Schau, Wem? (roughly: Be Careful Who You Trust)
were changed to Die Hausgenossen (The Housemates) respectively Wie man
sich tduscht (How One Can Be Mistaken) because the former could be under-
stood as a reference to Emperor Francis and the latter as a reference to the
empress.?3

In 1810, the minister of police stated that it was impossible “to anticipate
everything from which an audience as frivolous and eager to construe as the
Viennese one is capable, with the efforts of its lively imagination, of forcibly
wresting some allusion at the cost of the clear and understandable point of
view.”2* He was correct. According to contemporary sources, the Viennese audi-
ence was extremely keen to interpret texts as containing possible hidden mean-
ings. For example, the lines “And every mettlesome swindler may put chains
on men? He deceives rightfully if he deceives with greatness?” by Sopir in
Voltaire’s Mahomet was loudly acclaimed during a performance at the The-
ater an der Wien in 1812. In addition, the passage “Peace resounds on your lips,
but your heart knows nothing of it. You will not deceive me!” was interpreted
as referring to the French emperor, which in turn prompted a veritable anti-
Napoleonic rally.2> Audiences regularly construed references even where none

22 Glossy: Zur Geschichte der Wiener Theatercensur, 87, 105, 117-118, 126127, and 136.

23 Cf. Christian Grawe: Grillparzers Dramatik als Problem der zeitgendssischen 6sterreichi-
schen Theaterzensur. In: August Obermayer (ed.): “Was niitzt der Glaube ohne Werke ...”
Studien zu Franz Grillparzer anlafllich seines 200. Geburtstages. Dunedin, Nz: University
of Otago 1992, 162190, here 171.

24  Cited in Carl Glossy: Zur Geschichte des Trauerspieles: “Konig Ottokars Gliick und Ende.”
In: Jahrbuch der Grillparzer-Gesellschaft g (1899), 213—247, here 225: “alles zu ahnen,
aus welchem ein so witz- und deutungslustiges Publicum, wie das wienerische ist, mit
Anstrengung seiner lebhaften Imagination auf Kosten der klaren und verstidndlichen
Ansicht irgend eine Anspielung heraus zu zwingen vermoge.”

25  Cf. ibid,, 228—229. In the German version: “Und jeder muthige Betriiger diirfte den Men-
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were intended. This obsession with surreptitious allusions represented the flip
side of the politicians’ and censors’ paranoid stance.

An example of the censoring of “nationalist propaganda” is Zacharias Wer-
ner’s play Wanda, Konigin der Sarmaten (Wanda, Queen of the Sarmatians),
which was forbidden in the Polish-speaking territories in 1815 because the
authorities were concerned that it might remind audiences of the time of Pol-
ish national independence. In Vienna, the local Jewish community requested
the prohibition of The Merchant of Venice being p