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|. Introduction

On 20 November 1837, the archbishop of Cologne, Clemens August Droste-Vischering was
formaly arrested by officids of the Prussan King Frederick William 111, and brought to the fortress
of Minden. Obvioudy, this provoked reactions and comments throughout the world, especidly as
Prussia was seen by many as a model state in terms of implementation of freedom of conscience.
However, in the Prussian provinces of Rhindand and Westphalia, tensions between the Protestant
adminigration and the Cathalic population and clergy had been growing for some years, eventualy
leading to the drastic measures adopted by the government. These tensions, and especialy the
situation after the arrest of the archbishop, were monitored by the Catholic pressin Ireland, as the
situations were somewhat comparable. In thiswork, | will therefore have a closer ook on a part the
Irish reception of the events. | will examine, how the events were covered in the chosen
publications. For a Catholic population that had achieved forma emancipation, but was dill
discriminated againgt in many ways in matters of everyday life, e.g by the collection of tithes for the
established Church of Irdland, what was emphasized in the coverage, and what was only briefly
mentioned, if at al? What was the reason for a specific way of presenting the events, and what
intentions and aims were hidden between the lines?

To be able to do so, | will a first give a farly detaled overview of the Cologne Turmoils as
such, asit is very important to establish the facts of this historica event. The affar is not very well
researched from a historic point of view, because it stands in the shadow of the Kulturkampf that
took place later and was more important for the development of society in Germany. Therefore, not
too much literature on this specific subject exigs, and it is dl in German, which is quite surprisng
in away, because after dl the affair was a mgjor event in Prussian politics of the early nineteenth
century, and especidly interesting for foreign countries such as Ireland. However, an account can
be found in mogt (not al!) genera higtorical works on Germany and in handbooks on (German)
church history, which present a more or less generd overview of the event and the problems that led
to it. In the modern works, most notably Herder’s Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte, the affair is
presented as a preiminary ‘testing of strength’, preceding the Kulturkampf. Older literature on the
subject tends to be surprisngly subjective and in favour of one side of the conflict, dthough a
comparison of the different works can lead to a very detailed insight into the arguments, especidly
if one so examines some of the important primary sources, like Goerres Athanasius or the very
important Beitraege zur Kirchengeschichte des 19. Jahrhunderts in Deutschland, aswell asthe
many collections of official Prussan documents, which are accessible. The works of Bachem and



Keinemann are very good for that purpose, as they contain very good and extensive bibliographies,
and volume two of Keinemann is a collection of key primary sources, containing correspondence
and officid files. The sandard work on the Cologne Turmoils, however, is Schroers Koelner
Wirren. Although published in 1927, it is il the most detailed and best description of the affair,
examining the important points of conflict from the moment they first appeared, presenting the
course of events before, during and after the affair and commenting on the effect the affair had on
socid and politicd lifein Prussa

The contemporary Irish publications that | am going to examine under the cited questions in the
main part of this work are The Freeman’s Journal and The Dublin Review. Both have astrongly
Catholic liberd background, but are examples of different types of publication. The Freeman’'s
Journal was a daily newspaper, and therefore covering the events as such on a day to day basis,
with only afairly genera overview of the background. However, at certain stages of the affair, the
Freeman presented and commented on the events in a specific way. Most of the coverage is very
briefly and, as was norma for foreign news a a time when telegraph networks did not yet exig,
second hand information, taken from foreign newspapers that were closer to the scene. This, and its
postion within Irish politics and society, had implications for the reports the Freeman published, as
| will show.

The Dublin Review, on the other hand, was a quarterly periodica, concerned with reviews of
recent books and other publications, seemingly an unpoliticd and purely ntellectua publication.
Moreover, it was published in London, and its intended readership was primarily the English
Cahalic middle-class. Over the Stuation of Catholics in Prussia, the Review entered into the field of
political discussion, which gppearsto have been very unusud for that kind of periodicd at that time,
as an editorid in volume three (April 1837) implies; giving a good example of how important the
subject was considered to be by the editors. | will have a close look on the relevant articlesto find
out how the dituation in Prussia was perceived and presented and try to find out what intention lay
behind the publication of these articles.

As this work can only be a gart to examine the relationship the Irish Catholics had to their
brethren in Prussia, who were in a Studion that was comparable in principle, my bibliography will
contain more primary materid than | actualy used for this thess. In citing the most important
sources for a look a the reationship the Prussan administration had towards the Catholic
population, | hope to encourage historians to find out more on this topic, as | consider it to be an
important topic of European socid history, on which very little research has been conducted,
athough the sources are very easily accessble, as most of the officid archive materid of Prussan



times has been compiled and edited. The bibliography will therefore contain the most important
editions of officia sources on the topic of relations between Catholics in the western provinces and
the Prussian administration.

I1. The cour se of eventsin Cologne

At the Vienna Congress in 1815, Prussia, as one of the great contributors to the defeat of
Napoleon, gained large territories in west Germany that had been under French rule. These
territories were combined into the new Prussan provinces of Rhindand and Westphdia. The
magjority of inhabitants of these provinces were Catholics, whereas Prussawas ruled by a Protestant
monarch and caled itsalf a protestant state.* After 1815, more than one third of Prussias population
was in fact Catholic, thanks aso to the new provinces in the east. As Prussia was an absolute State,
this Stuation posed many difficulties to the adminigration. Therefore, the unofficid maxim of the
Prussan government was that "Aufgabe eines Staates i, die herrschenden Teile seiner Einwohner
zu vermehren und den unterworfenen Tell zu vermindern: germaniseren gegen die Polen,
protestantisieren gegen die Roemer [i.e. Catholics]"® These proceedings were very delicate, because
Prussa was seen as, and officidly adhered to the principle of, an ‘enlightened absolutism,
guaranteeing freedom of conscience and having awritten set of laws, the Landrecht.

The status and organization of the Catholic church in the new povinces had been negotiated
between the Prussian government and the Holy See and were published in the papd bull De Salute
Animarum on 16 July 1821. The most obvious and immediate result of this was a new diocesan
organization in the western provinces of Prussia, by which the archdiocese of Cologne with its sub-
dioceses of Mungter, Paderborn and Trier was created. The first bishops of these were to be
gppointed by the pope, after negotiating with the Prussian court, and in case of vacation of a seet,
the bishops were to be dected by the cathedrd's chapter according to canon law. The bull was
implemented in Prussia by roya decree and became part of the country's laws.

Therefore, Protestantization of the provinces was planned, and had to proceed, very subtly.
Officidly, freedom of conscience was granted and the Catholic church had the same status as the
recognized Protestants, i.e. Lutheran and Presbyterian. However, owing to the different hierarchica
structures of the two, this was a disadvantage for the Catholic church. All publications, as well as

! See Bachem, p.159.
2 Bachem, p.160. ‘ astate hasto increase the ruling part of its popul ation: Germanize against the Polish,
Protestantize against the Catholics'.



officid correspondence, especidly with the Holy See, had to be gpproved of, and forwarded by, the
roya adminigtration, thus giving the government an essy and clandestine possibility of censoring by
just hdding back the documents® This was particularly disadvantageous for the Catholics, as the
censorship of letters and publications, including orders and ingtructions from the Vatican and the
bishops correspondence with the parish priests, was carried out by an entirdy Protestant
adminigration. | will come back to this in more detail later, as it had a mgor effect concerning the
troublesin Cologne.

The fact that the Catholic church was under the control and jurisdiction of an entirely Protestant
adminigration in an absolute state crested some more problems. Because the church's landed
property had been secularized, it depended entirely on payments granted by the state. The Beitraege
zur Kirchengeschichte des 19. Jahrhunuderts in Deutschland gives a polemic, but nevertheless
indructive, example of the problems tha arose from this policy:"Ein protestantischer Rath
besimmt, wie viel Messwein und Wachs, wie vide Hostien etc. etc. in einer katholischen Kirche
gebraucht werden! 1"

If a bishop's seet is vacant, canon law requires the chapter of the cathedra to elect a new bishop
within three months. Freedom to do so was officidly granted by the government, with the
retriction not to elect personae minus gratae to the king. In practice, however, it meant that the
king 'proposed’ one persona regi grata to be ‘dected, thereby indirectly declaring every other
possible candidate as minus grata. The ‘dection’ could not be held before the king had announced
his favourite, even if this took considerably longer than three months®

To dowly Protestantize the Catholic mgority in the new provinces, the Prussian government had
another approach. Because the whole administrational system of the new provinces had to be
reformed and restructured according to the Prusdan system, thousands of new civil servants were
needed. These new civil servants were not recruited out of the local population, but were brought in
from the Prussian ‘heartland’, i.e. they were al Protestants. Moreover, most of them were young
and dngle, attracted by the good possibilities a career in the west would offer them. When they
sdtled in the Catholic areas, they naturadly mixed with the local population and many of them
married Catholic women. These mixed marriages, and especiadly the education of children from
such couples, were to become one of the key aspects in the Cologne Turmoails.

% The same rules applied for the Protestants, but had not the same consequences, as the king was head of the
church anyway.

“ Beitraege, p.10. ‘a Protestant official rules over the amount of wine,wax and hosts used in a Catholic
church.’

® See Bachem, pp.164f.



Before the Landrecht was introduced, a mixed couple would reach a mutua agreement about the
religious education of their offspring, which would be documented and signed before the marriage
took place. It is important to note in this context that the Catholic church required the promise of
Catholic education before a priest would be able to perform the ceremony. However, the
introduction of the Landrecht -a lawbook for a Protestant state- forbade this practice and replaced it
with the rule that in every mixed marriage boys had to be educated in the religion of the father,
whereas girls had to be brought up according to the mother's creed. All treaties and agreements that
ran counter to this rule were to be regarded as nonrexistent and illegal. The new practice was
ddiberaidly designed to drengthen the Protestant communities in Catholic dominated aress,
because, due to the policy of bringing in young, single civil servants, the vast mgority of mixed
marriages had always been between a Protestant groom and a Catholic bride®

When the diocese of Bredau became a Prussian province, the roya administration felt that this
system worked "nicht ausreichend zu Gunsten dbs Protestantismus” and on 21 November 1803 it
was changed by roya decree. From then on, dl legitimate children had to be raised in the religion
of their father, regardless of their sex. Effectively, this meant in most cases of mixed marriages that
the children would be Protestants. The priests were required to give their blessings to a marriage,
even without the couple's promise to bring their children up as Cathalics, which would have been
illegd.

The Prussian government wanted to introduce the same system in the Rhindland and Westphdia,
when they became Prussian provinces. However, it turned out that, because of the guaranteed equal
status of the Catholic church to the Protestant in these territories, the procedure would not be as
easy as in the eastern parts of the country. Moreover, in most parts of the western provinces, the
Napoleonic code civil, rather than the Landrecht, was still observed and guaranteed. It alowed the
husband to choose for himsdf in which rdigion his children should be raised, meaning that he
could ill legdly promise to rear his children Catholic if he engaged with a Catholic woman. In
practice, therefore, the offspring of dmost dl mixed marriages continued to be brought up, at least
nomindly, Catholic, because priestswould not perform a marriage ceremony otherwise.

On 17 August 1825, however, a royad decree was issued that extended the 1803 order to the
western provinces, although this measure ran counter to the takeover treaty of 1815. Most of the
Catholic clergy were aware of this contradiction and therefore continued to deny their blessngs to
mixed couples without the promise to adhere to the Catholic upbringing of their children. Many

® See Beitraege pp.57f, Bachem, p.174, and Herder, p.395.



liberals in the west dso became conscious of the struggle of the Catholics, to whom the assured
freedom of conscience was seemingly denied, and supported the church. This rlaionship is quite
surprising, as the Catholic church and liberalism had traditionally been fierce opponents® Because
the government would neither repea the dearee nor wanted to see public tranquillity disturbed, it
embarked on negotiations with the Holy See on the topic, conducted by the Prussan ambassador in
Rome, Bunsen. The outcome of these negotiations was the papa brief Litteris altero abhinc of 25
March 1830.

Mog importantly, the brief adlowed priests passve assstance a mixed marriages according to
governmenta regulations. Weddings that had taken place without Catholic assistance had to be
recognized retrospectively by the Catholic church and absolution of women, who had been married
in a Protestant or civilian ceremony, had to be granted.’ However, active assistance of priests could
not be requested unless the canonic principles would be observed, which was practicaly impossible
under Prussian law™®

Although these guiddines were as tolerant as the Catholic church could possibly alow without
giving up its principles, they did not saisfy the Prussian government. The adminigtration wanted to
encourage mixed marriages to achieve its am of effective Rotestantization. Therefore, further
negotiations with the Archbishop of Cologne, Ferdinand August Graf Spiegd, as head of the
Cathalics in the Rhindand and Westphdia, were held before the new policy was published. As a
result, a convention was sgned by both parties in 1834. This agreement was effectively a
"Verdrehung der paepstlichen Verfuegungen."™ In it, Archbishop Spiegel conceded that passive
assigance should be limited to those cases in which the mixed marriage appeared to be
‘thoughtless. Wherever possible, priests should be actively involved in the ceremony and give their
blessings. In practice this meant that the Catholic party just had to sound réigious in a preceding
conversation to get a full Catholic wedding ceremony. Even if this did not hgppen, ‘'mordly
mitigating circumstances, like settlement of a family feud or even a pregnancy, could secure a
Catholic wedding.*?

The bottom line of the convention was the notion that everything was permitted "was in dem
Breve [of 1830] nicht ausdruecKich untersagt, oder was ds zu beachten, bestimmt ist angegeben

"Bachem, p.174. ‘not enough in favour of Protestantisn'.

8 See Herder, p.396 and Bachem p.176.

¥Many priests had denied absolution to such women, because they were not legally married according to
canon law.

10 see Schroers, pp. 152f and Bachem, p.176.

M schroers, p.153. “turn the papal regul ations upside down’



worden."?® To be able to fulfill the royal decree of 1825, the pope was said to have issued ‘a kind of
dispensation'** Apart from the fact that these notions were againgt dl lay and clerica legd
traditions, they were just not the truth. On the contrary, the pope had explicitly stated that he was
not able to fulfill al Prussian demands.™

Neither the pgpd brief nor the 1834 convention were ever officialy published in Prussa. Even
the priests received officid notice of the 1830 agreement only when it was accompanied by the
1834 convention and sent to them as officid guiddines for their proceedings in cases of mixed
marriages. The pope was not even informed of the very existence of the 1834 convention, because
all correspondence between the Vatican and the dioceses was filtered and censored by the Prussian
adminigration. Only when in November 1836 the bishop of Trier lay dying, he confessed his
signing of the convention on the demand of Archbishop Spiegdl as a sin. The confesson reached
the Holy See unofficidly and thus could not be used for an officid diplomatic protest againgt the
Prussan practice. However, the pope did inform the Prussan envoy, Mr Bunsen, that he had
received notice that a convention existed between the church and the government which jeopardized
the papal brief. Mr Bunsen explicitly denied this!*®

Archbishop Spiegd died in August 1835, and the government proposed Clemens August Droste-
Vischering as his successor. This decision was reached as aresult of closely assessing Droste's state
of mind and opinions. The government concluded that Droste was an unpolitical character, mostly
concerned with theological and dogmatic matters, who would not resist the government 'um des
kirchlichen Friedens willen™” In the negotiations between Droste and the government's
representative, he was asked whether he would act according to the spirit of the papa brief of 1830
and the Prussian regulations, if appointed. His written [sic.] answer to this question stated that he
did not want to touch the pgpa brief or the Prussan ingtructions, and he promised to gpply them
"nach dem Geist der Liebe, der Friedfertigkeit.®® It seems that this specific promise turned the
scalesin favour of Droste as new Archbishop of Cologne.

However, it is not clear whether Drogte actually knew about the 1834 convention. Schroers
argues convincingly that Droste did not know the contents of it, in fact he was not able to know it at

12 5ee Schroers pp.153+157.
ﬁ Schroers, p.152. ‘not explicitly prohibited in the brief’
Ibid.
15 See Schroers, pp.152ff.
16 See I hid. and Bachem, p.176.
17 Bachem, p.177. ‘for the sake of ecclesiastical peace’. Contributing to this misjudgement was the fact that
Droste had for several years been living an ascetical and secluded lifein a Westphalian monastery.
18 Quoted from Schroers, p.227. ‘according to the spirit of love and peace’



al, because only active parish priests received notice of it and Droste was by then living too
secluded alife to get proper notice of it. Anyhow, Droste felt that he had a vocation to become the
new archbishop and thought it a sin to regject this offer. Thus, he conceded that he would work in the
spirit of forma agreements on the ground of the papa brief, even if he did not know the contents
properly. The government, on the other hand, and especidly Kultusminister Karl Freiherr von
Altengtein, whose responsibilities included metters of the church, were sure that Droste knew the
contents of the convention and approved of it

On 29 May 1836, Clemens August Drogte-Vischering was officidly inaugurated as Archbishop
of Cologne. Very soon, he came into conflict with the government @er the treatment of the
Hermesian school of thought a Bonn Univerdity. From 1819 until his death in 1831, Georg Hermes
had been professor for dogmeatics there, and during his time he found many disciples who adhered
to his doctrines. Hermes was influenced by enlightened philosophers like Kant and Fichte, and tried
to adjust Catholic dogmas to the rationalist movement, to ‘fight Kant with his own weapons.®® He
used the idedist demands to prove the divine truths on a purely rationdist basis. In his work, he was
activdy and mordly supported by Archbishop Spiegd. However, his theories were strongly
opposed by Caholic traditiondists, romantics and rationdists dike?* After his death, a nuncia
inquiry was conducted, concluding with a papal ban on Hermes works and theories. *

The faculty of theology a Bonn University was understood as being part of the Cologne
seminary, and as such under the jurisdiction of the Archbishop of Cologne. The university itself,
however, was funded and controlled by the Prussan Kultusministerium (aso responsible for
Catholic matters) under Mr Altenstein. Droste believed that every Catholic professor at the faculty,
gpart from Professor Klee, adhered to Hermes doctrines. This exaggerated view was dso held by
the archbishop's mostly traditionaist councillors. So one of Drogte's first mgjor acts as Archbishop
of Cologne, with a papd ban to support him, was to stop every lecture a Bonn's faculty for
theology, with the exception of Professor Kleg's, meaning that effectively the faculty was closed
down. His am was to achieve unlimited control over the faculty, including the right to nominate
and dismiss lecturers, and to reincorporate it into a reformed Cologne seminary as a full tridentine

seminary under archiepiscopa control .

19 See Schroers, pp.224ff.

O Herder, p.293.

21 The main points of criticism were his excessive moralism and the lack of understanding for the Christian
tradition that showed in hisworks, seeibid.

22 See Herder, pp.292ff., Schroers, pp.336ff. and Treitschke, pp.692f.

23 See Herder, p.397 and Schroers pp.478ff.
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Although the reason for Droste's acts was purely dogmatic and therefore purely clericd, the
Prussan adminigtration would not tolerate this kind of interference with the university. The
Archbishop of Cologne, as theologica supervisor, had the right to check and stop any theologica
lectures before the start of term by ways of controlling the lecture catalogue, but he was not legally
able to close down amost the whole faculty in the middle of term and ban the lecturers rather than
the lectures. Thus the government interfered by publicly criticizing Droste, and the minister for
education himsdf embarked in negotiations with the archbishop. According to Schroers detailed
recongtruction, Droste had recelved unofficiad indructions from the Holy See early in 1837, to
chalenge the Prussian government in order to establish full freedom of conscience and put an end
to the discrimination againg Catholics and the Catholic church. After the pope got notice of the
secret convention of 1834 through the bishop of Trier's confession, it was decided in Rome that the
Prussian government had to be stopped in its attempt to Protestantize the Catholic areas, especidly
in the sdf-confident western provinces. Therefore, Droste delayed the negotiations by conceding
gmdl and rather unimportant matters, but in principle keeping up dl his demands. The government,
unaware of Drogte's ingtructions and overdl aims, did the same, because Droste appeared to be a
'reasonable and diplomatic character'.*

This judgement was based o the fact that in the first months in office, Droste acted very much
in favour of the Prussian regulaions concerning the more important (and much more public) mixed
marriages problem. However, after Droste had received the papa instructions, he startedto change
his policies. At firgt, he only supported individud priests, who would 4till not bless a mixed couple
or participate in the wedding ceremony until the decisive promise of Catholic education was given.
The government, and especidly the Oberpraesident of the western provinces, Friedrich von
Bode schwingh, started to get concerned about the conduct of the archbishop, and tried to get him to
sign an officid document, stating that Catholic assistance should not depend on the forma promise
of Catholic education'.” Droste refused, but issued another document, saying that the 1834
convention "hat den Zweck,...die Ausfuehrung des pagpstlichen Breve zu erleichtern, aber nicht die,
das pagpstliche Breve unwirksam zu machen. Ich befolge demnach so vid ds moeglich beide
Normen, wo aber die Ingruktion [i.e. the convention] nicht in Einklang zu bringen ist mit dem
Breve, da richte ich mich nach dem Breve"*® This was an exact description of the course he
pursued from then on, even publicly. It was obvious that the Prussan adminigtration would not

24 See Schroers, pp. 372ff.
25 Schroers, p.474.
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dlow this breach of regulations to go unchadlenged.?” A serious conflict was about to bresk ot,
only the means were dill uncertain?®

Above dl, the notion that, athough the king was recognized by the church as the head of dtate,
the head of the church could only be the Pope, and concluding from that Droste's insstence that all
matters of church depended on the policy of the Holy See, was intolerable for the Prussian
government. However, the connected demand for a separation of church and state by the Catholic
clergy appealed to the political Liberas in the Rhindand, Catholics and Protestants dike. The rare
codition between Liberals, normdly despised by the Catholic church, and Catholic clergy,
normaly rather hogtile towards Liberdism, secured considerable public attention and support for
the archbishop and his cause.”® This was a unique congdlation in Germany, and it proved to be
very fruitful, as traditiondist Catholics quite successfully adopted topics and especialy methods of
Liberd mobilization, eg. the explicit demand for freedom of conscience, expressed in numerous
pamphlets produced by Catholics at the time. The criss dso triggered the emergence of distinct
Catholic newspapers and periodicals, one of which was the Historisch-politische Blaetter fuer das
katholische Deutschland, which | will examine later. The Prussian government was very suspicious
of the LiberaCatholic aliance, especialy because it feared Belgian Liberd influence would trigger
a revolt againgt the state. Therefore, traditiona Prussian counter-measures were taken, i.e.
increesing of censorship concerning newspapers, pamphlets and other means of publication
(reinforced by harsher customs-controls at the borders to prevent foreign publications from being
smuggled into Prussia), and reinforcements for the military and police forces were commissioned to
the western provinces®

The following months saw an increasingly provocative archbishop, backed and supported by
traditiondist clergymen and Liberas, on one sde, and an increasingly suspicious and annoyed
Prussan adminigtration on the other side. Because Droste refused to compromise on his demands
and practices, many Prussian officials caled on their superiors for drastic adion. On 15 November
1837, the royd cabinet ordered that the archbishop "habe sich fortan dler Amtshandiungen zu

26 Droste to Bunsen, 18 September 1837, quoted from Schroers, p.474. ‘was not made to negate the brief. |
therefore try to act according to both, but where that isimpossible, the brief will be my guideline.

2" Because the convention was in fact areversal of the papal brief, Droste's course meant that the convention
was effectively no longer in use.

28 See Schroers, pp.468ff.

29t isimportant to note, however, that the public support was in no way amass movement, mostly dueto the
fact that Prussian policy concerning censorship did not allow too much publicity for the Catholic side.
Therefore, the support was rather confined to intellectual circles, being ableto lay hands on foreign
newspapers, etc.

30 see Pesch, pp.1ff, Hoemig, pp. 7ff, Schroers, pp.559ff.



enthaten"*!, and that he should proceed to Munster to await further instructions. There he might
aso get in contact with the pope or travel to Rome himsdf. If he refused, he should be forcibly
brought to Minden fortress. Minister Altenstein commissioned Ober praesident Bodeschwingh to
carry out the operation, and he sent him some remarkable further ingructions. Firgt of dl, it should
be made absolutely clear that the archbishop would not be removed from his office (which could
have only been done by the pope himself), but that it would be an 'administrative procedure™ to
prevent him from doing his officid duties, which would not be toleraied any more by the
government. Moreover, under no circumstances should the impression of military force be given,
neither to the archbishop and whoever might be with him, nor to the generd public. Officid, if
possible Catholic, witnesses should be presert to record the proceedings and everything should look
like a "feierliche und imponierende Staatsaktion."*

These ingtructions were not carried out by Bodelschwingh, who feared that Droste would run
into the cathedral to be dragged out by the army in full egdia, provoking a riot.>* Therefore,
Boddschwingh ordered additional troops to Cologne and in absolute secrecy went to the
archiepiscopd palace on the evening of 20 November. He and some officids entered the house at
gx o'clock and handed the royd order over to the archbishop. Predictably, he would not go to
Munster and thus, after one hour's time to pack his things, he was brought to Minden, where he
arived on the morning of 22 November. The fortress commander had orders to treat Droste with
humble respect and as a persona prisoner of the king. Contrary to widespread belief, Droste was
never interned in the fortress itsdf, but was immediately dlowed to move into a private
accommodation within the walls that had been obtained for him. After a few diys of house arrest,
he was dlowed to move fredy within Minden near the Westphalian border under surveillance of
policemen in plain clothes. He was dso alowed to receive persond visitors under the conditions
that ecclesiastical matters would not be taked about. However written correspondence was
completely cut off, because Droste was only alowed to read letters in the presence of a high
Prussan officid, and had to hand out his own writings openly to this censor. Therefore, Drogte
refused to receive letters completely and sent al of them back to the senders unopened, including a
|etter from Cardinal Secretary of State Lambruschini.*®

22 royal cabinet order 15 November 1837, quoted from Schroers, p.506. ‘hasto stop his official duties'.
Ibid.

33 |bid. ‘ Impressive and solemn official event'.

34 Thisirrational fear of excessive reactions was acommon feature of Prussian officials. Even Treitschke,

hi storian to the Prussian court at the end of the century, givesthiskind of picture, see pp.698f.

35 See Schroers, pp.511f.
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After afew months, most of the officials with whom Droste had contact advocated a move to let
Drogte go to his family home in the Munster area, as he himself wanted to. However, he refused to
plead to the king personaly. Instead he wrote a harsh letter to Berlin, accusing the administration of
illegdity in arresting him and denying the charges put againgt him officidly. This obvioudy did not
please Frederik William and the cabinet, but because Drogte fdll serioudly ill later, and promised not
to try to escgpe to Cologne, he was moved to his home in Darfeld to recover on 21 April 1839.
When Frederik William 1V became King of Prussa in 1840, Droste successfully pleaded to be
alowed to move to Munger town, where he arrived on 29 July 1840 and stayed until he died on 19
October 1845.%°

On the day after Droste's arret, the government began a propaganda campaign to cam the
Catholics and judtify its actions. Posters were put up al over Cologne, and the Prussian newspapers
published the officid statement. An officid indictment, adressed to the Metropolitan Chapter, was
adso published. The main argument in dl these publications was that the archbishop had been
conspiring with 'two revolutionary parties "welche die Gemueter aufzuregen, die Gewissen zu
verwirren suchen, um ihre zerstoerenden und weitgreifenden Plaene durchzusetzen.®” Severd
other, red or imaginary, infringements of laws were stated, and much effort was made to clarify
that, in spite of the gppearance of the stuation, the archbishop had not been formdly arrested, but
just moved away from the diocese to stop him from doing his officid duties. The govemment aso
indsted that the question of mixed marriages was not the main reason for the measures, and that the
Hermesian question was the red point of conflict. In stating this, the government was quite right,
according to Schroers. Both were at least equaly important in the eyes of the Catholic hierarchy,
and Droste proceeded deliberately in conceding the Hermesian question from the public, because it
was a purely theologica matter that the genera public, and especialy the libera supporters, could
not easily relate to. The mixed marriage problem was different and potentialy capable of securing a
mass support for the church, because the average person in the streets of the Rhindand, as well as
non-Catholic liberas, could rdateto it.*®

Although some atempts were made to tir up public opinion, the Prussian censoring machinery
worked very effectively, so that life in the western provinces basicaly went on as if nothing had
happened, and public tranquillity was well preserved. The administration believed that the worst
part of the troubles was over and the whole affair would soon be forgotten. They were shocked

36 H

See |bid.
37 Official indictment, quoted from Schroers, p.520. ‘which stir up the minds and confuse the consciences of
the people to put their plansinto practice’.
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when the Pope issued an allocution to protest against the drastic measures taken by the government
againg the Archbishop of Cologne on 10 December 1837. In it, the question of mixed marriages
was highlighted as 'the only reason™® for the actions. The other points of conflict were not
mentioned at al, obvioudy for the above mentioned reasons. The Pope cdled for the immediate
release of Droste and declared the 1834 convention on mixed marriages illegd according to canon
law. Moreover, the dlocution ended in a "oeffentlichen und feerlichen Verdammung'® of the
Prussian church policy as such in front of the whole world. The impact of the statement was not
only due to the language, but dso to the fact that it was issued before the Holy See was officidly
informed by the Prussan envoy, and that it was entirdy based on private informaion and
newspaper articles™

Based on the condemnation of te 1834 convention, the bishops of Paderborn and Munster
announced that they would no longer respect it, and they officaly informed the adminigtration that
they would return to the old policy. Despite the censorship, trandations of the alocution began ©
circle in the Rhindand and Westphdia, and priests read it from the pulpits to stir up public opinion.
Particularly influentid was the pamphlet Athanasius by Joseph Goerres, published in January 1838.
Goerres, a famous theologian, wanted to clear the facts and awaken Catholic conscience to protest.
However, Goerres did not want to provoke a revolt, he wanted peace for the state as well as for the
church, and therefore demanded full freedom of conscience. The pamphlet was immensely popular,
and dthough it was on a very high theologica level, and was banned by the Prussan
adminigtration, Schroers estimates that at least 20,000 people must have read it. The language of the
Athanasius was quite sharp and produced a courageous and daring spirit among the Githolic
population. This spirit was further fueled by a wave of new newspapers and periodicas that were
founded in the aftermath of the events in Cologne dl over Catholic Germany. Goerres himself,
together with Carl Ernst Jarcke, formed the Historisch-politische Blaetter fuer das katholische
Deutschland, which would become one of the most important Catholic periodicals in Germany. *

The Prussian government was not able to counter this movement with its usua methods, because
it had never experienced a peaoceful and quite intellectual movement like that before. So it had to
back down. No attempt was ever made to restore the 1834 convention in the western provinces, and
soon it was aso rejected in the eastern dioceses. When Frederik William IV succeeded his father on

38 See Schroers, pp.519ff and pp.554ff.

39 Quoted from Schroers, p.549.

40 hid. * public and solemn condemnation’.
“1 See Schroers, pp.549f.

*2 See Schroers, pp.553ff.
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the Prussian throne in June 1840, the Situation was further relieved. He set up a specid branch for
Catholic matters in the Kultusministerium and in negotiations with the Holy See Prussia conceded
most of the origind demands of the Catholic church. 1840, therefore, is generally seen as the end of
the Cologne Turmoails, dthough Drogte-Vischering was never restored to his archiepiscopa sest in
Cologne, the seet being |eft vacant until his death.*

[11. Irish views

[11.1. The Freeman’s Journal

TheFreeman’s Journal first gppeared in Dublin in 1763 under the name The Public Register or
Freeman's Journal as a dally morning newspaper. In the first years, witth Charles Lucas as
proprietor, its tone was liberd, yet anti-Catholic. Only around 1770, when the paper emerged as the
organ for the patriotic Irish liberals, it started to favour “a measure of relief for the Catholics’.** It
upheld its liberd principles, even when, during the American revolution, dmost al other papers did
not dare to do so. However, in 1783, the paper was secretly subsidized by the Dublin Castle
adminigration and Francis Higgins became publisher. Until his death in 1802, Higgins, known as
‘the Sham Squire’, was a the head of the Freeman and in pay of the government. The paper,
therefore, completely ceased to be an independent and libera publication and effectively turned into
a government newspaper. This meant that circulation figures fell dragticdly, as the libera-minded
readership realized the papers change of tone*

In 1802, the Freeman came into the hands of Philip W Harvey, who received a government
pension and a subsidy from Dublin Castle for the newspaper. However, due to political changesin
the Cagtle adminigtration, Harvey lost the subsidies. Moreover, the Catholic question was ill
unsettled in Irdand and a widespread public debate waged on that topic, encouraged and fueled by
magor newspaper contributions, including the participation of the Freeman. By 1810, with Harvey
in charge, the paper had again joined the liberd press over the Catholic question. It has to be said,
though, that Harvey was not wholeheartedly on the sde of the Catholics, “preferring to steer a
middle course, reprobating extremists of both colours, orange and green.”*® Slowly, the circulation
figures rose again and the Freeman established itsdlf amongst the libera circles of Dublin. In 1825,

43 See Herder, pp.398f.
44 Brown, p.20.
45 See Brown, pp.20f and Inglis, pp.54ff.
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with Henry Grattan jr succeeding Harvey, it sood sincerdly behind the Catholic Association and
advocated O’ Connell’s policy of Catholic emancipation in its leading articles. Since that time, it is
far to say that the Freeman’s Journal was the leading newspaper of Catholic liberaism and
O Conndlism.*’

The firg mention of the events in Cologne in the Freeman’s Journal appeared on Saturday, 2
December 1837. The way in which it is presented is quite interesting. On page two, in the ‘Foreign
News column, a short notice was given, taken from the Augsburg Gazette of 24 November, that
“the differences which arose a Cologne, and at first only concerned the faculty at theology a Bonn,
were daily becoming more and more complicated, and had extended to severa other indtitutions.”*®
It is striking that no mention was made either of the nature of the *differences nor of the person of
the archbishop. The arrest, athough it must have been known to the Bavarian paper, and was indeed
aready public in Britain as we will see, was not mentioned at dl; dthough it would appear as the
most important fact of the cited ‘differences. This is especialy remarkable, as the Augsburg
Gazette is one of the most prominent and radical Catholic newspapers in Germany & that time. So,
the author of the notice in the Freeman must have known of the arrest, because he had the Augsburg
Gazette as a source, in which the arrest was very prominent. Moreover, the notice only refers to the
faculty of theology at Bonn, meaning the Hermesian problem, and does not mention the much more
obvious, and easy to understand, mixed marriage Stuation, which would have dso been feetured in
the source.*’

However, in addition to the short notice on the Cologne affair, the Freeman featured much more
on page three. To start with, a two-column letter of Daniel O’ Connell to the editor of the Morning
Chronicle is published, accompanied by a trandation of the written statement Droste adressed to
Kultusminister Altenstein on 31 October. O'Conndl’s letter is a comment on an article that
gppeared in the Chronicle on 27 November, reporting on the arrest of Droste. Thus, the news of
Droste' s arrest became public in Britain on that date at the latest. Nevertheless, no mention of it is
made in the Freeman until aweek later, and then only indirectly by ways of O’ Connell’ s letter. The
aticle O'Conndl refers to is summarizing the mixed marriage problem very briefly, to state
afterwards that the “Prussian government...urged the archbishop to resign. He refused, and a body
of Prussian troops, having surrounded the paace, took the Prelate into custody, and carried him off
to Magdeburgh[sic] for committing a breach of the piblic peace. It is a melancholy duty to be

8 |nglis, p.121.
47 See Brown, pp.21ff.
“8 Thisand all other quotes without reference are taken from the Freeman’s Journal of therelevant date.
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obliged to employ troops to enforce tolerance, but it is a sacred duty, when legdly and
condtitutionally applied.” Interestingly, this article dready contains some of the myths that would
for along time be attached to the arrest, such as the implication of the mixed marriage question as
only reason for the arrest and the employment of troops surrounding the house.

In his comment on the article, O’ Connell first makes it clear that he detests intolerance of any
kind, and assumes the author of the article does the same. He then states that “1 may be permitted to
hate...the persecution of Protestants by a Cathollic state more than the [opposite], Smply because
such a crime serves to tarnish the religion which | prefer and cherish. | am certain, dso, that | do
you no more than justice, when | attribute you detestation of Protestant persecution of Catholics.”
With this, O Conndl skillfully implies that the author of the aticle in the Chronicle, being a
tolerant mind, must despise the Prussan government even more than O’ Connell himsdf does. It
gppears that the journdist did not do enough research on the subject, as he would then have come to
a different concluson atogether. O’ Conndll’s statement aso discredits the Morning Chronicle as
such, because their journalism gppears to be unrdiable. Having made this point, O’ Conndl then
proceeds to put the writer of the article, and the readers of theFreeman, “in possession of thefacts.”

The firg thing for him to do & of course to date that “Droste de Vischring” is completely
innocent, and that , on the contrary, the Prussan government is guilty of intolerance and of a
“breach of the peace’. The archbishop’s “only crime was a conscientious refusa to administer the
sacrament of matrimony in cases and under circumstances in which his sense of duty told him that
he ought not to administer it. In that | am convinced he was perfectly right, and | have no doubt,
that you and ever[y] other enlightened Protestant will agree with me when you are aquainted” with
the facts. Especidly the phrase “every other enlightened Protestant” is very interesting in this
context, because Prussia was in fact seen by many British as a model state for an enlightened
absolutis monarchy, as | dready mentioned. However, in assuming that every enlightened
Protestant must see the right of Droste refusing marriages under the said conditions, O’ Connell
challenges the entire picture the educated public held of Prussa. It is an indirect demand, especidly
to Irish Cathalics, not to take Prussa as an example for ‘good government’. O’ Connell then begins
to expose the Prussian discrimination againgt Catholics and the reason why people gill mistakenly
see Prussia as atolerant state.

Before O’ Connell @an reved his facts on the actua arrest of Droste-Vischering, he hasto give a

generd overview of what the situation of Catholicsin the western provinces was like, as most of the

49 See Schroers, pp.597ff for adescription of the Catholic daily press coverage in Germany.
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readers can only have had a faint idea. As a mgor source for his report Ie cites, and thereby
recommends, theBeitraege zur Kirchengeschichte des 19. Jahrhundertsin Deutschland. Hovever,
this book would indeed be difficult to obtain, because it “was published in Bavaria; but when the
contents became known to the minions of the Prussan King, he interferd with the Bavarian
government and procured the suppresson and destruction of al the copies which remained unsold,
and an edict forbidding the publication of another edition.” In gating this, O Conndl was
exaggerating. The book was banned in Prussia, as soon as the contents was known to the
adminigration, but the Prussan court did not interfere with the Bavarian court in this matter. It is
simply not true that the unsold copies of the book were destroyed; and the “Red Book™ asit cameto
be known, gained quite a reputation, as it was written by an insider in Catholic matters in Prussia®
The Bavarian government did stop a second edition, because it wanted to avoid diplomatic
difficulties with Prussia, as both states were trying to reach terms for a more unified German
political stuation. O’ Conndl’s statement is only made to give his source more relevance and
srengthen his argument that “the press is thoroughly and entirdly endaved” in Prussa The
paragraph is an example for the rhetoric of his whole article. Both his points are basicaly true, the
Beitraege are arelevant source and censorship in Prussawas gtrict. However, O’ Connell uses very
strong language to influence the readers emotions, even more than a mere report of the Stuation
would have done. It is important to note, therefore, that we are not deding with a usud, rather
neutrd, newspaper report here, but with a polemic gpped to the Irish public on behdf of the
Catholicsin Prussia (and at home, as 1 will show).

The exaggeraions continue, when O Conndl comes “to the more immediate subject,...the
persecution of the Archbishop of Cologne.” At firdt, he states that “the subject matter and cause of
that persecution were the mariages cdled ‘mixed marriages.” Interestingly, the Hermesian
problem is not mentioned at dl in the letter, dthough the preceding article in the Freeman implies
that this was in fact the firs red cause. Thus, O'Conndl is completdy in line with the officid
church policy on the arredt, athough the letter is written before any significant clerical Satement on
that matter had been published, as the pope’ s alocution was issued on 10 December. The reason for
O Conndl’'s ignorance of the Hermesian question is the same as the church’'s: the generd public
cannot relate to it, not in Germany and even less so in the UK, whereas the trestment of mixed
marriages was a more or less obvious injustice and clear for everybody to see, no matter how
educated in dogmatic matters.

%0 Judging from the detailed knowledge of the author, he must have been a high ranking cleric, possibly in
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O Conndl continues that the children’s education in mixed marriages “is a subject with which
the law ought not to interfere. It should be let, as it is in these countries, to the contracts or
agreements, or to the rdigious opinions or scruples, of the parties themseves” From the
perspective of this typicdly libera point of opinion he then sketches the Prussan Landrecht
regulations, concluding it a “vexatious and meddling law; but [having] this much of judtice in it,
that it was equa, and bore with the same weight and severity on al parties” However, as | have
aready pointed out before, these regulations were dtered in that way that al children had to be
educated in the rdigion of the father™ O Conndl adso mentions why this worked in favour of
Protestantisn. So far, O’ Conndll’s statements are based on the facts and are taken from the
Beitraege, dthough the language he chooses is quite polemic (which probably dso sems from the
polemic descriptions in his source). Some points are overemphazised, whereas others are implicitly
ignored, as suitable for his apped.

In his next satement, however, O’ Conndl stretches the facts too much. First of dl, he states that
the dtered legidation was “followed and superseded by another law”, which is not true, because the
1834 convention can hardly be seen on the same legidative leve as the dtered Landrecht, not only
because it was only put into use in the archdiocese of Cologne and nowhere ese. Anyway, the
convention is not the law O'Conndl refers to. He cites a lawv “Which in dl ‘mixed
marriages ... peremptorily prohibits the bringing up any child as Cethalic, dthough ether or both
parents should desire it.” ** This law did not exist in Prussia at that time! It would be true to say that,
even if both parents desired to raise their children Catholic, which was something many parents did
in fact dedre, it would have been illega if the father was not a Catholic. Those are the
consequences of the 1803 legidation, introduced in the western provinces in 1825 and confirmed by
the 1834 convention. So in practice, most children of mixed marriages could not be brought up
Catholic. However, a law explicitly prohibiting Catholic upbringing in any mixed marriage was out
of the quegtion, even for the absolutist Prussan adminigtration. It would have not only led to
congderable unrest within Prussia, but moreover it would have completely adienated Prussia from
important neighbours like Bavaria or Audria-Hungary. The whole reason why the Prussian practice

in the Catholic territories was kept as secret as possible was exactly to prevent this kind of

Cologne’' s Metropolitan Chapter.
*1 | nterestingly, O’ Connell refersto the “Catholic provinces” of Prussia here, which impliesin this context
that the Rhineland and Westphalia were the only Catholic provinces. Those territories in the east, for which
the law was initially altered, and where there was no significant protest or unrest, are implicitly ignored to
Er@ent aclearer pictureto his readership!

2 Italicsmine.



diplomatic difficulties and to keep up the image of a tolerant and enlightened Sate, suitable to play
the dominant role within German palitics.

In the next paragraph, O Connell sates that “the Catholic clergy very properly refused to
celebrate mixed marriages under such conditions’, leaving it to the Protestants, because Catholics
“could not countenance so glaring a violation of the conscience of Catholics’. Again, this is only
haf of the truth, especidly when one consders that this very system had been in operation in the
eastern provinces for years without significant Catholic protest. In the west many priests did refuse
wedding ceremonies under these circumstances, but it is highly eaggerated to speak of “the
Cathalic clergy” as a whole, especidly after the 1834 convention was signed, which O’ Connell
mentions further down in his |etter.

Fird, he rhetoricaly asks the reader “whether the archbishop was not perfectly judtified in such
refusals’ and illustrates this with a suggestion of changing the roles. He states that there would be
no Protestant bishop willing to perform a mixed marriage, if the children “were bound by law” to
become Catholics. Strikingly, this very illustration campletely ignores the fact that there is a law
demanding Catholic education of children from mixed couples, namely the regulations of canon
law, the basis of the Catholic church. The question arises, whether O’ Connell did not know this -he
was not a clergymen, after dl- or whether he deliberately does not mention this metter, because it
would jeopardize the point he is making, and the notion of Catholic liberalism as such. What seems
aufficiently clear, however, is the conclusion that mixed marriages in the UK did not face the same
difficulties, elther because the Catholic priests did not ingst on the promise of Catholic educetion,
or the Protestant clergy, and definetly the administration, were much more tolerant on this topic. A
possible reason for this wuld be that the notion of freedom of conscience was far more popular in
the UK than it was in Germany. In the aftermath of Catholic emancipation in Irdland, this notion
was guaranteed and legally observed, whereas in Prussia the guarantee was just a theoretica one
and was not implemented at dl. Thus, O’ Conndl is judtified in proclaming “the very odious and
execrable principle of persecution [of the archbishop] is the making one man the judge of another
man'’s religious scruples; and without the aid of that principle you cannot censure the archbishop.”
O Connell reveds this principle in such away that every liberd mind must be gppdled at the nature
of the Prussan adminigtration and government, thereby discrediting the author of the article in the
Mor ning Chronicle and every like-minded person.

After having thus established the severity of the Prussan measure, O’ Conndll gives details on
the 1834 convention, probably taken from the Beitraege, in an implicitly wrong context. He never
mentions that the cnvention was actudly negotiated with Archbishop Spiegdl, and not with Droste;
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and that Spiege voluntarily signed it, even encouraging his suffragan bishops to dso dgn it.
Moreover, the fact that Droste at first adhered to the convention is aso ignored. In O’ Conndl’s
words, “the archbishop and his clergy were called on with the severest menaces to subscribe to [the]
convention”, of which he then cites the paragraphs saying that priests must not ask about the
education of children prior to the marriage, and must not deny absolution to persons who do not
educate their offspring in the Catholic belief. “Now, Sir, it is utterly impossible that any Catholic
clergy man could conscientoudy sign these articles’, dthough they were dready, and presumably
conscientoudy, signed before Droste became archbishop. O’ Conndl must have known this, as he
has the Beitraege as his source, which sets the convention in its correct context.>® However, he
cannot admit the real course of events without discrediting the Prussian Catholic clergy and the
archbishop in particular. He would have to go much more into the details of the whole affair, which
would probably confuse his apped. Moreover, it is probable tha he just had insufficient
information to do so, as the Beitraege was published before Archbishop Spiegd died, and the
German newspapers themselves were quite incorrect, thus resulting in a distorted picture of the
events.

In the next paragraph, the picture gets even more distorted. O’ Connell states that “dl [Droste]
dd...was to refuse to comply. He refused meekly, but firmly”, which is a very rough, but legitimate
summary of Drogte' s acts. However, O’ Connell continues that “ he was immediately threatened with
the vengeance of the government. He was told he should be destituted’”, to which Droste dlegedly
replied that he would immediately do so and live “in poverty, and upon the charity of the faithful.” |
cannot find any source proving this threat of the government, and no clue to such threet is given in
Schroers, therefore this paragraph must be considered as fictiond. O’ Connell probably took it from
one of the numerous Belgian or Bavarian publications of that time, which were fiercely opposed to
the Protestant Prussian adminigtration in the Catholic provinces. Moreover, the paragraph implies
that Droste was well willing to resign as Archbishop of Cologne, which is in fact the exact opposite
of the truth, and the very reason for his arrest. This implication is explicitly expressed in the first
sentence of the next paragraph: “he was not dlowed to retire into privacy”, something that is smply
not true. After dl, the main point of al the negotiations preceding Droste' s arrest was that he should
ether retire or comply with the Prussan regulations. He would not do ether of those, and the arrest
itself was not carried out to punish him for an offence (as O’ Conndl suggests), but to stop him from
doing his officid duties, as | have dready shown in the previous chapter.

%3 See Beitraege, pp.107 & 131ff.



The description of the arrest itself repeats the popular myths that the archbishop’s house “was
surrounded by a troop of horse, and as fast as they could gdlop he was hurried out of the city of
Cologne, and carried off to Magdeburgh [sic!], there to await whatever fate his tyrannic master may
impose” The fact that O'Conndl dso mentions Magdeburg instead of Minden as Drogste's
dedtination, without correcting the Chronicle’'s mistake, shows a lot aout the rdiability of his
sources, as the two fortresses are not even close to each other. This might not have bothered an Irish
readership, as these people probably could not tell the difference anyway, and it does not redly
matter to them where he was brought, but it is important to establish whether the information is
taken from a Belgian or German newspaper, something that is impossble for me to find out. The
reason for thisimportance is that the readers of those areas would have known that Minden is at the
Westphdian border, thus near to the archbishop’s home and relations (nearer even than Cologne),
whereas Magdeburg is in the Prussian Protestant *heartland’ near Berlin, which would make the
arest gppear even more crud than it dready was. Moreover, the following, highly polemic,
statement adds to this implication of barbarous crudty, by referring to ancient times, especidly as
the archbishop in redity knew where he was sent to and what would await him, which would
definetly not be a dungeon cell.

O Conndl continues that “the Catholic church has aways discouraged ‘mixed marriages'. It
wisdy consders that sectarian animosties form a bad ingredient for domestic tranquility and
happiness. It naturaly desires that the children of a Catholic parent should be educated as
Cathalics...Between [the Catholic and Protestant churches] the law ought to be neutra. Thereisno
judtice -no fair play- except in that neutrdity.” With this, O’ Connell comes back to his apped for
freedom of conscience and the demand for secular neutrdity in spiritual matters. The interesting
point in this is, however, that the reutrdity of the law does not exist in spiritud terms. As | aready
mentioned, the Catholic church not only desires, but demands Catholic education of lega children.
O Conndl does not mention this, and in his opinion it probably does not metter, because what he
demands, getting even clearer when he continues, is state neutrdity in this purely spiritud quarre
between two denominations. He does not take into consderation that Prussia is not a secular state
with a Protestant monarch at the head of it, lut, despite formal guarantees of freedom of conscience,
an explicitly Protestant absolute monarchy, where the kings desires become law and a red
parliament does not exist. Therefore it is not surprisng a dl that “the Prussan government
becomes the partisan of one party”, whatever promises of equality might have been made.

However, the Stuation in Prussa is not the most important thing for O’ Connell. What redly
meatters to him is made clear in the last paragraph of his letter:”| trust that public opinionin England
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will be roused on this subject. | hink there ought to be a meeting of the friends of religious liberty,
of dl denominations of Christians, to offer a token of sympathy with the sufferings of the venerable
archbishop, and of execration of the...spirit of the Prussian despot towards his Catholic subjects, in
violation of his solemn engagement and of the rights of conscience.” The redly important matter for
O’ Conndl is to rouse public opinion a home, and bring liberd minds together once again over
matters of “religious liberty”. By discussing and condemning the Stuation in Prussia, the chances
are good to discover what can and has to be done in the UK and especidly in Irdland. Theoreticaly,
Cathalics there now enjoy the same rights as Praestants and are fully emancipated, whereas in
practice Catholics in Irdland are ill ruled, dominated and discriminmated againg by the Protestant
Ascendancy. Not on the same level as in Prussa, but comparable in principle. “Protestant
monopolies continued in spheres like the civil sarvice, the police and legd appointments’ >* exactly
as in the Catholic provinces of Prussa Also the question of tithes for the established church was
gill unsettled in Ireland.

So the escalation in Prussia offered a possibility for O’ Conndll to work on the same problem a
home and make liberals, especidly Protestants, aware that the difficulties are far from settled. That
is the reason for the very polemic style of the letter, which was not only adressed to the editor of the
Morning Chronicle, but primarily to the liberd readership of the Freeman. It was not O’ Connell’s
intention to give a true report of the events a Cologne, but to make an emotiona apped to look at
the underlying system in Prussa and Irdand, which must have gppeared quite familiar to his
readership. The readers should then consider that some comparable events might also happen in
Irdland, if the Stuation does not change. It therefore does not matter to O’ Connell that his sources
might be unrdigble and he does not hesitate to distort the facts, if it serves to achieve his am of
emotiondly appedling to his readership. The facts would be difficult to prove anyway, as he does
not name any other sources than the Beitraege, which is only suitable for agenera description of
the 1835 gituation in Prussia. In his opinion, the red course of events of the arrest can be neglected,
aslong asitisright in principle.

The editor of the Freeman’s Journal was probably aware of O’ Conndl’s condderations and
implications. So, to give more evidence to the red events, the letter of O’ Conndl is followed by a
trandation of Droste’s letter to Kultusminister Altengtein. It is the manifesto Droste wrote on 31
October 1837, as an answer to Altenstein’s final demand to comply to the Prussian regulations; and
Drog€'s last officid correspondence with the administration, leading to the warrant issued on 15

% Foster, p.307.
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November.”® It is a full and exact trandation of the German original, which probably confused
many readers, as it naurdly pants a different picture in many details than O Conndl’s
contribution. First of al, the Hermesian problem is mentioned, of which the readership of the
Freeman had no idea, as O’ Connell does not mention it a al, and the short notice on page two on
that same day does not explain anything. Then Droste goes on to the problem of mixed marriages,
and obvioudy mentions the convention signed by his predecessor. He repegts his position “that |
would do my very best to reconcile these ingtructions [i.e. the convention] with the brief [of Pius
VIII, 1830], but that in dl cases, where this should not be possible, the brief should be the sole rule
of my conduct.” After that, Droste goes in some detail into the negotiations with Altengtein prior to
his election. All this must have confused the Irish readers a lot, especialy if they were educated in
clerica matters, as it implicitly contradicts O’ Connell’s statements in the details. However, the
whole context of the statements is not explained any further, and so a rather uninformed reader
would probably not have understood the whole text anyway. An important reason for its publication
in the Freeman is the last paragraph, when Droste states. “1 feel under the necessity of claming
liberty of conscience, and the free exercise of spiritua power.” To my knowledge, this is the only
occasion, where the archbishop explicitly uses the term “liberty of conscience” for his situation, and
therefore it fits brilliantly in the context of O’ Connell’s letter, even if the details appear to be rather
confusing.

The next mention of events in the Rhindland in the Freeman’s Journal appears on 4 December,
i.e. the following Monday. It consists of one sentence in the “Foreign News’ column, stating that
“the Rhenish provinces d Prussia are set in flame by the arrest of their archbishop.” No further
comment is given, and the readership is left with the implication that dreedful things, possibly a
revolt, has taken place in Prussia, which is of course far from the truth. Two days later, on 6
December, we find another longer article, under its own headling, “Prussid’. It contains atrandation
of an article from Prussia s Sate Gazette, the officia paper of the Prussan government. Again, no
origind date is given, but the trandation proves that it was published on 26 November®® It isthe
officid judtification and explanation of the Prussian government’s actions, as | mentioned adready in
Chapter 11. It is gtriking that, after O’ Connell’s polemic letter, the Freeman publishes this officid
statement. The introducing lines, preceding the trandation, state that the article “agrees in genera
with the publications that have dready appeared’, which is true in so far as earlier aticles

% The | etter appears undated in the paper, but as Altenstein’s | etter is mentioned to be from 24 October,
Droste’ s has to be from 31 October, see Schroers, p.494. The trand ation aso confirmsthis assumption.
%6 See Schroers, p.510.

25



mentioned the arrest of the archbishop on his refusd to comply to government regulations, and his
carrying away (not to Magdeburg, but to Minden). “It, however, gives further particulars respecting
the conduct of the government, and the carrying away of the archbishop.” This is quite an
understatement, as it givesin fact the first particulars, apart from O’ Connell’ s version.

Although the trandation is quite correct, one important mistake occurs. Reporting on the choices
the archbishop had been offered, it ates that Droste might “choose a place of residence out of the
diocese [of Cologne] in his native province of Westphdia, for which he might...apply in writing or

in person to Rome.” >’

Now this implies that he could have asked the pope for ‘leave from his post,
provided he gave the promise to the g@vernment “to refrain henceforward from al officia acts.”
The correct trandation, however, must be ‘..Westphalia, from where he might apply...", because it
was offered to him to move to Munster and apply to the pope to settle the dispute, implying that his
remova is a suspension rather than a dismissal.”® It is striking that the Freeman publishes this
euphemigtic article without further comment, as many of the “particulas’ seem rather
unspectacular. The word ‘arrest’ cannot be found in this article, ad Minden is merely “assigned [to
Droste] for his temporary resdence’. On one hand, this counters the image of the crud and
barbarous Prussan government as presented by O'Connel. On the other hand, however, it can
serve the purpose of illustrating to the public the methods, which governments, not only the
Prussan, but dso implicitly the British, employ to present events and make them look
unspectacular and perfectly normal, when in redlity horrible things have happened. The Cologne
affair is especidly suitable for this purpose, as it involves no danger of libd at dl for the Freeman
to report on thoroughly foreign affairs, when at the same time the Irish Situation is so comparable.
The danger of misunderstanding is aso minimized, as O’ Conndl’s credibility with the reeders is
undoubtedly much higher than that of the Prussan government. Supposedly, this is even true for
people who paliticaly do not agree with O’ Conndlism.

The next reports on the subject appear in the form of short notices on 12 December, when a
Brussal's paper announces that Prussian troops were expected in Aix -la-Chapelle to suppressriots
(that in fact never took place), and on 13 December, to report that a delegation, “composed of the
most respectable citizens of Cologne’, went to Berlin to see the king on the matter. No further
notices appear until 26 December, partly due to the bad westher conditions and the resulting
falure to receive the newest papers from the continent. The article appears under the heading of
“The Archbishop of Cologne” and is no longer part of the “Foreign News’ column. From that date

57 |tdics mine.
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onwards, most of the articles on the subject actualy appear under this heading, suggesting that the
affar was now consdered important enough by the editors to exclude it from the rather
miscellaneous “Foreign News'. The rlaively long article is again a quotation from the Augsburg
Gazette, introduced by the statement “that the exasperation excited againgt the Prussians by the
affair of Cologne was now occasioning a species of revolution.” This was obvioudy a vast
exaggeration, especidly as the events are said to have taken place on 12 December, when the
news of the alocution could have hardly reached the Rhindand. The alleged streetfights definetly
never happened and give agood example of the nature of the Gazette's ‘journdism’. However, a
the end of the aticle, the readers are informed that “the Westphalian nobility continued to pay
[Drogte] every mark of respect”, and that they “are becoming daily more hogtile to the Prussian
government.” This is very true, in fact the Catholic nobility embarked in a kind of ‘passve
resstance to Prussian socid life, by isolating themsealves completely from the *high society’ and
declining invitations to dl kinds of socid events. Those who had a residence in the city retired to
their country estates, and many resigned from officia posts®®

It appears that the editors of the Freeman realized the polemic and rather unrdiable nature of the
Augsburg Gazette, which up to then was their main source of information on the affair. Therefore,
in the issue of the next day, 27 December, we find an extract from the liberal, and rather neutral,
Frankfurt Journal, gpparently having a correspondent a Minden. The extract is a reliable and
quite objective description of the archbishop’s condition in Minden with the date of 12 December.
The most interesting parts, however, are the last two sentences: “The Holy See must be acquainted
with dl that has passed before Dr Bruggeman and M Bumen[sic] can have arrived; because
immediately after the arrival of the archbishop, a very worthy cure of the environs of Bonn, who
is honoured with his entire confidence set out for Rome.” As the article appeared in the German
newspaper on the 19th, nine days after the dlocution was issued, it suggests that the news of it, if
not its contents, had reached Germany by that time, including the knowledge that the pope's
sources were not the officid Prussan envoys, otherwise the mentioning of the names of these
envoys seems unnecessary. It is possible that the German paper mentioned further details of this,
maybe even a notice of the dlocution, but the Freeman did not publish any more hints. The fact
that the source for thisinformation is the Frankfurt Journal and not the Augsburg Gazette gives
the whole notice even more significance, because of its reiability; and it probably increases the

curiosity of its readers even more, to find out the reaction of the Holy See to the whole scandd.

%8 See Schroers, pp.510f.
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This reaction, namely the dlocution of 10 December, is featured in the Freeman on 29 Decmber
in two parts, a rather detailed introduction and the trandation of the document. The introduction is
surprisingly moderate in tone compared to the previous articles. No mention is made of apparent
dreetfights or a revolt, only that “the Catholic population is anything but satisfied with the
trestment to which a dignitary of the church has been subjected...and so intense is the fegling of
indignation in the western provinces, that we would not be at al surprised to hear that his Mgesty
of Prussia had been compelled to succumb to the omnipotence of opinion.” The implication of
violent scenes is gill present, but is not expressed explicitly, and the tone is much more solemn
and diginguished, suitable for an introduction of a papa statement.

The second introductory paragraph refers to O'Connell’s letter that was published on 2
December, in which O'Conndl “put the matter in dispute on proper grounds’, proving “to the
satisfaction of every unprejudiced man that the archbishop had but one course to pursue. The view
taken by Mr O Conndl is confirmed by his Holiness, who...gave his unquaified gpprobation to
the course taken by the archbishop.” This is of course a thing to mention, the pope approving d
O Conndl’'s view; dthough the pope obvioudy did not know about the letter a dl. The whole
paragraph emphasizes on O'Conndl’s judgement and wisdom, reassuring the public that he
undoubtedly is the great leader the Freeman and most of the Irish Catholics seein him.

The following trandation of the alocution submits the whole document to public discusson.
Although it appears to be quite exact, there is again one mistake that gives the document a
different connotation.. Referring to the “grave injury committed againgt the venerable Archbishop
of Cologne’, it says that “it is no obscure event, learned by private accounts; it has been, on the
contrary, officidly communicated.” The correct trandation would be the exact opposte; that the
news was in fact not “officidly commmunicated”, but entirely “learned by private accounts.” As|
aready mentioned in chapter 11, the very fact that the alocution was issued before the Prussian
envoys informed the pope contributed to its diplomatic harshness and public support and
success.”’ In this trandation, the whole sentence is unnecessary, because it would be the norma
procedure to answer a diplomatic Satement by another diplomatic statement, and it would not be
worth mentioning. If it is not just a trandation error, which seems unlikely to me, the only reason |
seefor it is the hope to give the alocution more weight in the eyes of potential Protestant readers.
These might have not appreciated the power of the document just on the grounds that it was issued
by the leader of the Catholic church, who would naturaly favour the Catholic view of the events.

%9 See Schroers, pp.602f.
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However, if the statement gppears to be on the grounds of “officially communicated” facts, there
is less posshility to consder it exaggerated, and it increases credibility among Protestants,
thereby indirectly dso increasing O’ Conndl’s credibilty and digtinction in these circles.

The next appropriate article, gpart from a short notice on 1 January 1838, stating that the news
caused “a great sensation” in Rome, appears on 3 January. It contains a summary of the Cardina
Secretary of State's |etter that accompanied the alocution when it was sent out “to each of the
resdent foreign ministers’ at Rome. It further explains the pope's reaction and his views, stating
that “ he had used every means compatible with the maxims and dogmeas of the Catholic religion
to deprive the Prussan government of the dightest pretext for atempting anything againgt the
principles and authority of the Catholic church”. In short, every possible way of compromise was
tried by the Holy See, but without success. Thus, the events at Cologne are seen “to be an attack,
not only upon the ecclesadticd authority and pontificid supremacy, but dso on the laws and
unity of the Caholic church.” This includes the Catholic church in Irdland, Strengthening
O Conndl’s origind cdl for “a meeting of the friends of religious liberty” from 2 Decmber 1837.
Interestingly, this core of the Cardind’s letter is repested in the Freeman on the next day, not in
the “Archbishop of Cologne’ column, but under the heading “Italy”, illugtrating the importance
that was attached to it, and the notion of defending Catholic unity and integrity in the Irish
context.

Over the next few weeks, no significant changes or events occur in conjunction with the affair,
ether in Prussia nor in Rome. However, every few days, the Freeman quotes reports from either
Belgian papers or the notorious Augsburg or Wurzburg Gazettes. These short notices contain
mostly rumours or highly exaggerated accounts of unrest in the western provinces or on dleged
negotiations in Rome. On 22 January, even the death of the Prussian king is reported, taken from
“a Brussdls paper”, dthough the Freeman notice at least mentions that this cannot be secured
from any other source, as it was of course just a rumour. The lack of firg-hand information and
the apparent ignorance of the Prussian dtuation is manifest in the Freeman in these days. As
nothing important happened, as far as the Cologne affair is concerned, the only source on that
subject were the aforementioned papers. These, however, were completely unreligble in their
information, and should rather be seen as palitica pamphlets. The Freeman, on the other hand,
obvioudy had no means of egsablishing this ingght into German politics and was therefore
obliged to report these rumors as ‘quas-facts, even if they sometimes contradicted themsalves.

60 See Schroers, p.550.



On 15 January, eg., the Freeman reported that Mr Bunsen “immediately had a conference” with
the Holy See when he arrived in Rome. This information was taken from the Augsburg Gazette.
On 14 February, however, it states that no such talks have ever taken place, as the pope refused an
audience to Bunsen; taken from the rather more reliable Munich Political Gazette. The whole
coverage gets an ar of uncertainty, the only fact that can be established is the notion that
“according to al appearances, the affair islikely to have very unpleasant consequences’, reported
on 15 January.

Amidst dl the wrong reports, some information is true; only it would have been extremdy
difficult for the contemporary Irish readership to find out, what actudly was true. On 23 January,
the Freeman quotes Le Belge, announcing that “the Bishops of Munster and Paderborn have both
sent...to the Prussian government a written retraction of the signature which they gave to the
famous convention relative to mixed marriages.” Although this information was perceived to be
“important; for the Prussan government finds itself in the same pogtion with respect to its
prelates as it was towards the Archbishop of Cologne’, no further comment is given of this
development in the following days. On 24 January, The Freeman received first-hand information
by “a letter from Berlin [containing] a long expose of the Baron d’ Altenstein...on the subject of
the pope's dlocution.” This is the only first-hand information ever to gppear in the Freeman's
Journal on the subject, and it gives a reliable summary of Altengtein’s letter to the pope, and
thereby the Prussian proceedings. It indicates that the king is on the verge of compromising with
the Holy See by dating that “his Mgesty was determined to proceed in his course, with
moderation certainly, but aso with firmness” Although it is said that there will be no changesin
the Prussan policy, the mere mentioning of “moderation”, very unusua for Prussian politics at
that time, indicates the willingness to negotiate. However, this was not understood by the
Freeman, and in the next article, on 2 February, the rumors of the Augsburg Gazette are again the
source for areport on the delegation of Westphalian nobles in Berlin.

On 3 March, after one month of severa rather short notices of unrest in Prussa and Rome, dl
taken from the cited unrdiable sources, the coverage starts to change dightly. On that day, the
Freeman givesasummary of an article from the“German Journal of Frankfort”, announcing that
the “Archbishop of Cologne would be shortly released from the fortress of Minden, and alowed
to retire d@ther to Audtria, Bavaria or Itdy.” Although this is still a rumor, and it took along time
until he redly was released, it is a firg indication that things in the affar might indeed be
changing; and that an agreeable settlement is about to be reached. The next sentence indicates
what this settlement might look like, as “it would appear that the Prussan government intends to



leave the archiepiscopal seat vacant during the lifetime of the prelate’, this being exactly what
happened. And athough the article describes, how the Bishop of Gnesen had “likewise taken a
part in the question of mixed marriages’, thereby increasing the possbility of even more unrest,
the whole coverage gets more optimistic and less gloomy over the next few weeks.

Firg of al, the former sources of the Freeman, i.e. especidly the Augsburg Gazette, do not
gopear any longer, and indeed on 15 March, these publications are condemned as disdaining
“neither religious nor political faneticism to influence people's mind. [Their] objects and views
are whally of a paliticad nature, and having nothing whatever to do with religious sentiments’,
they “must be designated as revolutionary and darming”, as in fact they were. In announcing this,
the Freeman indirectly acknowledges that its earlier reports were unrdiable, something that
drikes me as most unusua, dthough the names of the respective papers were not mentioned. It
must have been quite a shock for the liberal Freeman staff to find out that many of the events they
had reported on were actualy not true and that their sources were completely unrdigble.

The generd stuation in Prussia seemed to have eased anyway at that stage, and on 17 March, the
Freeman reported on a cabinet order from Berlin that “was looked on as definetively settling the
diputed[sic] question” by recognizing that priests did not have to perfform mixed marriages
without the promise of Catholic education. On the other hand, “ecclesiagtica censures for not
sgning an agreement” concerning Catholic education were not to be enforced by the church. Two
days later, on 19 March, it was reported that “the King of Prussia had received a letter from the
pope, in which his Holiness proposed the conditions’” for a settlement between the two parties.
And another three days later, on 22 March, the Freeman announced that “the affair of Cologneis
drawing towards its close...as it was deemed evident, that the Court of Rome would consent to no
concession.” Although “dl intercourse would cease between Prussia and the Papa government”
and “King William was determined not to permit the Archbishop of Cologne to return to his
diocess’, the concluson of the aticle is quite postive, as “religious peace in the Rhenish
provinces’ seemed to be restored and the crucid mixed marriage question appeared to be
answered in favour of the Catholics.

Although in redlity the affair was far from being settled, on 24 March the last article on the
subject appeared in the Freeman’ s Journal, and it raises new problemsindeed. It mentions that for
the time being the Prussian government had suspended “those ulterior measures...necessary for it
to adopt [in the affair]. One of these measures will be the promulgation of a pend law to enforce
the execution of the cabinet order of the 17th of August 1825." This sentence is not a closing
statement at al, and especidly the mentioning of pend laws againgt Catholics should have created
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a condderable interest in Irdand with its long history of such legidation. However, no further
article on the topic appeared, as more domestic problems are to be settled. At that time in 1838,
most of the space in the Freeman's Journal was devoted to the Irish Poor Law question, with
Danid O Connell heavily involved in the debate and the paper backing his arguments and
reporting extensively on the debates in parliament. This phenomenon limited the coverage of dl
other foreign news as well, not only the Cologne Turmoils, which were becoming more and more
unspectacular and difficult anyway, as they conssted by then dmost exclusively of more or less
secret negotiations and correspondence and raging public debates in the form of numerous
pamphlets that circulated among the population (without arousing the people to fight on the
streets).

[11.2. The Dublin Review

The Dublin Review was a quarterly literature review magazine, founded in 1836 in London. It
was actudly never published in Dublin; as it was therefore a periodicad based in England, it is
seldom accounted an Irish publication. However, its contents were clearly dominated by Irish
topics and its “task..was to uphold Catholicism, and paticularly Irish Catholicism®®* and
promoting its cause in British liberal and especidly Catholic circles. Moreover, mogt of its
contributions came from Ireland, and Maynooth College was a mgjor source for its articles. It was
aso srongly promoted by Danie O Conndl, who was in fact proprietor of the magazine from
1836 to October 1837. The Dublin Review was quite popular among the Irish, and indeed English,
intelligentsia in its cdl for “an Irish literature, a knowledge of Irish higtory, a spirit of pride in
Irdland” ** embedded in its reviews of books, periodicals and popular events that were perceived
to be important or interesting for its intended readership.®®

Already in December 1836, n no.3, the firg article on the Stuation of Catholics in Prussa
appears.® This article, entitled “Persecution of Catholics in Prussia’, is a review of the Beitraege
on the surface, but redly a description of the State of affairs by summarizing the contents of the
book. It is dso the source for Daniedl O’ Conndl’s letter that appeared in the Freeman on 2
December 1837. The article starts with an introduction “to cal the attention of the world to the
system of dow and slent persecution which has been long wasting the strength, and exhausting

®1 Hayley, p.37.
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the patience of our continental brethren”®® in Prussia. It is aso explicitly stressed that Prussia had
“been often pointed out, in our periodica works, as a far modd for imitation in the practica

goplication of tolerant principle.] And yet, God forbid that it should ever be adopted, even in
poor Ireland! Better the titheproctor than the spy; more tolerable the open assaults of an adverse
rdigion, than the smothering protection of a hostile government.”®® These strong, appedling words
precede the review, not without “remind[ing] our readers..that the Catholic worship is fully
tolerated and recognized by law as either of the others, and that the professor of one faith stands
before the eye of his country on a perfect equality with the professor of another.”®” So the reader
becomes aware, even before reading the actua reports and examples the article cites from the
Beitraege, that Catholicsin Prussia are even worse off than they themsdalves are.

The review, or rather summary, then starts by giving examples of discrimination of Catholicsin
different aress of life. In doing <0, it follows the divison of the source. Fird, the difficulties
Prussan Catholics have in obtaining places of worship are highlighted in contrast to the ease with
which small Protestant congregeations are able to obtain permisson to build or use a building for
these purposes. Then the dtuation of education, especidly higher education, is examined,
focussng in paticular on the Catholic faculties of theology a Prussan universties, something
that will become a very important issue in conjunction with the Cologne affair, as | have areedy
shown. Related to that are the complaints about Prussian censorship. Especidly this point must
have aroused the readership of the Review, asit was rdatively unknown in the UK and completely
contrary to anything these liberal-minded people believed in.

“From matters ecclesiastical, and educationd, [the article] descend[s] to the State of socid life,
and...the equaity of trestment observed in civil and military appointments” ®® | have aready
mentioned that the forma guarantee of equality was not observed in practice, and the article then
cites severd examples taken from the Beitraege, relating to the judicid and adminitrative system,
the army, especidly the pogtion of spiritual support for Catholic soldiers, and eventudly to the
mixed marriages. In that section, the cited examples are preceded by an overview of the lega
Stuation and its history. It provides the basis for the referring section in O’ Connell’s letter in the
Freeman of 2 December 1837. However, O’ Conndl’s mention of a law that “peremptorily
prohibits’ %9 Catholic education does not come from this source, as the article, and the Beitraege,
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gstay with the facts. It aso has to be said that the mixed marriage problem does not play an

important role in the article or the Beltraege, asit seemed to affect only asmall number of people.
Only in 1837, when the dispute between the Archbishop of Cologne and the Prussian government
becomes more public, the did mixed marriages issue get attached with the significance they had in
the following months of the Cologne Turmoils.

After having dedlt with these matters of socid life, the article summarizes and explains some of
the laws that were “framed for the specia comfort of the Catholics exdusively””, like the
prohibition of direct contact between Rome and the Catholic cergy, and the legidation
concerning eection and duties of the bishops. Following this extendgve summary of injustices that
the Catholic population of Prussia had to endure from their government, the article makes it clear
that al this was not meant to be an attack on the King of Prussia. “It is not of him...that we have
ever meant to spesk, in any severe animadversions which may have escaped our pen. It is that
indefinite, vague, unapprehensble thing, cdled the Government, that we have intended to
reprehend.””" The importance of this statement is twofold: First, it makes clear that Catholics, in
Prussaaswell asin the UK, are loyd subjects of their respective monarchs, even if the monarch
is not a Catholic himsdf, and that they do not intend any kind of revolution. Secondly, however, it
is a libera clam for just representation of the people within the government, i.e. by ways of
electing a parliament, in Prussia even more important than in the UK, to make it more transparent
and less“ungpprehensible’.

The article concludes with a most polemic and emotional gppedal to the Catholic population
throughout the world to “fed towards each other as friends and brethren”,”? as “there is no uniter
of hearts like the chain of persecution.””® Of course, this is neither intended to be read by any
Catholic outsde the UK, nor is it a cry for ‘world revolution’. It is an apped to the “ Cathalics of
Great Britain and Irdand” " to continue their “marvellous work of..liberation through peaceful
and lawful means” ” In short, Catholics in Great Britain, for which the publication is mostly
intended, should unite with their brethren in Irdand and follow O Conndl's path of Catholic
liberdism, rather than give up their hopes or embark in political or sectarian violence, quite

O Dublin Review, Vol.Il, p.183.
" Ibid, p.185.

"2 | bid, p.186.

"3 I bid.

" Ibid.

"5 Ibid.



common in rurd Irdand a that time. The enduring spirit of Catholics in Prussia, who are far
worse off, offers agood example to consider.

This article must have aroused a considerable reaction among the readership of the Dublin
Review, which was expected to be, and until then percelved itself, as a journd for literature
reviews. The editors, therefore, considered it necessary to explain their views and reasons for
publishing the article in more detall in a “ Supplementary Note on the Article in No.lll upon the
‘Persecution of Catholics in Prussia” in the next issue.”® In short, it is ajustification of the article
in generd, as “it is not usud for quarterly publications to enter into controversies’,”” and
especidly the cited circumstances and examples, as “the accuracy of our statements has been
caled into question.””® However, it also appears that many “respectable papers’™ took the article
as their source on the topic, therefore their statements had a certain reliability, athough the
conclusions and reports appeared to be surprising. In this note, a first mention is made of the new
Archbishop of Cologne, “Baron Droste de Dischering” ®, who had “just prohibited the students of
the Catholic faculty of theology at Bonn from attending the lectures of any other professor than
those of M Klee" ** thereby giving the first, and only, notice of the Hermesian problem. However,
apart from stating that Droste “could not have made a better choice”,®? no further comment on this
is made.

In no.7 of the Review, dated January 1838, one finds an aticle on “The Allocution of his
Holiness Pope Gregory XVI, adressed to the Consistory at Rome, 10th Dec. 1837”.%° However,
the alocution itsdf is not the red topic and is only published in its trandation a the very end of
the article, because the editors presumed that “our readers are doubtless acquainted with this
important document” #* as it “has appeared in the English papers’.®® Thereis not much to say on
the dlocution, anyway, as it explains itsdf. Therefore, the article is not a comment on the
dlocution, but an explandion of its context, because “a knowledge of the facts which preceded
and brought on this event is indispensable, to form a correct and safe judgement on the conduct of
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the prelate, and on the tyranny of the Prussian government.”® In order to do so correctly, the
Review clams to have obtained “an accurate statement of the circumstances from persons whose
information is obtained near the scene of action, and on whose statements the fullest reliance may
be placed.”®” This sentence is quite significant, because it acknowledges the fact that much of the
information on that topic is in fact unreliable, as many different versons and myths circulated in
different papers.

The aticle then is surprisngly well researched and detailed indeed. It starts with Drogte’'s
inauguration and gives an overview over the “two important affairs [that] required his most
anxious care, namely, the doctrines of the late professor Hermes...and marriages between
Catholics and Protestants.”®® Here now, for the first time, the Hermesian problem is explained in
more detall, i.e. its main doctrina features and the hitory of the movement up to Drogte' s stepsiis
described. This is especidly remarkable, as it is not mentioned a dl in the papd dlocution.
However, the editors of the Review must have redized the importance of the problem, even
though it is omitted in most reports on the subject, presumably because of its highly intelectua
contents. The readership of the Review, however, was probably educated enough to understand the
implications of Hermes' doctrines. | could also imagine that the readers were rather anxious to
know more about an obvious point of conflict between Prussan government and the church,
because the Freeman’ s Journal and probably most other newspapers had more than once hinted at
it, but never went into details. So here they find a satisfying overview of the second important
reason for the arrest of the Archbishop of Cologne.

However, most of the article dedls with the procedures relating to the mixed marriage problem.
The readers must at this stage aready have had a genera knowledge of the problem , as it was
featured in the papers. The aticle, therefore, recapitulates the general Situation, but goes very
much into detail on the Prussan regulations and the course of events. The 1834 convention is not
only mentioned, but explained and commented, and Drog€' s conduct is described in detall by
using quotations from his correspondence as well as from the correspondence of the officids
Drogte dedlt with.

In generd, the 12-paged overview is very good and, gpart from some editorid comments and
the introducing and concluding lines, quite objective. It presents dl the important facts to the
readers, to let them make up their own minds. It is definetly the best contemporary description of

8 hid, p.232.
87 | bid.
8 |hid, p.233.



the Cologne Turmoils that | have found, as even German publications like the Historisch-
politische Blaetter fuer das katholische Deutschland did not give an overview like that, mostly
because those publications made an effort to arouse the public on either sde and employed crude
methods of propaganda. | have dready shown that, to a certain extent, even papers like the
Freeman were deceived by this kind of subjectivity. The source for this article in the Review must
have indeed been well acquainted with the facts, and judging from the presented primary materid,
must have had an indgde view of the events. In printing this article, the Dublin Review made a
truly worthy contribution to establish the reasons for and the course of the arrest of Archbishop
Drogtein the minds of its readers.

V. Conclusion

In the first part of my work, | have tried to present the Cologne Turmoils in as much detail as
necessary and as briefly as possible. Because the events are in the historical shadow of the later
Kulturkampf in Prussia and the German Reich, research on the subject is rare, even in Germany.
As | have dready pointed out, the only comprehensive study is Schroers book, published in 1927,
athough the affair is mentioned, more or less briefly, in most works on culturd and ecclesiastica
history of that period. However, many of these tend to be badly researched and repesting one or
more of the popular stories that exist around it. Therefore, | kept my overview close to Schroers
standard work, not without trying to find other reliable references, where possible.

One of the reasons for the ongoing perpetuation of some of these fasified account becomes
obvious in the main part of my thess, i.e. the study of the newspaper coverage. Most of the
newspapers, being one of the more important sources for historians, tended to be strongly
subjective and on one side of the conflict, as well as early historic works. Owing to this strong
tendentious deding with the subject, objective historical research is extremdy difficult. This is
especialy true for a study on ‘outsde’ newspapers like the Freeman’s Journal , which werein no
direct way involved in the struggle. However, these papers aso tended to favour one of the sides,
and were dependent on sources that were deeply involved. Therefore, it was not necessarily the
truth that was reported. Whenever the Freeman’s Journal mentioned its source for a specific
article, it was easly possible to judge its contents. Unfortunately, this did not always happen, so a
detailed knowledge of the redl course of events is necessary to be able to andyse the contents of
these contributions in the papers.

| have made it clear that the Freeman did not report on the events just for the sake of the news.
Right from the beginning of the coverage on 2 December 1837, its focus was the significance of
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the news for the Stuation in Irdand, brilliantly illustrated by the publication of O’ Conndl’s letter
instead of a norma newspaper report. That is the reason why most of the pieces deal exclusively
with the mixed marriage problem, while the Hermesian question is only mentioned as an asde
and without further explanation, if at al. The sameis true for the lack of reports on the behaviour
and reaction of the clergy in Prussa It was important that the public could relate to, and
understand, the issues that were reported on, especidly if they had the potentid to trigger a
process of reflection on the situation of Catholics in Ireland, encouraged by O’ Connell’s gpped to
the liberds, Catholics and Protestants, to meet and discuss the implications of the arrest. Even
given the problem that the Freeman was until March 1838 not able to establish the rdiability of its
sources, the reports published are likely to have awoken a consciousness for the problems that
might arise, if the emancipation of Cathaolicsin everyday socid lifeis not pushed forward.

Prussia was a perfect example for this. Firgly, there is an extreme Situation on both sides, i.e. the
Catholic church and the government, which would not be likely in the UK. However, extreme
positions, dlowing for clearly marked lines of conflict, are very good for illustration purposes, as
the problems are easy to see and to understand, even for rather uneducated readers. Secondly, the
fact that the whole affair was happening outsde the British Empire, and had no rdaions to it on
the surface, meant that the Freeman was able to report and comment on it in very open language,
without danger of any libel or public outrage. However, people that were somehow aware of the
stuation in Ireland, and then read the Freeman’s coverage on the Prussian stuation, would be
able to understand the principa similarities of the two. The many reports of unrest resulting from
the affair, even though they were not true, which was of course unknown to the Irish public, were
ideal to awaken the inherent fear of the readership in Irdland, and indeed in the UK, that a
revolution might take place. According to the paper’s reports, something of that kind was going
on in Prussia, and it had to be avoided in Irdand. Therefore, the exaggerated coverage, whether
conscioudy or not, triggered the awareness of the established society in Irdland to employ their
peaceful and parliamentary powers to improve the situation, thereby avoiding arevolt.

The intention of the Dublin Review was dightly different, as was the intended readership. First
of dl, the readership was mostly based in England rather than in Irdland, and therefore not
completely acquainted with the Stuation. However, it can be assumed that a fairly detailed
awareness of it existed in the readers minds, as they were mostly Catholics themselves and
therefore interested in the fate of their brethren in Irdland. Moreover, the Review was intended for
the more educated liberds, which is reflected in its style. The firgt article on the Stuation in
Prussa was dready published dmost one year before the arrest of the archbishop, and the



occasion for it, the Beitraege, had by then aready been in circulation for ayear. Thus, this articdle
has no direct connection to the immediate events of the Cologne Turmoails, it offers pure
background knowledge on the sStuation of brethren in a seemingly comparable Situation. The
aticle on the pgpd dlocution is similar, dthough it refers to a specific event. The contents of the
aticle are agan mogly background information necessary to fully understand the papd
document. One could say, it is an update of the firgt article, including new knowledge that was
unavailablein 1836.

As a quarterly periodicd, the redim of the Dublin Review was obvioudy the presentation and
explanation of exactly these background materids, rather than reporting on the course of events.
However, it was intended to be an unpolitical magazine, reviewing literature, and rot a forum for
political debate. The fact that with the publication of the article on the Beitraege the Review
entered the political stage after only two issues, must have been quite surprising for some of its
readers, as the supplementary note in issue four illusirates. However, this note also shows that the
step was done conscioudy by the editors, with Daniel O’ Conndll il at the head a that time. Its
intention was to make the British Cathalic intelligentsia aware of the existing problemsin Ireland,
by way of comparing them to the Prussan Stuation, and to show that terrible things might happen
if they were not solved. In its intention, Freeman's Journal and Dublin Review are quite
comparable, only their approach is different, due to the different forms of publication.

The Dublin Review, with a much more specific and educated intended readership, had more
possihilities to daborate certain arguments and was able to give more detals in its description.
The Freeman, as a daily newspaper containing of four pages, could only report the events as such
with only little explanation. Moreover, less educated readers had to be able to understand the
contents, whereas the higher standard of education alowed the readers of the Review to get to
know and understand even things like the Hermesian doctrine and its implications. So the apped
to reflect on the dtuation of Cathalics in the diagpora, and to sympathise with them, was much
subtler, but the am was the same as the Freeman’s. Catholics, and liberal Protestants, should
unite their powers and try to improve the dtuation of the Catholics in the UK, and especidly in
Ireland, by legd and peaceful means to prevent an escalaion comparable to that in Prussa
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