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Introduction

In the duchy of Augustenborg, in the present
day Danish-German borderland, a battue took
place in April 1779. It was a large hunt for deer
on the lands of the Rønhave estate, one of the
duchy’s demesne farms. Apparently, about 90
deer were killed and the hunt included peas-
ants from two different villages. However, this
was an unusual hunt. The huntsmen were not
the ordinary ones, the hunt was performed
unconventionally, and the deer were chased in
the wrong way against the duke’s practice. In
fact, the duke was not there at all. Instead, what
happened on the 15–16 April, 1779, was an
illegal battue ending in a ritual massacre of
deer, which were chased into the waters of the
nearby Alssund and drowned. This incident
forms the background of this article, which will
analyse the case in two different ways. As a
contest over landscape interpretation and,
hence, as a questioning of ducal power and
authority. And as a splendid case of unofficial
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traits breaking through for a brief moment in
early modern European peasant culture.

Public and hidden transcripts

Sources for understanding popular culture in
early modern Europe often derive from official
censuses, records, etc. that usually express an
official view of society and culture. Another
category of sources reveal counter-cultural ex-
pressions, the world turned upside-down. The
two categories rarely intersect and they often
seem to speak of two separate worlds. This is a
well-known dilemma for ethnologists (and oth-
ers) who traditionally search for popular cul-
ture: Big debates have been carried out and
theoretical models have been developed of the
general relationship between elite and popular
culture. The examples include Peter Burke’s
Venice and Amsterdam (1974) or Emmanuel Le
Roy Ladurie’s study of the Carnival of Romans
(1981). Court cases and counter-cultural con-
ceptions have served as source material for
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The Duchy of Schleswig-Holstein-Sønderborg-Augustenborg, in short just Augustenborg, existed between 1651/
53 and 1851. At the time of the peasant battue of 1779, the reigning duke was Frederik Christian I (1721–94).
He had succeeded his father in 1754 and took over a quite modest territory. At his death in 1794, however, he had
consolidated and enlarged the duchy considerably so as to cover, in the main, what on the map is indicated with
IVABD: “The Princely Augustenborg District”. The duchy thus covered the southern part of the island of Als,
centred around the main residence in Augustenborg formed up by a new splendid castle with a growing town
around it. But also the southern part of the peninsula Sundeved around the summer and hunting castle Gråsten
(Graasten, Gravenstein) at Flensborg Fjord (part of the map’s 2AD) and the hereditary seat of Sønderborg with
the town of Sønderborg (the map’s IV3 and 4) were in ducal possession, and the duke functioned as Amtmand (app.
royal governor) in these areas as well as in the princely district proper. The peasant battue took place in the woods
north of Sønderborg, next to Augustenborg Inlet. The duke held hunting rights on all of Als (the map’s IV),
whether in his own or in the King’s possession.
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some of the most fascinating studies in the new
cultural history and in microhistory – from
Carlo Ginzburg’s miller (1980) through Nath-
alie Zemon Davis’ Martin Guerre (1983) and
Robert Darnton’s worker’s revolt (1984) to the
Italian Querderni Storici’s preference for stud-
ies on the background of court cases (Muir &
Ruggiero 1990, 1991). These are also known
and used sources in European ethnology. Exam-
ples include Moser and Kramer’s Rechtsvolks-
kunde, Silke Göttsch’s Alle für einen Mann
(1991) and the agreement that culture are usu-
ally seen better in conflict (Ehn and Löfgren
1982).

In my own studies of the dukes of Augusten-
borg, 1700–1850, and of noble ethos and cultur-
al manifestation in the world, an ordering offi-
cial culture has been in focus.1  To borrow the
American anthropologist James C. Scott’s (1990)
expression, I have studied the public transcript
of those in power. Also the powerless have pub-
lic transcripts, however. For them, the public
transcript is “the public performance required
of those subject to elaborate and systematic
forms of social subordination” and will usually
“be shapen to appeal to the expectations of the
powerful” (Scott 1990:2). There is nothing
strange about this. In a social system of hierar-
chy and subordination, the less powerful will
rarely speak truthfully to the powerful. Simul-
taneously, the powerful “have their own compel-
ling reasons for adopting a mask in the pres-
ence of subordinates” (Scott 1990:10) as they
have to live up to the expectations that exist of
the powerful. Actions by elites that publicly
contradict the basis of a quest for power are in
themselves threatening to that quest, but the
act of authority is in itself also a claim to
authority (Withers 2000: 532).

As a social reality, an elite as nobility is not
only constituted through its formal position or
through what it thinks of itself, but also through
the social recognition of its status. Nobility has
to be made manifest, and for those in power a
public transcript has to be played out. It has to
be clear to all that one is better than others, or
that one carries noble virtues. In the noble
scheme of things, the virtues that make some
better than others are inherited through kin-
ship. When noble virtues have shown once, and

have been socially and legally sanctioned
through ennoblement, they will remain in the
family forever, carried on from father to son.
This is the basic claim of nobility (Oexle, 1990),
and serves as the rationale for noble ways of
thinking.

Nobility can be defined in many different
ways. Following Weber, it can be defined as an
estate and thus as a concrete kind of ethics.
Nobility can also be defined as something legal-
ly developed from a noblesse de fait to a noblesse
de doit. Third, nobility can be defined as what is
inherited through blood, playing the tune of the
nobles themselves. All three definitions (and
there are no doubt many more) probably mat-
tered in different measures at different times in
the minds of nobles in early modern Europe.
However, they have one thing in common. They
only work if the noble is recognized as noble, as
better than others.

In his work on the French court (1981) and
again in his enormous work on the history of
Western civilization (1980), Norbert Elias has
dealt with the noble mind and the recognition of
nobility. In a perhaps somewhat off-hand, but
nevertheless thought provoking, statement Eli-
as argues that a duke must act like a duke, or he
is soon no duke at all:

 “Ein Herzog muss sein Haus so bauen, dass es
ausdrückt: ich bin ein Herzog und nicht nur ein
Graf. Das gleiche gilt von seinem ganzen
Auftreten... Ein Herzog, der nicht wohnt, wie
ein Herzog zu wohnen hat, der also auch die
gesellschaftlichen Verpflichtungen eines Her-
zogs nicht mehr ordentlich erfüllen kann, ist
schon fast kein Herzog mehr” (Elias 1981:99).

Probably, this was especially the case in a rela-
tively open nobility as the French, but was also
true of the small and, until mid-18th century
relatively closed Danish nobility. It is crucial to
be recognised, and to this purpose many areas
were put into use that in principle perhaps can
be organised into five spheres (Venborg Peder-
sen 1999): the creation of the proper dynastic
character in the individual members of a dynas-
ty; the creation of the proper physical surround-
ings (castles, etc.); the creation of the proper
social frame-work (a court, for example); the
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creation of the proper public behaviour (ex-
pressed through ceremonies and rituals, balls
and “lordship”); the creation of the proper land-
scape and nature (the right space) making pos-
sible a continuous demonstration of ducal splen-
dour and power even when the duke is not
present (for example through making exclusive
roads, memorabilia such as obelisks and follies
far away from the castle areas, or perhaps most
thoroughly through creating shooting grounds
inaccessible for the subalterns, as we shall
return to below).

The already mentioned study by Scott (1990)
focuses on the hidden transcript. Hidden tran-
script “characterize discourse [in what ever
form] that takes place “off-stage”, beyond direct
observation by powerholders. The hidden tran-
script is thus derivative in the sense that it
consists of those off-stage speeches, gestures,
and practices that confirm, contradict, or inflict
what appears in the public transcript” (Scott
1990:5). It is those speeches that the less pow-
erful have spoken out for themselves or in front
of their family, friends, the village peasants, or
to God. It is those clenched fists behind the back
when bowing for the hunting party riding over
the newly sown fields. And at times, it comes
into the open as Silke Göttsch has shown in
Einen für alle Mann (1991), when peasants
deliver complaints signed by everyone so no one
can be blamed and the message comes through.

In the duchy of Augustenborg, in April 1779,
a kind of rebellion also played out through the
briefly mentioned peasant battue, but it was
not a hidden transcript spoken out with low-key
voice in a peasant house somewhere on the
estate grounds. It was a hidden transcript be-
coming public and can best be described as a
battle for power over a symbolic piece of land, or
a battle over the meaning of the duchy’s spatial
lay-out. What is interesting is not so much that
the rebellion took place or that the hidden
transcript turned public. If enough individuals
have felt and expressed a fantasy of revenge or
change of system, and if insults these individu-
als experience are but variations of injustice
carried out systematically towards a whole group
or strata of people, they may form a collective
cultural product which could be a form of rebel-
lion (Scott 1990:9). What is more interesting, I

believe, is that it happened so consciously, with
such knowledgeable use of cultural codes, and,
above all, with such skilled use of the ducal
symbolic landscape. The public and the hidden
transcript must have a common domain of un-
derstanding each other, even though they are
hidden for each other in everyday life. If for no
other reason, then for the reason that the dukes
otherwise would have to communicate their
superiority to their subalterns (and equals not
to forget) with other means. The social recogni-
tion of nobility, and superiority, would other-
wise be endangered. This article addresses this
common domain, in the case of the landscape
and its symbolic contents.

Cultural Landscapes

Life happens somewhere. Culture is sited (Ol-
wig & Hastrup 1997). All stories, narratives,
and occurrences have a spatial aspect which
can serve as an entrance (de Certeau 1988: 115–
130) to an understanding of the incident. This
approach has perhaps been somewhat under-
studied in the focus on culture’s spiritual as-
pects in recent years and in the so called post-
modern critique, but it has been a theme in
European ethnology since the early days of the
discipline (though conducted under other aus-
pices), and for example, in Scandinavian eth-
nology’s celebrated “three dimensions”: time,
place, and social environment. Now, the interest
in the spatial aspects of culture has blossomed
again, perhaps contradictory, through the cri-
tique contained in Writing Culture by James
Clifford and George E. Marcus (1986) and its
many followers. In the discipline of cultural
geography, Writing Culture has inspired a new
cultural geography stressing many of the same
features as the new cultural history or the new
cultural anthropology. It follows the same met-
aphor of culture-as-text and references, norms
and beliefs by also seeing landscapes as texts
holding information (Cosgrove and Daniels 1988;
Duncan and Ley 1993; Hirsch and O’Houlon
1995). One of the volumes in this field is even
titled Writing Worlds (Barnes and Duncan 1992)
and stresses the same critique of naive (positiv-
ist) description and analysis as Writing Culture
did. The struggle in the new cultural geography
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to move on after the critique of representation
has also often meant a return of hermeneutics
and interpretative cultural analysis, just as in
much cultural history, cultural anthropology,
and European ethnology.

In short, a landscape can also be considered
a text in the sense that it also holds cultural
information. Of course, it is not possible fully
and mimetically to represent the seen land-
scape of somebody looking at it in the past, but
it should be possible to pursue a hermeneutic
reading of a few selected sites. Also, landscapes
can be considered tools of communication
through which reproduction of meaning, val-
ues, and social order is mediated. Landscapes
are not just in themselves. They are part of a
larger socio-cultural frame and must also be
understood in accordance with the practice of
interpretation and understanding in this frame,
in Augustenborg, I suggest, as a noble pursuit of
a public transcript stating moral supremacy,
social status, and political power. As such, a
landscape is not only important as a result of
social acts but part of the acting in itself.

In other words, the place in itself can be seen
as a very important area for ducal manifesta-
tions. The place is a crucial field for the creation
and continuity of power, status, and hierarchy,
of authority. For the public manifestation of
elite status, symbols of great power were (and
still are) always needed. Symbols that must be
both popularly understood and to a certain
extent enduring both in form and in content.
This can be difficult to secure in practice, but for
noble families of early modern Europe, for ex-
ample, the built environment (castles, parks,
and small court towns in the case of princes
such as the Augustenborgs) served this purpose
par excellence, not least through their long last-
ing qualities and immediate, very simple ex-
pression: a big house means power. That also
more subtle readings were required to fully
understand a castle in all its implications of
style and lay-out (as art history tells us) demon-
strates the fact that it can be a symbol on many
levels and in several dimensions and equally
potent for numerous people at the same time
(Venborg Pedersen 2000).

This perspective on landscape and built en-
vironment is fairly close to a study by the

American cultural geographer James Duncan
(1990) in which he analyses the relations be-
tween a landscape and the reproduction of pow-
er and authority in the kingdom of Kandy on Sri
Lanka around 1800, through what he calls a
hermeneutical perspective on landscape inter-
pretation. In particular, he shows how land-
scape both serves to consolidate culture and
destroy culture over time. In Kandy, there were
two competing ideas of what kingdom should
be. One view, Asokan, was closely connected to
Buddhist notions of the king as a servant of the
public good. This was reflected in public build-
ings such as monasteries, convents, churches,
and public service institutions. The opposite
view, Sakran, held ideas of the absolute mon-
arch, ruling his people from a god-like position.
This latter notion of kingdom was reflected in
buildings such as royal palaces, huge open
squares, and fenced parks and gardens, quite
close to the European notion of ideal nobles. The
city of Kandy served as a stage on which the
king could show his abilities to reign in a way
that balanced between the two concepts. In
1803, however, Kandy was destroyed due to
English attacks, and a large re-building pro-
gram was initiated from 1809–12. A big tower
was built in the middle of the city, representing
the centre of the world. It both symbolised and
underpinned royal power. Around this tower,
the city was built in parallel streets with a big
lake as its other centre. The work force consist-
ed of peasants. The king’s interpretation was
that he was about to create Sakra’s city. The
interpretation on the side of the nobility was
that the king had too big a taste for power,
taking seriously only one of the two notions of
kingdom. For the peasants (although there are
only few sources) the immense work was a
source of dissatisfaction. A rebellion soon took
place, ironically only to the benefit of the Eng-
lish. Duncan concludes that what at first was
seen as a battle over the interpretation of a
landscape later became a battle for political
authority.

To enter the more familiar ethnological-an-
thropological language, one could call the land-
scape of Kandy an arena. For Victor Turner,
building on Van Gennep, rituals and other sym-
bolically loaded actions provide setting and
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markers for the collective transformation of
everyday structure into the liminal phase of
communitas, a “temporary collective state of
total unity” (Turner, 1974), making the world
understandable and bearable. A special accen-
tuated form of liminality is, for Turner, the
social drama which in itself is divided into
breach, crisis, redress and (perhaps) reconcilia-
tion, just as the phased ritual in which the
social drama appears as the middle phase. In
the field where cultural paradigms are formu-
lated, established, and come into conflict with
other paradigms, a social drama often plays out
– as seen in Kandy. This happens in a concrete
arena. In this arena, paradigms become trans-
formed into metaphors and symbols that are
used to mobilise political power and in which
there is a trial of strength. A social drama is, as
conducted in liminal phases of society’s life, the
phased process of paradigm’s contestation. And
it happens somewhere, though not necessarily
in one and only one site. Arenas can be in many
sites and often linked in a sequence of events.
They can be spread out in a landscape.

The dukes of Augustenborg tried to “be” in
the landscape in many different ways, to create
arenas where they, and only they, decided what
should be understood by its lay-out. They pro-
duced space. They built a new castle in the
1760s and 1770s in the town of Augustenborg.
They assured that the estate holders of the
duchy were locally based, and they assured
roads, bridges and inns for travellers, etc. They
tried through such means, at least symbolically,
to be present almost everywhere in the duchy –
in a way the dukes tried to become almost
transcendental figures embodying the public
transcript wished for in the duchy. By being
there, in whatever shape or form, the dukes
sought to dominate and create a certain system
as seen in Kandy. The dukes did not try to form
disorder, they tried to keep order, but disorder
appeared in the 1779 peasant battue.

Hunting

Besides creating huge sites in bricks and plas-
ter, probably the most demonstrative way of
being in a landscape for nobles was to rush
around from corner to corner of the duchy, over

fields and pathways, through meadows and
woods, commanding several hundred peasants,
hounds, horses, and game-keepers to run here,
there, and everywhere. In short: to pursue the
noble activity of hunting.

In the late 18th century, it was still a common
argument that hunting was an ideal activity for
masters (Winterling 1986:145), and Machiavel-
li directly saw hunting as a way to train a prince
for war (Machiavelli, 1993). Riding and hunting
skills simply belonged to the correct upbringing
and life style of a prince. Others saw it as a way
of recovering from the heavy duties of ruling
and/or as game management. On the other
hand, in the 17th and 18th centuries no prince
could gain much knowledge of modern warfare
by hunting deer. Many princes stayed on hunt-
ing campaigns for so long that they never got
around to govern, and game management turned
out to become damaging to both animals and
peasant fields (Winterling 1986:145ff; Müller
1995:58). Or so the moralists said. There is no
doubt, however, that hunting still belonged to
the ideal of nobility. Hunting was a splendour
of nobility, underpinned by the fairly large
amounts of money this joy would cost per year.

In 1831–37, the hunt at Augustenborg cost
between approximately 383–395 Thaler.2  The
wages for the chief game-keeper and game-
keepers as well as game-boys, buglers, hunters,
etc. all included clothes, food and lodging and
amounted to 815–889 Thaler. To compare, the
court cost approximately 2500–3000 Thaler, the
Hardesvogtei 4500–5000 Thaler, the stables
1000–2000 Thaler, and the forestry approxi-
mately 1400 Thaler in 1831–37. Thus, the hunt
alone cost about 1/3 of the court and almost as
much as the stables – and the stables’ books
even cover the horses used at the great hunts!
In addition, there was what could amount to
ruthless exploitation of both forest and game
resources in the areas, if we are to believe
general statements of the day (Weissmann 1985).
Also damages to the peasant fields and thus
angry peasants, poaching, etc. could be calculat-
ed into the “costs of the hunt”.

At Augustenborg, not only money was spent
on hunting. Organisationally, a whole branch
was formed to secure a proper and successful
hunt. In 1777 a new chief game-keeper, Detlev
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Nielsen, was appointed, or rather, his appoint-
ment from two years before was officially stated
and his instruction formally given. It seems
that now order in the hunt was to be created. No
less than 20 big hunts, 30–35 smaller and 12–15
“rounds of shooting” were to be carried out each
year. To raise better hounds, the game-keepers
from now on were to take over the raising of
them – before it had been the peasants’ duty to
do so. It was the chief game-keeper’s duty to
breed the hounds and for this purpose he re-
ceived the necessary amount from the estates
with the best hunt in the duchy. He had to keep
books and was accountable to the stable-mas-
ter. In addition, Detlev Nielsen, as all employ-
ees, had to be faithful and do his outmost, also
to try to limit expenses though in no way to the
detriment of the hunt. The hunt was more
important than money. He would hold a salary
of 100 Thaler per year as well as free dwelling in
the hunter’s lodge and was allowed to choose
between 50 Thaler every year, or twice a year a
green uniform and once a year a full equipment
including boots and coats. It seems that Nielsen
chose the former alternative. He stayed in serv-
ice till 1803.3

The hunting organization made ducal au-
thority visible in the duchy in a very concrete
way. The game preserves, hunting areas, and
game-keepers were simply there, spatially
speaking. The latter carried the duke’s uni-
forms with his coat-of-arms and were allowed in
his name to pursue the hunt, to chase off poach-
ers, and to cross the peasants’ fields. The erec-
tion of game preserves via fenced woods for
deer, canals dug across the landscape, path-
ways for the horses through the woods (woods
in which the peasants had often previously
been allowed to gather firewood and let their
pigs forage), and heavy duty to battue under-
lines the impression. The landscape was changed
to fit the noble activity of hunting. Other land-
scape users, the peasants, were forced to have
their immediate interests put aside.

At Augustenborg, both high and low hunt
were pursued. Individual shooting, pürsch, bat-
tues on foot, and tracking with hounds were all
well-known forms to judge from the game-keep-
er’s instructions.4  However, there is no doubt
that the most noble form of hunting was hunt-

ing by horse. In England, this is mostly known
in the case of the fox hunt, but on the continent,
not least under French influence, hunting by
horse was mostly after deer (Laursen 1996).
Basically, it could take one of two forms: the
chasse de parforce (riding to hounds) or the
battue. Chasse de parforce was considered the
finest, probably because it was the most exten-
sive and expensive to perform and because it
was French. Some days before the actual hunt,
a deer was sought out and marked for the
parforce. The idea then was to follow this deer
on the day of hunt with a great meute of hounds
till it became too exhausted to run. A strong
animal could last an entire day. The master
huntsmen followed the deer on horses on well
planned pathways through the woods. The paths
were usually laid out in the pattern of a star.
The staff followed the well trained hounds
through the woods.

Today, we would certainly consider this form
of hunting somewhat cruel, but it was an ele-
gant and festive moment for people back then.
The whole hunt was led by the chief huntsman
with the help of the buglers blowing the specific
signals for directing the huntsmen. When the
deer stood, the signals sounded for the highest
ranking to come forward and thrust the deer. An
apparent draw-back in this form of hunting was
that the meat could not be used for human
nutrition, but the antlers were a worthy prize
for the effort. The elegance of the parforce is
thus underlined by the waste of meat as well as
the considerable terrain needed, the huge staff,
the considerable numbers of hounds, and not
least the well trained horses belonging to well
run stables. All in all, one must have been
master of the world when thrusting a run-down
deer after a whole day’s pursuit (Weissmann
1985: 438–456).

The Hunt in 1779

The case of the battue in 1779 at Augustenborg
was fairly complicated, but in brief it began
with another case, or actually two, proceeded
for the supreme court for the duchies Schleswig
and Holstein at Gottorp Castle in July 1779.
The first case was against the lease holder of
Rønhave estate, Friberg. The second against
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the forstandere, or village-leaders, Peter Hansen
and Christian Hansen, of the two villages Ulke-
bøl and Kær under Rønhave estate. At first,
they were only accused because of offences
committed by 8–10 boys of their villages. The
request for penalty was designed to “prevent all
further conspiration against the duke and [pre-
vent] in the ducal preserves further battues to
be organized”, as the duke’s lawyer Lorenzen
said. It appears to have been a case of illicit
hunting and poaching. The three Gottorp judg-
es sat to find their way through the mess; the
court protocols have been kept as sources.5

On June 28th, 8–10 boys were seen trying to
drive deer away from the grain fields of the two
villages. Peter Hansen and Christian Hansen
claimed that this happened because of the in-
creasing amount of game causing more and
more damage to their fields. The peasants, inci-
dentally, were permitted to do so and the duke
would not have done anything if none of the
deer had been hurt. However, it later appeared
that the boys had cut the throat of one deer. In

connection, Friberg was accused of having par-
ticipated in the driving off of the game with
“several of his men”. Hence, he was also liable to
punishment according to the lawyer Lorenzen.
However, Friberg was not punished as he could
justify that he had had no part in the driving.
Also, it appears from his testimony that the
affair was less modest than Lorenzen presumed.
Friberg calls it a regular battue. According to
Friberg, the two village-leaders had summoned
him to the battue under the claim that they had
been allowed by the ducal chief game-keeper
Nielsen, a claim Friberg never believed. So here
we are, battue or ordinary driving off of game?
Permission or not? Damage to ducal posses-
sions, and hence a mark against the duke’s
public transcript, or not?

To complicate matters even further, at this
early stage in the trial Friberg could already tell
that on the 15th he himself actually hunted on
his lands, as was his right as part of his lease
contract. But he found no game and went home.
This was supported by testimonies by two ducal

Map of the island of Als, drawn by Lt. F. Rampe in 1811 (belongs to the Museum at Sønderborg Castle). The duchy
of Augustenborg covered the southern part of the island. In 1740, the Danish Crown passed the hunting rights
on the entire island of Als to the duke. The rights were later re-confirmed and stayed in force till the end of the
duchy in 1851. On the map the villages and the small towns of Augustenborg and Sønderborg are all depicted.

 
Copyright © Museum Tusculanums Press 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 Ethnologia Europaea vol. 31: 2; e-journal. 2004.  

ISBN 87 635 0136 8 

 
Copyright © Museum Tusculanums Press 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ethnologia Europaea vol. 31: 1. 2004.  

ISBN 87 635 0136 8 



13

forest rangers in the area. Friberg ended his
defence by claiming that he had done nothing
wrong, and he pleaded that if he had unwitting-
ly transgressed then he was convinced of the
ducal grace and mercy. He should be, since the
penalty of 12 Thaler that the court sentenced
him was cancelled by the duke. The duke was
clearly not interested in having one of his more
superior servants sentenced by the royal court
at Gottorp. In December 1780, Friberg’s case
ended without further tribulation. Thus, it could
have been without further interest if it was not
for one accusation by Friberg during his defence
procedure: that the peasants had not only driv-
en off game but had performed a regular battue.

This was serious, as peasants were not al-
lowed to hunt on ducal lands under any circum-
stances. By doing so, they not only assaulted the
ducal rights of possession. They not only appar-
ently killed a deer. They hunted in all openness
and thus publicly jeopardised both the honour
and authority of the duke and the civil order of

society, as this was an act of insubordination,
symbolically performed in one of the most sym-
bolically loaded areas of ducal life at all. Or so it
seemed, if Friberg’s statement was correct. To
investigate, the duke once again took out writ
against the village leaders Peter and Christian
Hansen, though this time in companion with
“all house owners of the villages”. The matter
was serious and the duke used all his power. In
April 1780, the court convened again, Lorenzen
once again representing the duke and with a
long list of witnesses summoned to testify. The
peasant leaders met on behalf of the charged.
According to Lorenzen the following appears to
have happened.

On the estate lands of Rønhave, and thus in
the villages of Ulkebøl and Kær, there had been
an especially fine hunt in recent years. However,
the peasants had been allowed to drive the game
off their fields and into the ducal woods with
small dogs. Furthermore, lease-holder Friberg
had offered them an agreement of compensation

On this extract of the map the area of the peasant battue in 1779 is highlighted. The woods from which the deer
were chased “into the salty waters”, the villages Ulkebøl and Kær and the enclosed game reserves of the estate
are seen. This is the arena(s) of the social drama in April 1779, the ducal landscape the peasants interpreted in
their own way.
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if they would leave the game alone. However, the
peasants had not accorded. Also, the practice
had been that the game-keepers “as far as
possible” had tried to shoot only on fields with
bad sowing. As further background, Lorenzen
could adduce that there had never “been heard
any complaints over the growing damages by
the game until last Easter [April 1779]” after
which an investigation was undertaken and the
peasants allowed on a larger scale to drive off
the game, though only under the outspoken
direction of a ducal game-keeper. But – and
Lorenzen now changed style into a veritable
complaint – these ungrateful peasants orga-
nised a regular battue April 15–16, led by Peter
and Christian Hansen who organized a profes-
sional hunt in two rounds for 40 and 50 deer
respectively, chased them off the fields, over a
preserve, through the “masterly structures,”
tearing up and damaging hedges and locks and
finally chased the deer into “the salty waters.”
For the completion of this battue, the two village
leaders had demanded four men per farmstead,
two per house, and one per squatter, and fur-
thermore 13 men on horseback “so they in the
best way could perform this outrageous deed”.

It is impossible to know, Lorenzen went on,
how much game was actually chased, not to say
damaged, and how severe the damage on the pre-
serves and woods had been. However, it is certain
that the chief forest ranger (who vainly tried to
prevent the peasants from committing their act)
rescued two of the approximately 90 deer out of
the water, found one dead in the nearest preserve
and another on the top of a thorn bush “as token
of triumph to public show”! Lorenzen was shat-
tered. He knew the deeper idea behind this and
he continued: “such a dubious act, of which we
here in this country previously know nothing of,
likens public insurrection”.

It was a severe crime, Lorenzen continued. In
its concrete materiality but mostly because of
its dimensions. It was not the act of one person
but two whole villages who after due delibera-
tion had exceeded all “limits of subordination”
and broken with all foundations of the law.
Lorenzen demanded the highest penalties per-
mitted by the law. He also explained that as it
all had been planned, that is premeditated, at
least the previous day, there could be no excuse

on behalf of the peasants in this case. How long
would it have taken them to find out that it was
illegal – Lorenzen asked rhetorically. And if
they should claim that they had realized that
they were out of bounds, why did they continue?
Did they not know that they should always seek
approval from higher authority who would have
told them not to do so? Common people are
weak, Lorenzen implied, but that did not mean
that the insubordination could be disregarded
as it was so grave, especially for the two peasant
leaders and the 13 men on horseback. They had,
Lorenzen ended his long procedure, “offended
themselves against the order and security of
the state and the dignity of knightly prestige
and standing”. The penalty for that was death.

As the peasants and witnesses were exam-
ined, the poor people became more and more
confused and contradictory in their testimo-
nies, standing there in a court in front of high
masters and in all respects out of their usual
world. But in all the confusion it appears that
game-keeper Grotrian, on April 12, had driven
the game together for a counting of heads and
there perhaps had permitted the peasants to
perform the battue, further that the chief forest
ranger apparently was informed about the
matter, and also that he had been present dur-
ing the hunt and not spoken against it at any
time. The court refused to pronounce sentence
but Lorenzen did not give up. Again he sum-
moned all possible witnesses to court, demand-
ing the same case and penalty. Ducal honour
could not bare to lose and it appears that there
was more to be said.

The final verdict was pronounced on May 21,
1781. In the case leading up to it, and in itself,
new events were mentioned together with con-
firmation of some from before. The hunt was
performed on April 15–16 and was organized
according to what has been described. Also the
deer triumphantly put on a thorn bush was
found. But what about the role of the game-
keeper Grotrian? And what about the peasants’
testimonies? In the second case, they were al-
most without exemption overruled as they were
all implicated in the battue. And Lorenzen
could present witnesses of a far higher position
in society: the ducal stable-master, three forest
rangers, lease steward Friberg, synsmand Chri-
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stensen from the village Kær, and chief forest
ranger Jürgensen.

Game-keeper Grotrian, who came from a
long-serving and trusted family of ducal serv-
ants, had made a mistake, but Lorenzen did
everything to diminish the damage and did
so with luck. The peasants, as subordinates,
should have known that Grotrian could not
grant permission for a battue and the village
leaders should have been sensible enough to
somebody in higher places. But in the line of
argument Lorenzen pursued, the game was
chased over and through fences and fields and
into the water. Also, the peasants’ claim that
the game found its own way into the water
could simply be dismissed as everybody knew
that game fears water. In addition, the ducal
servants who were present during the two days
had done everything to avoid the battue, but
they were considerably outnumbered by the
peasants, their wives, and children. The chief
forest ranger was even “with gross language
turned back by the peasants” and threatened
on the beach when he tried to prevent the game
from being chased into the water. And what
should the poor man have done, Lorenzen went
on, as the duke and most of the hunting and
forest staff were at Gråsten and thus not much
help was to be found at nearby Augustenborg?

The court ended by concluding that the peas-
ants had actually performed the battue and not
in accordance with the permission given (or not
given) by Grotrian to drive the game off their
fields; that they had driven the game into the
water; that they had killed at least two heads of
game (out of the 90 deer chased, the rest ap-
pears to have drowned); that they triumphantly
had put one on a thorn bush; that they had
destroyed a ducal preserve; that it had been
organized by the village leaders in a very effi-
cient way; and that they, after the two days of
hunting, had celebrated at an inn in Sønder-
borg. However, the judges also concluded that
the killed deer was cut by game-keeper Grotri-
an himself and that the ducal staff present had
not done everything in their capacity to prevent
events developing. The two villages were sen-
tenced to fines of 50 Thaler and the costs of the
case. In 1803, Grotrian became chief game-
keeper after Detlev Nielsen.6

Power and Authority in Landscape

Whether the case was proceeded correctly,
whether the peasants received a fair trial, wheth-
er the penalties were fair, in short, whether
justice was served, are not the most interesting
questions in this case today. It is far more
rewarding to try to understand what the case
can actually tell about ducal manifestations in
the physical absence of the duke, about the
spatial dimension of this manifestation and
about the cultural importance of space involved
in a fairly remarkable case like this peasant
battue. Quite evidently, Lorenzen got it right
when he claimed that it was more than just the
material damage that was important in the
case. It was an attack on the duke as duke. And
it was an attack on society’s order as well. This
appears to be a fair interpretation. However,
what lies behind this basically rather disgust-
ing case: the murder of almost one hundred deer
in a peasant revolt? This is where we should
start, as the best point of entry into a culture is
often where it seems most alien (Darnton
1984:82).

Around the peasant battue, the ducal hunt
had already become more and more unwanted
from a peasant point of view. It was hard to get
rid of, however. As late as 1843, the estates’ chief
inspector Bahrt tried to reorganize the peas-
ants’ duties to battue;7  it appears that Bahrt
was the (modern, economically, entrepreneuri-
al thinking) man. Bahrt’s reorganization was
motivated by complaints from peasants over
the ducal big hunts, especially the battues, now
that a new allocation of land to the farms,
moving of farms into the open lands, and hedg-
ing, fencing, and canal digging were very well
under way. Bahrt recommended that the duke
only held the battue for fox once a year, and only
because he considered fox a vermin. The duke
overruled the chief inspector’s recommenda-
tion – how could he do otherwise given the
importance of hunting as a symbolic means of
manifestation?

The case provides an insight into what is
usually called a process of modernization, in
casu the changes in connection with upcoming
agricultural reforms. Estates slowly began to
consider agricultural farming in a modern sense
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with emphasis on productivity, provenue, and
entrepreneurial skills. Another hint is the fact
that the staff at Augustenborg, also in forestry
and hunting, began to consist of educated men.
An elucidating example concerns the growing
internal feud between the chief game-keeper
and the chief forest ranger, the latter becoming
ever more independent from its counterpart.
Modern agricultural farming and forestry sim-
ply and inevitably clashed with large scale
hunting. Already a ducal wish in 1810 for a
fenced game preserve shows this as the wish
caused chief game-keeper Grotrian and chief
forest ranger König to initiate down-right hos-
tilities on behalf of their respective offices. In
1810, the two fought over questions put by the
duke.8

The duke would like to know how much game
there could be in such a preserve and how big it
should be. Also, he wanted to make sure that
enough feed could be provided for the game
during winter and to that end he demanded
accurate calculations of salaries and costs, in
itself a step toward modernization. Important-
ly, he was concerned whether the peasants
actually “know how to provide the feed”. Most
importantantly, the duke wanted to be sure that
the project did not start and end unfinished “to
the laughter of the public”. The duke was ad-
vised to expect a stock of two buck with about
ten animals on an area of suitable size. For the
fencing, however, the chief game-keeper want-
ed dikes, wooden palisades and ditches, where-
as the chief forest ranger found the palisades
far too ostentatious and recommended brick
walls instead! Costs would amount to about
2400 Thaler, the two agreed, also because one
could not be sure that the peasants actually
knew how to do things and hence professionals
had to be paid for the job.

Most interesting, however, is chief forest rang-
er König’s special comment that was attached
to the documents. He did not like the idea of
game and preserves at all but as he had seen
how much damage the game made on the for-
ests he had willingly co-operated with the rec-
ommendation as he did not presume that the
duke would be totally without game, probably a
correct judgement from König’s side. However,
he and Grotrian recommended that the fenced

preserve would be far too costly and hence
should not be made. On the other hand, König
continued in his special opinion, if the duke in
the future would expect anything from his work
as forest ranger the amount of game in the
woods simply had to be diminished considera-
bly. To this end, chief game-keeper Grotrian
made a special comment as well, stating that he
also found the preserve far too expensive but
had to object strongly to König’s ideas of actual-
ly shooting the stock of game to reach a level
from which it would not recover in ten to twelve
years! Hard opinions from both of them. Nei-
ther the preserve nor the culling were ever
performed.

In the years after 1810, this fight was repeat-
ed over and over again, and the duke was forced
to find more and more Solomonic decisions. He
had, after all, a deep interest in both sides of the
matter. There is no need to pursue these utterly
complicated matters. Above all, they demon-
strate a general clash between the old world’s
interest in hunting and the new world’s interest
in economic forestry and the interminable dou-
ble-bind that this clash presented for the ducal
public manifestation. They also tell about the
deep changes in the spatial outlay of the duchy
of these years, both due to agricultural and
forest reforms and due to the joys of hunting.
Perhaps, the peasant battue of 1779 was a sort
of forerunner of what is more clearly seen in this
“debate of modernisation”?

Apart from these more heavy-handed mat-
ters of rights and duties, fields and woods ver-
sus game interest, the field of hunting was also
an ideal place for peasants to show more or less
deliberately thought-out dissatisfaction with
the duke, not only as huntsman but as duke and
master and hence with society’s organisation at
large (as lawyer Lorenzen astutely pointed out).
By its very performance, hunting was a mani-
festation of power and right, of those hunting
being better than those beating. But in folklore,
the peasants could find support for the impor-
tance of hunt and the damage it caused both to
themselves and to the huntsmen, more precise-
ly from folklore which belongs to the peasant
and not the ducal world of understanding. All
over Europe exist the legends of the haunted
huntsman, haunted by bad conscience, in the
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snares of elf maids, deprived of his eternal soul.
In Denmark, the legend is usually connected to
King Valdemar IV Atterdag and his wild hunt-
ing at Gurre Castle in Northern Zealand, in
England it is King Arthur, and in France it is
King Henri IV (Weissmann 1985). Peasant re-
venge for an unjust social order? It seems a
fairly justified interpretation. And if so, the
battue for the peasants was a fairly obvious way
to riot – as it was for artisans in France to kill
cats (Darnton 1984).

The battue was a very complex chain of
events of which we can only know a little. But I
believe we have been able to see enough to catch
a few glimpses also of the peasant perception of
ducal affairs and the world order they lived
under, seen through a combination of tradition-
al symbolic elements in a down-right insurrec-
tion at the dawn of the modern world. Even
though it did not lead to direct political changes,
the insurrection made the duke look like a
comic figure in the eyes of the world, including
his own subalterns, and thus ridiculed the en-
tire legal and social order. As Lorenzen pointed-
ly phrased it in the court room of Gottorp
Castle: the peasants had “offended themselves
against the order and security of the state and
the dignity of knightly prestige and standing”.

After the battue the peasants met in an inn
in Sønderborg to celebrate the two days of free
rioting – to celebrate what, pace Turner, could
be understood as a social drama initiating and
making possible as well as public two days of
communitas, with self-made rules and free
opportunities for symbolic action, for instance,
garrotting the duke in disguise of a buck on a
thorn bush. As a symbol, the buck on the bush
was more or less empty of original content, but
it was full of popular revolt and social criticism.
It is imaginable that the big and small events of
the days have been told over cups of beer and
plenty of schnapps. Perhaps some guilt or fear
of what would happen next had to be swallowed
as well. And perhaps stories were told in the
peasant houses and huts after the hunt. Day by
day, they may have improved and become part
of the hidden transcripts. And after the trial, the
stories were perhaps along the lines of: “yes, we
were in court”, and “yes, we were punished, but
what a fool we made of them!” I feel convinced,

but cannot prove it in any strict sense, that
there has been laughter – Rabelaisian laughter
(Bahktin 1984; Darnton 1984:99)!

Through the peasant battue in 1779, it has
been possible to catch a glimpse of the hidden
transcript of the powerless, of how they could
resist in hidden ways, for instance by ridiculing
those who took themselves too seriously, for
example the nobles. Honoré Balzac puts it an-
other way: “The only irony allowed to poverty is
to drive Justice and Benevolence to unjust deni-
als” (quoted from Scott 1990:90). Perhaps, but
equally perhaps not, the verdict at Gottorp was
unjust. At least, ridicule had been secured.
Resistance had been performed and this time
not in a very hidden and subtle way. Punish-
ment had been laid on the peasants, but if the
argument about telling stories holds, success
was secured anyhow. The hidden transcript had
shown itself in public.

Another, not necessarily contradictory, pos-
sibility can be to view the matter as a question
of battle over interpretations of space in the
duchy, much as Duncan saw the three meanings
behind the new city of Kandy. In Kandy, the
battle of interpretation led to, coexisted with or
derived from a battle of ideals of society. In
Augustenborg, society was un-negotiably hier-
archical, and the duke was at the top of the
ladder. He was its centre, its master, he provid-
ed a sort of justice and peace and demanded
loyalty and work in return as in all patriarchal
systems (following Weber). He had overwhel-
ming power if seen from a peasant house in the
villages in 1779. But ways were found to take
over one of the most symbolically loaded spaces
in the duchy: a ducal game preserve. By hunting
the game the peasants hunted the duke. By
overruling the orders, later pleas, from the
game-keepers present they overruled the duke.
They made him ridiculous because they had
taken over his landscape. In some way, the
peasant rebellion on the game preserves of
Rønhave estate was the Bastille of Augu-
stenborg. At least for those two days in April
1779. “By controlling the public stage, the
dominant can create an appearance that ap-
proximates what, ideally, they would like subal-
terns to see” (Scott 1990:50). On April 15–16,
the subalterns decided themselves what to see
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– they wanted to see a buck on a thorn bush,
that is, the duke on a thorn bush.

The peasants must have known that it was a
serious matter – if not before, then surely after
the trial. And the duke knew immediately, it
appears. Hence, he did not judge the matter
himself but took it to the royal court at Gottorp.
Lawyer Lorenzen even claimed that the state
and society at large were in danger. The imme-
diate interpretation could be that the duke “got
the better of them”. But was it not them who got
the better of him? For a duke of royal decent and
master in his own duchy it must have been
humiliating to have to take one’s own peasants
to royal court in a matter of insubordination. It
must have been humiliating that the case was
at first rejected due to ducal servants’ perhaps
incorrect behaviour. And it must have been
humiliating that it ended with only a 50 Thaler
penalty.

The whole case also shows that the ducal
cultural universe was theirs, the order sought
to be established was theirs, and even though
they tried the best they could to make others
believe in it, or at least live according to it, it did
not work all of the time and everywhere. Until
the duchy’s end in 1848, it gradually became
more and more difficult. The possible models for
political domination that had been handed down
to the dukes were ritual and symbolic forms of
behaviour. In early modern Europe, the ceremo-
nial worked as a “staging” of masterly power
and at the same time as regulator for conduct at
court and in inter-state affairs, as a study of this
topic, Zeremoniell in der Krise, defines its field
(Jahn, Rahn & Schnitzger 1998). It could be
added that ceremony and different forms of
symbolic behaviour regulated far broader con-
duct and were an inseparable part not only of
court culture in early modern Europe but of
societal order in general.

However, the authors of Zeremoniell in der
Krise are correct that ceremonial behaviour in
effect sought to regulate a certain order in the
world and hence was highly vulnerable in times
of crisis – crisis such as the peasant battue.
Ceremony works when the master is unques-
tioned. When he is questioned ceremony tends
to become extended. Different forms of ceremony
can be put into use: state ceremony towards

equals, court ceremony towards single subal-
terns, master ceremony towards subalterns, in
general supporting a quest for status and au-
thority (Jahn, Rahn & Schnitzger 1998:7–8).
Nevertheless, a fair and frequent objection to
this interpretation would be that it requires all
levels of society to be able to understand at least
some of the aspects involved in the performance
of ceremony and rituals. Do they? Did they in
Augustenborg?

The different glimpses of subaltern reception
of ducal manifestation indicate that they actu-
ally understood quite a bit – not least when we
consider the battue and the conflict over the
interpretation of space. If the duke can be put on
a thorn bush and driven into the water, although
in symbolic disguise, then this is proof that he is
no better than others (not noble). But it is only
proof if the peasants reached the same interpre-
tation. To play out the resistance of the hidden
transcript demanded knowledge of the rules
and means to play. Perhaps subaltern groups
knew more about these rules than we often tend
to realise today. Perhaps, or probably, the duke
knew that they knew, or at least had sensed that
they did. Hence the trial at Gottorp. And the
ducal hard-line strategy worked at first. Order
was restored. At least there are no recorded
cases even remotely resembling this one until
the end of the duchy in 1848. But order was
shattered. The old trusted “mechanism ceremo-
nial” had failed to convince, and, not to be over-
looked, in one of the symbolically most loaded
areas of ducal manifestation at all, the hunt.

Envoi

Eventually, the apparently most magnificent
means of manifestation, such as the landscape
and activity of hunting, inevitably would repre-
sent something past and hence imprison the
dukes in this past unless they were capable of
changing the spatial frames and simultaneous-
ly changing their symbolic content. The strong-
est card for landscapes and sites in a symbolic
sense is that they are long-lasting. This is also
their problem as it gives them an unchanged
and limited expression through their manifest
form. When the surrounding world begins to
“read” other values into the landscape as well as
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those intended, difficulties lie ahead for the
creators of the original values. The kings of
Kandy had to realize this. So did the dukes of
Augustenborg.

Faced with an opportunity to express the
hidden transcript, the peasants in Ulkebøl and
Kær immediately grabbed it and performed the
noble privilege of hunting. The ducal world
order, held up not least by the noble pursuit of
hunting, had broken down. The court case at
Gottorp apparently restored order, but the duke
had failed to convince that he was better than
others and lost control of landscape interpreta-
tion. His landscape, the cultural landscape of
Augustenborg, for two days was taken over by
somebody else. The duke, through his formal
ownership of land and his traditional role, still
seemed to be in charge of the creation of space,
but the peasants were increasingly taking part
in the understanding and interpretation of it.
What at first could be seen as a battle over the
interpretation of landscape became a battle
over political authority. And, accordingly, land-
scape and battles for landscape interpretation
perhaps are not the worst places to look for
culture and cultural paradigms. After all, life
happens on earth.

Notes
1. This article is based on my studies in the duchy of

Augustenborg in the years 1994–2000. It draws on
more detailed studies for chapter 7 in Duke (Ven-
borg Pedersen 1999), which was my Ph.D.-thesis
(University of Copenhagen). I thank Ole Bech-
Petersen, Ph.D., for comments on the article.

2. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 70. All
sources for this article are part of the Estate
Archives, placed in Landsarkivet for de sønder-
jyske Landsdele, Denmark. All translations from
the sources are mine.

3. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 109.
4. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 109.
5. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 109.
6. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 109.
7. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 109.
8. Archives of the Augustenborg Estates, pk. 109.

References
Bahktin, Mihkail 1984: Rabelais and His World.

Bloomington.

Barnes, Trevor J. & Duncan, James S. (eds.) 1992:
Writing Worlds. Discourse, Texts, and Metaphor in
the Representation of Landscape. London.

Burke, Peter 1974: Venice and Amsterdam. A Study of
Seventeenth-Century Élites. London.

Certeau, Michel de 1988: The Practice of Everyday
Life. London.

Clifford, James & Marcus, George E. 1986: Writing
Culture. The Poetics and Politics of Ethnography.
Berkeley.

Cosgrove, Denis & Daniels, Stephen (eds.) 1988: The
Iconography of Landscape. Essays on the Symbolic
Representation, Design and Use of Past Environ-
ments. Cambridge.

Darnton, Robert 1984: The Great Cat Massacre and
Other Episodes in French Cultural History. London.

Davis, Nathalie Zemon 1983: The Return of Martin
Guerre. Harvard.

Duncan, James S. 1990: The City as Text. The Politics
of Landscape Interpretation in the Kandyan King-
dom. Cambridge.

Duncan, James S. & Ley, David (eds.) 1993: Place/
Culture/Representation. London.

Ehn, Billy & Löfgren, Orvar 1982: Kulturanalys. Ett
etnologiskt perspektiv. Lund.

Elias, Norbert 1980: Über den Prozess der Zivilisa-
tion. Soziogenetische und Psychogenetische Unter-
suchungen. Frankfurt am Main.

Elias, Norbert 1981: Die höfische Gesellschaft. Unter-
suchungen zur Soziologie des Königtums und der
höfischen Aristokratie. Frankfurt am Main.

Ginzburg, Carlo 1980: The Cheese and the Worms. The
Cosmos of a Sixteenth-Century Miller. London.

Göttsch, Silke 1991: “Alle für einen Mann...”. Leib-
eigene und Widerständigkeit in Schleswig-Holstein
im 18. Jahrhundert. Neumünster.

Hirsch, Eric & O’Houlon, Michael (eds.) 1995: The
Anthropology of Landscape. Perspectives on Place
and Space. Oxford.

Jahn, Bernhard, Rahn, Thomas & Schnitzger, Clau-
dia (eds.) 1998: Zeremoniell in der Krise. Störung
und Nostalgie. Marburg.

La Cour, Vilhelm et alii (eds.) without year: Sønderjyl-
lands Historie, Vol. II: 1805–1864. Copenhagen.

Ladurie, Emmanuel Le Roy 1981: Carnival in Ro-
mans. A People’s Uprising at Romans 1579–1580.
Penguin.

Laursen, Jesper 1996: Jagtens Landskab. In: Bol og
By. Landbrugshistorisk Tidsskrift: 62–80.

Macchiavelli, Nicolo 1993: The Prince. Wordsworth
Editions.

Muir, Edward & Ruggiero, Guido (eds.) 1990: Sex and
Gender in Historical Perspective. Selections from
Querderni Storici. Baltimore.

Muir, Edward & Ruggiero, Guido (eds.) 1991: Micro-
history and the Lost Peoples of Europe. Selections
from Querderni Storici. Baltimore.

Müller, Rainer A. 1995: Der Fürstenhof in der Frühen
Neuzeit. München.

Oexle, Otto-Gerhard 1990: Aspekte der Geschichte
des Adels im Mittelalter und in der Frühen Neu-

 
Copyright © Museum Tusculanums Press 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 Ethnologia Europaea vol. 31: 2; e-journal. 2004.  

ISBN 87 635 0136 8 

 
Copyright © Museum Tusculanums Press 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ethnologia Europaea vol. 31: 1. 2004.  

ISBN 87 635 0136 8 



20

zeit. In: Hans-Ulrich Wehler (ed.) 1990: Europäischer
Adel 1750–1950. Göttingen.

Olwig, Karen & Hastrup, Kirsten (eds.) 1997: Siting
Culture. The Shifting Anthropological Object. Lon-
don.

Schnitzger, Claudia 1998: “Prince Liesgen”. Eine Hoch-
staplerin als sächsischer Kurprinz. In: Bernhard
Jahn, Thomas Rahn & Claudia Schnitzger (eds.):
Zeremoniell in der Krise. Störung und Nostalgie.
Marburg: 17–45.

Scott, James C. 1990: Domination and the Arts of
Resistance. Hidden Transcripts. London.

Turner, Victor 1974: Dramas, Fields, and Metaphors.
Symbolic Action in Human Society. London.

Venborg Pedersen, Mikkel 1999: Duke. Manifesta-

tions of Aristocracy in the Duchy of Augustenborg
1700–1850. Unpublished.

Venborg Pedersen, Mikkel 2000: Augustenborg Slots-
park som herskabsmanifestation. Mål, midler og
organisation. In: Folk og Kultur. Årbog for Dansk
Etnologi og Folkemindevidenskab: 36–52.

Weissmann, C. 1985: Vildtets og Jagtens Historie i
Danmark. Randers.

Winterling, Alois 1986: Der Hof der Kurfürsten von
Köln 1688–1794. Bonn.

Withers, Charles W. J. 2000: Authorizing Landscape:
“Authority”, Naming and the Ordnance Survey’s
Mapping of the Scottish Highlands in the Nine-
teenth Century. In: Journal of Historical Geogra-
phy: 532–554.

 
Copyright © Museum Tusculanums Press 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 Ethnologia Europaea vol. 31: 2; e-journal. 2004.  

ISBN 87 635 0136 8 

 
Copyright © Museum Tusculanums Press 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ethnologia Europaea vol. 31: 1. 2004.  

ISBN 87 635 0136 8 


