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she second half of the seventeenth century was a
period of relative political stability in Europe. Al-
though wars still occurred, they lacked the inten-
sity of the preceding period. in the ascendant states, such
as France, Prussia, Austria, Russia, and England, central
governments were gaining authority. The primary power,
and for many states the model of political authority, was
France. There, Louis XIV, supported by a strong standing
army, a policy of mercantilism, and a growing bureau-
cracy, wielded absolute power. There were similar situa-
tions in Prussia, Austria, and Russia. A different pattern
occurred in England, where the central government
remained strong while the monarchy itself weakened.
There, after the return to power of the Stuart kings
between 1660 and 1688, a revolution furthered the au-
thority of Parliament.

During this period, important social, political, and eco-

nomic changes occurred unevenly and generally benefited,
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Aristocracy and Absolutism
in the Seventeenth Century

those who were already prominent and well to do. Aristo-
crats lost some of their independence to kings in countries
like France and Prussia, but they continued to staff most of
the important government offices, to maintain their elevated
prestige, and 1o influence cultural styles and tastes. For
most people, the structure of society, the way of life, and the
relevant institutions changed little throughout this period.
This chapter concentrates on two broad topics: the
growth of central government and Early Modern society.
The selections address a number of questions. For the first
topic, what was the nature of monarchical absolutism in
France? How did it differ from Prussian monarchical abso-
lutism? How did the pattern of monarchical absolutism
compare with the growth of parliamentary power in Eng-
land? What institutions and policies were developed to fa-
cilitate the growth of central governments? For the second
topic, what was the nature of the family in Early Modern
Europe? What were typical attitudes toward childhood?
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What were the traditional values and patterns of life for
commoners during this period?

This dual focus should provide some broad insights into
Europe during the seventeenth century and help establish
a background for eighteenth-century developments.
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Austria Over All If She Only Will:

Mercantilism

Philipp W. von Hornick

Mercantilism, a loose set of economic ideas and corresponding
government policies, was a common component of political
absolutism during the seventeenth century. Typical mercan-
tilist goals were the acquisition of bullion, a positive balance of
trade, and economic self-sufficiency. An unusually clear and
influential statement of mercantilist policies was published in
1684 by Philipp Wilhelm von Hornick. A lawyer and later a
government official, Hornick set down what he considered to
be the nine principal rules for a proper economic policy. These
are excerpted here.

CONSIDER: The political and military purposes served by
encouraging mercantilist policies; the foreign policy decisions
such economic policies would support; the political and eco-
nomic circumstances that would make it easiest for a country
to adhere to and benefit from mercantilist policies.

NINE PRINCIPAL RULES
OF NATIONAL ECONOMY

If the might and eminence of a country consist in its surplus
of gold, silver, and all other things necessary or convenient
for its subsistence, derived, so far as possible, from its own re-
sources, without dependence upon other countries, and in
the proper fostering, use, and application of these, then
it follows that a general national economy (Landes-
Oeconomie) should consider how such a surplus, fostering,
and enjoyment can be brought about, without dependence
upon others, or where this is not feasible in every respect,
with as little dependence as possible upon foreign countries,
and sparing use of the country’s own cash. For this purpose
the following nine rules are especially serviceable.

First, to inspect the country’s soil with the greatest care,
and not to leave the agricultural possibilities or a single cor-

Sounce: Philipp W. von Homnick, “Austria Over All If She Only Will,” in
Arthur Eli Manroe, ed., Farly Economic Thought. Reprinted by permission
of Harvard University Press (Cambridge, MA, 1927), pp. 223-225.

Copyright © 1924 by The President and Fellows of Harvard College.

s2=~ For Classroom Discussion

What was monarchical absolution? Use the analysis of
Durand and the documents by von Hornick, Frederick
William, and Saint-Simon.

Primary Sources :

ner or clod of earth unconsidered. Every useful form of plant -
under the sun should be experimented with, to see whether
it is adapted to the country, for the distance or neamness of
the sun is not all that counts. Above all, no trouble or ex-
pense should be spared to discover gold and silver.

Second, all commodities found in a country, which
cannot be used in their natural state, should be worked up
within the country; since the payment for manufacturing
generally exceeds the value of the raw material by two,
three, ten, twenty, and even a hundred fold, and the neg-
lect of this is an abomination to prudent managers.

Third, for carrying out the above two rules, there will
be need of people, both for producing and cultivating
the raw materials and for working them up. Therefore,
attention should be given to the population, that it may
be as large as the country can support, this being a well-
ordered state’s most important concern, but, unfortunately,
one that is often neglected. And the people should be
turned by all possible means from idleness to remunera-
tive professions; instructed and encouraged in all kinds of
inventions, arts, and trades; and, if necessary, instructors
should be brought in from foreign countries for this.

Fourth, gold and silver once in the country, whether
from its own mines or obtained by industry from foreign
countries, are under no circumstances to be taken out for
any purpose, so far as possible, or allowed to be buried in
chests or coffers, but must always remain in circulation;
nor should much be permitted in uses where they are at
once destroyed and cannot be utilized again. For under
these conditions, it will be impossible for a country
that has once acquired a considerable supply of cash,
especially one that possesses gold and silver mines, ever
to sink into poverty; indeed, it is impossible that it
should not continually increase in wealth and property.
Therefore,

Fifth, the inhabitants of the country should make
every effort to get along with their domestic products, to
confine their luxury to these alone, and to do without
foreign products as far as possible (except where great
need leaves no alternative, or if not need, wide-spread,
unavoidable abuse, of which Indian spices are an
example). And so on.

Sixth, in case the said purchases were indispensable
because of necessity or irremediable abuse, they should be




_od from these foreigners at first hand, so far as
tle, and not for gold or silver, but in exchange for
i‘domestic wares. .
venth, such foreign commodities should in this case
smported in unfinished form, and worked up within
thus earning the wages of manufacture there.
johth, opportunities should be sought night and day
celling the country's superfluous goods to these for-
gners in manufactured form, so far as this is necessary,
and for gold and silver; and to this end, consumption, so to
oeak, must be sought in the farthest ends of the earth,
and developed in every possible way.
~ Ninth, except for important considerations, no impor-
' tation should be allowed under any circumstances of
commodities of which there is sufficient supply of suitable
quality at home; and in this matter neither sympathy nor
compassion should be shown foreigners, be they friends,
Linsfolk, allies, or enemies. For all friendship ceases, when
it involves my own weakness and ruin. And this holds
g0od, even if the domestic commodities are of poorer
quality, or even higher priced. For it would be better to
pay for an article two dollars which remain in the coun-
try than only one which goes out, however strange this
may seem to the ill-informed.

A Secret Letter: Monarchical
Authority in Prussia

Frederick William, The Great Elector
Seventeenth-century monarchs attained unprecedented au-
thority within their realms, often through the skillful use of
policies designed to enhance their power. The most dramatic
consolidation of power was made by the head of the Hohen-
zollerns, Frederick William ( 1640-1688), known as the
“great elector” of Brandenburg-Prussia. He instituted new
taxes, developed a trained bureaucracy staffed by members
of the nobility, modernized his army, and asserted his own au-
thority over competing claims from the nobility and represen-
tative institutions. In 1667 he wrote a secret letter of advice to
his son, who was in line to inherit the throne. An excerpt of
this letter appears here.

CoNSIDER: The greatest threats to monarchical authority
according to Frederick William; the policies Frederick William
thought were most important for maintaining power; which of
Frederick William’s recommendations echo the attitudes
expressed in mercantilist doctrines.

Tt is necessary that you conduct yourself as a good father
to your people, that you love your subjects regardless of

Source: From Documents of German History, edited by Louis Snyd
Copyright © 1958 by Rutgers, The State University. f))
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their religious convictions, and that you try to promote
their welfare at all times. Work to stimulate trade every-
where, and keep in mind the population increase of the
Mark of Brandenburg. Take advantage of the advice of the
clergy and nobility as much as you can; listen to them and
be gracious to them all, as befits one of your position; rec-
ognize ability where you find it, so that you will increase
the love and affection of your subjects toward you. But, it
s essential that you always be moderate in your attitudes,
in order not to endanger your position and lose respect.
With those of your own station in life, be careful never to
give way in matters of precedence and in all to which you
are entitled; on the contrary, hold fast to the eminence of
your superior position. Remember that one can lose one’s
superior position if one allows too great pomposity and too
great a show upon the part of members of the court.

Be keenly interested in the administration of justice
throughout your land. See to it that justice is maintained
for the poor as well as for the rich without discrimination
of any kind. See to it that Jawsuits are carried out without
delay, without procrastination, for in doing this, you will
solidify your own position. . . .

Seek to maintain friendly relations with the princes
and the nobility of the Empire. Correspond with them
frequently and maintain your friendship with them. Be
certain not to give them cause for ill-will; try not to
arouse emotions of jealousy or enmity, but be sure that
you are always in a strong position to maintain your
weight in disputes that may arise. . - -

It is wise to have alliances, if necessary, but it is better
to rely on your own strength. You are in a weak position
if you do not have the means and do not possess the con-
fidence of the people. These are the things, God be
praised, which have made me powerful since the time I
began to have them. I only regret that, in the beginning
of my reign, I forsook these policies and followed the
advice of others against my will.

Mémoires: The Aristocracy
Undermined in France

Saint-Simon

Louis XIV of France was the most powerful ruler of his time.
He had inherited the throne as a child in 1643. He took per-
sonal command by 1661, ruling France until his deathin 1715.
Contemporary tulers viewed him as a model ruler. One of the
ways in which he reinforced his position was by conducting a
magnificent coutt life at his palace of Versailles. There, nobles
hoping for favors or appointments competed for his attention
and increasingly became dependent upon royal whim. One of

Source: Orest Ranum and Patricia Ranum, eds. and {rans., The Century
of Louis XIV. Reprinted by permission of Harper & Row (New York, 1972),
pp. 81,83, 87-88.
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those nobles, the Duke of Saint-Simon (1675-17 55), felt
slighted and grew to resent the king. Saint-Simon chronicled life
at Versailles in his Mémoires. In the following excerpt, he shows
how Louis XIV used this court life to his own ends.

CoONSIDER: How the king's activities undermined the posi-
tion of the nobility; the options available to a noble who wanted
to maintain or increase his own power; how the king's activities
compare with the great elector’s recommendations to his son.

Frequent fetes, private walks at Versailles, and excursions
were means which the King seized upon in order to single
out or to mortify [individuals] by naming the persons
who should be there each time, and in order to keep each
person assiduous and attentive to pleasing him. He
sensed that he lacked by far enough favors to distribute in
order to create a continuous effect. Therefore he substi-
tuted imaginary favors for real ones, through jealousy—
little preferences which were shown daily, and one might
say at each moment—[and] through his artfulness. The
hopes to which these little preferences and these honors
gave birth, and the deference which resulted from
them—no one was more ingenious than he in unceas-
ingly inventing these sorts of things. Marly, eventually,
was of great use to him in this respect; and Trianon,
where everyone, as a matter of fact, could go pay court to
him, but where ladies had the honor of eating with him
and where they were chosen at each meal; the candle-
stick which he had held for him each evening at bedtime
by a courtier whom he wished to honor, and always from
among the most worthy of those present, whom he
named aloud upon coming out from saying his prayers.

Louis XIV carefully trained himself to be well informed
about what was happening everywhere, in public places, in
private homes, in public encounters, in the secrecy of fam-
ilies or of [amorous] liaisons. Spies and tell tales were
countless. They existed in all forms: some who were un-
aware that their denunciations went as far as [the King],
others who knew it; some who wrote him directly by having
their letters delivered by routes which he had established
for them, and those letters were seen only by him, and al-
ways before all other things; and lastly, some others who
sometimes spoke to him secretly in his cabinets, by the
back passageways. These secret communications broke the
necks of an infinity of persons of all social positions, without
their ever having been able to discover the cause, often
very unjustly, and the King, once warned, never reconsid-
ered, or so rarely that nothing was more [determined]. . ..

In everything he loved splendor, magnificence, profu-
sion. He turned this taste into a maxim for political
reasons, and instilled it into his court on all matters. One
could please him by throwing oneself into fine food,
clothes, retinue, buildings, gambling. These were occasions
which enabled him to talk to people. The essence of it

0

was that by this he attempted and succeeded in
exhausting everyone by making luxury a virtue, and for
certain persons a necessity, and thus he gradually re-
duced everyone to depending entirely upon his generos-
ity in order to subsist. In this he also found satisfaction for
his pride through a court which was superb in all
respects, and through a greater confusion which increas-
ingly destroyed natural distinctions. This is an evil which,
once introduced, became the internal cancer which is
devouring all individuals—because from the court it
promptly spread to Paris and into the provinces and the
armies, where persons, whatever their position, are con-
sidered important only in proportion to the table they lay
and their magnificence ever since this unfortunate
innovation—which is devouring all individuals, which
forces those who are in a position to steal not to restrain
themselves from doing so for the most part, in their need
to keep up with their expenditures; [a cancer] which is
nourished by the confusion of social positions, pride, and
even decency, and which by a mad desire to grow keeps
constantly increasing, whose consequences are infinite
and lead to nothing less than ruin and general upheaval.

Second Treatise of Civil Government:
Legislative Power

John Locke

In England royal absolutism had been under attack throughout
the seventeenth century and finally was defeated by the Glori-
ous Revolution of 1688—1689. At that point there was a
definitive shift in power to Parliament, which was controlled by
the upper classes. John Locke (1632-1 704), in his Two Trea-
tises of Civil Government (1690), justified the revolution
and the new political constitution of England and expounded
political ideas that became influential during the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. This work and other writings estab-
lished Locke as a first-rate empirical philosopher and political
theorist. In the following selection from his Second Treatise of
Civil Government, Locke analyzes legislative power.

CONSIDER: The purposes for entering into society; the
extent of and limitations on legislative power; how Locke
justifies his argument; how these ideas are contrary to
monarchical absolutism.

134. The great end of men’s entering into society being
the enjoyment of their properties in peace and safety, and
the great instrument and means of that being the laws
established in that society, the first and fundamental
positive law of all commonwealths is the establishing of the

. Source: John Locke, Two Treatises of Civil Government (Londoni J M

Dent, Everyman, 1924), pp. 183-184, 189-190.
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Jegislative power, as the first and fundamental natural law
which is to govern even the legislative. Itself is the preser-
vation of the society and (as far as will consist with the pub-
lic good) of every person in it. This legislative is not only the
supreme power of the commonwealth, but sacred and unal-
rerable in the hands where the community have once
placed it. Nor can any edict of anybody else, in what form
soever conceived, or by what power soever backed, have
the force and obligation of a law which has not its sanction
from that legislative which the public has chosen and ap-
pointed; for without this the law could not have that which
is absolutely necessary to its being a law, the consent of the
society, over whom nobody can have a power to make laws
but by their own consent and by authority received from
them; and therefore all the obedience, which by the most
solemn ties any one can be obliged to pay, ultimately termi-
nates in this supreme pOWwer, and is directed by those laws
which it enacts. Nor can any oaths to any foreign power
whatsoever, or any domestic subordinate power, discharge
any member of the society from his obedience to the leg-
islative, acting pursuant to their trust, nor oblige him to any
obedience contrary to the laws so enacted or farther than

The Early Modern Chéteau

The following picture of the chateau, grounds, and park of
Vi le-Vicomte in France (figure 5.1) reveals both the
wealth of France and certain trends of the seventeenth

FIGURE5.1 (© Richard Kalvar/Magnum Photos)

they do allow, it being ridiculous to imagine one can be tied
ultimately to obey any power in the society which is not the
supreme.

142. These are the bounds which the trust that is put
in them by the society and the law of God and Nature
have set to the legislative power of every commonwealth,
i all forms of government. First: They are to govern by
promulgated established laws, not to be varied in partic-
ular cases, but to have one rule for rich and poor, for the
favourite at Court, and the countryman at plough. Sec-
ondly: These laws also ought to be designed for no other
end ultimately but the good of the people. Thirdly: They
must not raise taxes on the property of the people
without the consent of the people given by themselves or
their deputies. And this properly concerns only such
governments where the legislative is always in being, or at
least where the people have not reserved any part of the
legislative to deputies, to be from time to time chosen by
themselves. Fourthly: Legislative neither must nor can
transfer the power of making laws to anybody else, or
place it anywhere but where the people have.

century. The chdteau was built between 1657 and 1660 on
the orders of France’s superintendent of finance, Fougquet, and
according to the plans of the architect Le Vau, the painter
Lebrun, and the landscape gardener Le Notre. With its

|
!
|
!




Aristocracy and Absolutism in the Seventeenth Century = 69

SP

Absolutism: Myth and Reality

G. Durand

During the seventeenth century, several monarchs attained
such unprecedented power and authority that historians have
used the term “absolutism” to describe these political systems.
Other historians have argued that the term is misleading,
that neither the ambitions of the monarchs nor the results
constituted political absolutism. In the following selection
G. Durand analyzes the myth and the reality of absolutism.

CONSIDER: Why Durand prefers to view absolutism as a
tendency; how Durand evaluates the goals and attitudes of
the monarchs; whether the primary sources by Frederick
William and Saint-Simon support Durand’s analysis.

Viewed as a tendency rather than as a political system,
absolutism is an undeniable reality. In every state the sov-
ereign sought to free himself from pressure and control.
The means were everywhere the same; the monarch tried
to rule through councillors whom he chose rather than
nobles who claimed such positions as their right. He also
tried to recover control of the administration of justice
which had been taken over by the feudal nobility and the
church. These tendencies produced two institutions
common to every state.

First a small, inner or secret council, a cabinet
(“Conseil des Affaires”), distinct from the traditional
councils which had grown from the division of the func-
tions of the old Curia Regis. There is great similarity
between, for instance, the Consejo de Estado in Castile,
the inner circle of the privy council in England, the
Austrian Council of State of 1748 and the Imperial coun-
cil set up by Catherine the Great in 1769.

Second, a system of unifying and centralising judicial
institutions. In France the drafting of customary law in
the sixteenth century and the publication of the Codes
and Great Ordinances in the seventeenth, formed the
basis for royal intervention in the judicial process. The
procedures of évocation to a higher court, or judgement
by special commissioners named by the king, were specif-
ically French; but an institution like the conseil des parties
had its counterpart in the Royal Council of Castile, the
English Star Chamber, or the Austrian Hofrat.

Source: From George Durand, “What Is Absolutism?” in Louis XIV and
Absolutism, pp. 2324, ed. by Ragnhild Hatton, copyright © 1976
The Macmillan Press, Ltd. Reprinted by permission of the publisher,

Secondary Sources

From this we may infer the existence of a general cli-
mate of absolutism, more or less pervasive, which offered
the monarch no more than the opportunity to deliberate
on matters of state without being affected by intrigue and
pressure, and to ensure that the judicial process followed
his wishes and directives. _ ‘

As an actual political system, absolutism is a myth. The
monarchs themselves never regarded themselves as ab-
solute, except in the case of the autocrats of Russia, where
the lack of fundamental laws, of established customs and
corporate orders within the state allowed the growth of a
dictatorial form of government. In France, however, even
Louis XIV never planned to abolish the Parlement, but
merely curbed its pretensions and in December 1655 lim-
ited its right of remonstrance; nor did he try to abolish the
estates. Monarchs did not try to create a system of institu-
tions which would destroy any possibility of resistance
through inertia. They merely sought to restrict the activi-
ties of persons who might cause trouble and to set up a
new administrative structure parallel to the old; a handful
of commissioners directed, urged on and controlled the
system inherited from a time when counsel, remonstrance
and shared power were the rule. Sovereigns also contin-
ued to delegate their administrative powers through the
sale of offices, or to farm them out to financial potentates
who became virtual states within the state. The kings of
Spain suffered the tyranny of their own councils. In prac-
tice absolutism seems much more the result of circum-
stances and personalities than of a deliberate intention to
revolutionise the whole structure of the state.

e English Revolution, 1688-168

In England ®

g period that followed and the
in 1660 cast doubt on the

following
Trevelyn compares the two revolutions and analyzes the

Source; George Macaulay Trevelyan, The English Revolution, 1688—1689.
Reprinted by permission of Oxford University Press (Oxford, England,
1938), pp. 164-166.




The Powers of the Monarch
in England

James I

In England friction between the monarchy and Parliament
increased under the Stuart kings, starting with James I. Al
ready the Scottish monarch, James became King of England

on the death of Elizabeth in 1603. James had a scholarly
background and a reputation for his strong views about the
monarchy. One of his clearest presentations of these views
-was in a speech to Parliament made in 1610. In it, he com-
ments on the nature of the king's power, not simply in England

but everywhere.

CONSIDER: How James justifies the high position and vast
powers he feels should rightly belong to kings; the limits to
monarchical powers.

The state of Monarchy is the supremest thing upon
earth; for kings are not only God’s lieutenants upon
earth and sit upon God’s throne, but even by God him-
self they are called gods. There be three principal simili-
rudes that illustrate the state of Monarchy: one taken
out of the Word of God and the two other out of the
grounds of policy and philosophy. In the Scriptures kings
are called gods, and so their power after a certain rela-
tion compared to the Divine power. Kings are also com-
pared to the fathers of families, for a king is truly parens
patrige, the politic father of his people. And lastly, kings
are compared to the head of his microcosm of the body
of man.

Kings are justly called gods for that they exercise a
manner or resemblance of Divine power upon earth,; for
if you will consider the attributes to God you shall see
how they agree in the person of a king. God hath power
to create or destroy, make or unmake, at his pleasure; to
give life or send death; to judge all, and to be judged nor
accomptable to none; to raise low things and to make
high things low at his pleasure; and to God are both soul
and body due. And the like power have kings; they
make and unmake their subjects; they have power of
raising and casting down; of life and of death; judges
over all their subjects and in all causes, and yet ac-
comptable to none but God only. They have power to
exalt low things and abase high things, and make of
their subjects like men at the chess, a pawn to take a
bishop or a knight, and to cry up or down any of their
subjects as they do their money. And to the King is due
both the affection of the soul and the service of the
body of his subjects. . . .

Source: From J. R. Tanner, Constitutional Documents of the Reign of
James |, c.£. 1603~1625 (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University
Press, 1930), pp. 15~16. Reprinted by permission.

As for the father of a family, they had of old under the
Law of Nature patriam potestatem, which was potestatem
vitae et necis, over their children or family, (I mean such
fathers of families as were the lineal heirs of those families
whereof kings did originally come), for kings had their
first original from them who planted and spread them-
selves in colonies through the world. Now a father may
dispose of his inheritance to his children at his pleasure,
yea, even disinherit the eldest upon just occasions and
prefer the youngest, according to his liking; make them
beggars or rich at his pleasure; restrain or banish out of
his presence, as he finds them give cause of offence, or re-
store them in favour again with the penitent sinner. So
may the King deal with his subjects.

And lastly, as for the head of the natural body, the
head hath the power of directing all the members of the
body to that use which the judgment in the head thinks
most convenient.




The Powers of Parliament in England

The House of Commons

James' views on monarchical powers were not accepted by
members of Parliament. Indeed, from the beginning of his
reign through the reign of his son Charles 1, king and Parlia-
ment struggled over their relative powers. Along with other
problems, this struggle culminated in the 1640s with the out-
break of civil war and the eventual beheading of Charles 1.
The nature of this struggle is partially revealed in the follow-
ing statements issued by the House of Commons in 1604 to
the new king, James L.

CONSIDER: The powers over which the House of Com-
mons and the king differed; the justifications used by James
I and the House of Commons for their claims; any ways in
which compromise was possible between these two
positions.

Now concerning the ancient rights of the subjects of this
realm, chiefly consisting in the privileges of this House of
Parliament, the misinformation openly delivered to your
Majesty hath been in three things:

First, That we held not privileges of right, but of grace
only, renewed every Parliament by way of donature upon
petition, and so to be limited.

Secondly, That we are no Court of Record, nor yet a
Court that can’ command view of records, but that our
proceedings here are only to acts and memorials, and that
the attendance with the records is courtesy, not duty.

Thirdly and lastly, That the examination of the retum
of writs for knights and burgesses is without our compass,
and due to the Chancery.

Against which assertions, most gracious Sovereign,
tending directly and apparently to the utter overthrow of
" the very fundamental privileges of our House, and
therein of the rights and liberties of the whole Commons
of your realm of England which they and their ancestors
from time immemorable have undoubtedly enjoyed un-
der your Majesty’s most noble progenitors, we, the
knights, citizens, and burgesses of the House of Com-
mons assembled in Parliament, and in the name of the
whole commons of the realm of Fngland, with uniform
consent for ourselves and our poOsterity, do expressly
protest, as being derogatory in the highest degree to the
true dignity, liberty, and authority of your Majesty’s High
Court of Parliament, and consequently to the rights of all
your Majesty’s said subjects and the whole body of this
your kingdom: And desire that this our protestation may
be recorded to all posterity.

Sounce: From J. R. Tanner, Constitutional Documents of the Reign of
James |, c.£. 1603-1625 (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University
Press, 1930), pp. 220-222. Reprinted by permission.

And contrariwise, with all humble and due respect to
your Majesty our Sovereign Lord and Head, against those
misinformations we most truly avouch,

First, That our privileges and liberties are our right and
due inheritance, no less than our very lands and goods.

Secondly, That they cannot be withheld from us, de-
nied, or impaired, but with apparent wrong to the whole
state of the realm.

Thirdly, And that our making of request in the en-
trance of Parliament to enjoy our privilege is an act only
of manners, and doth weaken our right no more than our
suing to the King for our lands by petition. . . .

Fourthly, We avouch also, That our House is a Court
of Record, and so ever esteemed.

Fifthly, That there is not the highest standing Court in
this Jand that ought to enter into competency, either for dig-
nity or authority, with this High Court of Parliament, which
with your Majesty’s royal assent gives laws to other Courts
but from other Courts receives neither laws nor orders.

Sixthly and lastly, We avouch that the House of Com-
mons is the sole proper judge of return of all such writs
and of the election of all such members as belong to it
without which the freedom of election were not entire:
And that the Chancery, though a standing Court under
your Majesty, be to send out those writs and receive the
returns and to preserve them, yet the same is done only
for the use of the Parliament, over which neither the
Chancery nor any other Court ever had or ought to have
any manner of jurisdiction.

From these misinformed positions, most gracious Sov-
ereign, the greatest part of our troubles, distrusts, and
jealousies have risen. '




almost randsm, out-4f-control vio-
lence that w typical of this
period.

by those involved.

Leviathan: Political
Order and Political
Theory
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Thomas Hobbes

Although England avoided the
Thirty Years’ War, it had its own ex-
periences with passionate war and

disruption of authority. Between

1640 and 1660 England endured

4 E
5

the civil war, the trial and execution

of its king, Charles I, the rise to
power of Oliver Cromwell, and the

return to power of the Stuart king,
Charles II. These events stimulated
Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) to
formulate one of the most important
statements of political theory in
history.
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Hobbes supported the royalist
cause during the civil war and
served as tutor to the future
Charles 1. Applying some of the
new philosophical and scientific

concepts being developed during JEEE——
the seventeenth century, he pre-
sented a theory for the origins and
proper functioning of the state and political authority. His
main ideas appear in Leviathan (1651), the title page of
which appears here (figure 4.3). It shows a giant monarchi-
cal figure, with symbols of power and authority, presiding
over a well-ordered city and surrounding lands. On close
examination one can see that the monarch’s body is com-

Source: Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, vol. lt of The English Works of
Thomas Hobbes, ed. Sir William Molesworth (London: John Bohn, >
1889), pp. 113, 151153, 157, 159.
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FIGURE 4.3 (© HIP/Art Resource, NY)

posed of the citizens of this commonwealth who, according
to Hobbes’ theory, have mutually agreed to give up their in-
dependence to an all-powerful sovereign who will keep or-
der. This is explained in the following selection from
Hobbes’ book, in which he relates the reasons for the for-
mation of a commonwealth to the nature of authority in
that commonwealth.

CONSIDER: Why men form such a commonwealth and
why they give such power to the sovereign; how Hobbes’
argument compares with that of James I; why both those
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favoring more power for the House of Commons and those fa-
voring increased monarchical power might criticize this
argument.

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war,
where every man is enemy to every man; the same is
consequent to the time, wherein men live without other
security, than what their own strength, and their own
invention shall furnish them withal. In such condition,
chere is no place for industry; because the fruit thereof
is uncertain: and consequently no culture of the earth;
no navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be
imported by sea; no commodious building; no instru-
ments of moving, and removing, such things as require
much force; no knowledge of the face of the earth; no
account of time; no arts; No letters; no society; and
which is worst of all, continual fear, and danger of vio-
lent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty,
brutish, and short. . . .

The final cause, end, or design of men who naturally
love liberty, and dominion over others, in the introduc-
tion of that restraint upon themselves, in which we see
them live in commonwealths, is the foresight of their own
preservation, and of a more contented life thereby; that is
to say, of getting themselves out from that miserable con-
dition of war, which is necessar-

sort, as that by their own industry, and by the fruits of
the earth, they may nourish themselves and live
contentedly; is, to confer all their power and strength
upon one man, O Upon one assembly of men, that may
reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one
will: which is as much as to say, to appoint one man, or
assembly of men, to bear their person; and every one to
own, and acknowledge himself to be author of whatso-
ever he that so beareth their person, shall act, or cause
to be acted, in those things which concern the common
peace and safety; and therein to submit their wills,
every one to his will, and their judgments, to his judg- |
ment. This is more than consent, or concord; itisareal
unity of them all, in one and the same person, made by
covenant of every man with every man, in such manner,
as if every man should say to every mar, I authorise and
give up my Tight of governing myself, to this man, or to this
assembly of men, on this condition, that thow give up thy
right to him, and authorise all his actions in like manner.
This done, the multitude so united in one person, is
called 2 COMMONWEALTH, v+ « This is the generation of
that great LEVIATHAN, Or rather, to speak more rever-
ently, of that mortal god, to which we owe under the
immortal God, our peace and defence. For by this
authority, given him by every particular man in the

ily consequent, as hath been
shown in chapter XIII, to the
natural passions of men, when
there is no visible power to keep
them in awe, and tie them by
fear of punishment to the per-
formance of their covenants,
and observation of those laws of
nature set down. . . .

For the laws of nature, as
justice, equity, modesty, mercy,
and, in sum, doing to others, as
we would be done to, of them-
selves, without the terror of
some power, to cause them to be
observed, are contrary to our
natural passions, that carry us to
partiality, pride, revenge, and
the like. And covenants, with-
out the sword, are but words,
and of no strength to secure a
man at all. . ..

The only way to erect such a
common power, as may be able
to defend them from the inva-
sion of foreigners, and the in- 0
juries of one another, and
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commonwealth, he hath the use
of so much power and strength
conferred on him, that by terror
thereof, he is enabled to per- =~
form the wills of them all, to
peace at home, and mutual aid
against their enemies abroad.
And in him consisteth the
essence of the commonwealth;
which to define it, is one person,
of whose acts a great multitude, by
mutual covenants one with an-
other, have made themselves every
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And he that carrieth this per-
son, is called SOVEREION, and
said to have sovereign power; and
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Germany and the
Thirty Years’” War

These maps center on Circum-
stances in Germany during the
Thirty Years' War. The first (map
4.1) shows the approximate politi-
cal and religious divisions at the
beginning of the war. This map is
simplified for clarity in a number
of ways. It does not show areas of
minority religious allegiance or ar-
eas where Protestant sects other
than Calvinists or Lutherans
made up substantial proportions 0
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some of the political divisions,
which numbered close to three
hundred in this area. The second
map (map 4.2) shows the main areas of battle during the
Thirty Years’ War. Map 4.3 indicates the changes in popu-
lation, primarily due to war and plague, between 1618 and:
1648.

Together, these maps reveal some of the political and reli-
gious problems facing Germany. Despite the theoretical exis-
tence of the Holy Roman Empire, Germany was in reality
the most politically and religiously divided area in seven-
teenth-century Europe. It is thus not surprising that histori-
ans find it difficult to determine the political and religious
factors causing this war and the responsibility for its long
continuation. Some of the demographic effects are indicg

[

MAP 4.3 Population Change: 1618-1648

through a comparison of the main areds of battle and
changes in population. Indeed, the continued political and
religious division of Germany after this war, along with such
massive destruction of the area and the population, helps
explain Germany's weakness and inability to unify for the
following two centuries.

CONSIDER: In what ways the geopolitical and religious
divisions of Germany explain the duration and extent of dam-
ages of the Thirty Years’ War; how historians might use these
maps to support their interpretations of the causes and
significance of the Thirsy Years’ War.
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A Political Interpretation of the
Thirty Years’ War

Hajo Holborn

Historians have long disagreed about the essential causes of
the Thirty Years’ War. Some focus on a particular area, such
as Germany or Spain; others emphasize a particular set of
causes, such as religion or politics; and still others argue that it
was only part of a general seventeenth-century crisis affecting
all aspects of society. In the following selection Hajo Holborn,
a historian known for his work on German history, argues
that the war was primarily a political struggle in the German
states of the Hapsburgs. He accepts the religious issue as at
most a contributing cause.

CoxsIDER: The role religion played in the conflict even
though it may not have been primary in causing the war; other
factors that might have caused the war.

It was not a conflict among European powers, not even
an acute controversy between the emperor and the
princes of the Empire or among these princes themselves
that led to the outbreak of the long war that lived on in
the memory of the German people as the “Great War”
and in the books of the historians as the Thirty Years’
War. Rather, it was a struggle between the estates and the
monarchy. in the territories of the Habsburg dynasty
which set fire to all of Germany and to the European con-
tinent. Without the grave crisis in the constitutional life
of the Empire, the weakness of the German states, and
the ambitions of the great powers of Europe, the events
that occurred in Bohemia could not have developed into
a disaster from which Germany was to emerge crippled
and mutilated.

It is difficult to determine to what extent differences
in the interpretation of Christian faith were a direct
cause of the catastrophe. There is no doubt but that reli-
gious motivation was strong in the lives of individuals
and societies, and even in the relations among states and
nations, in this age. But the confessional war started at a
time when enthusiasm for the religious revivals, both
Protestant and Catholic, had lost much of its original
force and religious ideas had again become conventional-
ized. Frank skepticism was rare in Germany, but ever

larger groups of people had ceased to find in religious

ideals the full satisfaction of their human aspirations.

Source: Hajo Holborn, A History of Modern Germany: The Reformation
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1959), pp. 305-306.

Secondary Sources

Nevertheless, the reality of heaven and hell was nowhere

questioned, nor was the necessity of basing the political

and social order on principles that would keep Satan

from undoing the work of God. Religious zeal found ex-

pression not only in the ghastly fury of witch trials, which

reached its climax during these years, but also in the care

with which all governments attended to the direction of

church life in their dominions. Yet while on the one-hand -
religion deteriorated into superstition, on the other it -
tended to become formalized and to lose genuineness.

Every political action was publicly cloaked in religious

terms, but religion seemed to be used more and more to

rationalize actions motivated by secular interests.

A Religious Interpretation

of the Thirty Years’” War

Carl J. Friedrich

An older scholarly tradition attributes primary importance to
religion in explaining the causes of the Thirty Years' War. This
tradition has been revived by Carl J. Friedrich, a highly
respected historian from Harvard. In The Age of the
Baroque, 1610-1660, Friedrich places the war in the context
of the still strong religious assumptions of the time, arguing
that historians who emphasize political causes overlook the
importance of this religious context. The following is an
excerpt from that work.

CONSIDER: The evidence Friedrich uses to support his
argument; why, according to Friedrich, many historians have
rejected the religious interpretation of the war; how Holborn
might criticize this argument.

It has been the fashion to minimize the religious aspect of
the great wars which raged in the heart of Europe, over
the territory of the Holy Roman Empire of the German
Nation. Not only the calculating statecraft of Richelieu
and Mazarin, but even Pope Urban VIII's own insistence
lent support to such a view in a later age which had come
to look upon religion and politics as fairly well separated
fields of thought and action. Liberal historians found it
difficult to perceive that for baroque man religion and
politics were cut from the same cloth, indeed that the
most intensely political issues were precisely the religious
ones. Gone was the neopaganism of the renaissance, with

Sounce; Excerpts from The Age of the Barogue by Carf J. Friedrich.
Copyright 1952 by Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc. Reprinted by
permission of HarperCollins Publishers, Inc.
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its preoccupation with self-fulfillment here and now.
Once again, and for the last time, life was seen as mean-
ingful in religious, even theological, terms, and the
greater insight into power which the renaissance had
brought served merely to deepen the political passion
brought to the struggle over religious faiths.

Without a full appreciation of the close links between
secular and religious issues, it becomes impossible to
comprehend the Thirty Years' War. Frederick, the un-
lucky Palatine, as well as Ferdinand, Tilly and Gustavus
Adolphus, Maximilian of Bavaria and John George of
Saxony, they all must be considered fools unless their re-
ligious motivation is understood as the quintessential
core of their politics. Time and again, they appear to have
done the “wrong thing,” f their actions are viewed in a
strictly secular perspective. To be sure, men became in-
creasingly sophisticated as the war dragged on; but even
after peace was fmally concluded in 1648, the religious
controversies continued. Ever since the Diet of Augsburg
(1555) had adopted the callous position that a man must
confess the religion of those who had authority over the
territory he lived in—a view which came to be known
under the slogan of “cujus regio, ejus religio”— the inti-
mate tie of religion and government had been the basis of
the Holy Empire’s tenuous peace. Born of the spirit of
its time—Lutheran otherworldliness combining with
Humanistic indifferentism—this doctrine was no more
than an unstable compromise between Catholics and
Lutherans, the Calvinists being entirely outside its
protective sphere. But in the seventeenth century not
only the Calvinists, who by 1618 had become the fighting
protagonists of Protestantism, but likewise the more "ar-
dent Catholics, inspired by the Council of Trent, by the
Jesuits and Capuchins, backed by the power of Spain and
filled with the ardor of the Counter Reformation, had
come to look upon this doctrine as wicked and contrary
to their deepest convictions.

When Ferdinand, after claiming the crown of Bo-
hemia by heredity, proceeded to push the work of
counter reformation, his strongest motivation was reli-
gious; so was the resistance offered by the Bohemian peo-
ple, as well as Frederick’s acceptance of the crown of
Bohemia on the basis of an election. Dynastic and na-
tional sentiments played their part, surely, but they rein-
forced the basic religious urge. The same concurrence of
religious with dynastic, political, even economic motives
persisted throughout the protracted struggle, but the re-
ligious did not cease to be the all-pervasive feeling;
baroque man, far from being bothered by the contradic-
tions, experienced these polarities as inescapable.

If religion played a vital role in persuading Ferdi-
nand: Ii to dismiss his victorious general, it was even
more decisive in inspiring Gustavus Adolphus to enter
the war against both the emperor and the League. The
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nineteenth century, incapable of feeling the religious
passions which stirred baroque humanity and much im-
pressed with the solidified national states which the
seventeenth century bequeathed to posterity, was
prone to magnify the dynastic and often Machiavellian
policies adopted by rulers who professed to be deeply

religious, and the rwentieth century has largely fol-

lowed suit in denying the religious character of these
wars. But it is precisely this capacity to regard the
statesman as the champion of religion, to live and act
the drama of man’s dual dependence upon faith and
power that constituted the quintessence of the
baroque.

War and Peace in the Old Regime
M. S. Anderson

Western societies rarely went for long periods of time without
becoming inwolved in wars. However, war was particularly
prevalent and destructive in the period between 1618 and
1660. Historians have long debated the causes for these wars.
In the following selection, M. S. Anderson, who has written
extensively on the Early Modern period, analyzes what war
meant to Europeans and the broader significance of war dur-
ing the seventeenth century.

CONSIDER: How Europeans perceived the causes, nature,
and consequences of war; the distinctions between war and
peace; the connections between war and politics.

In early modern Europe almost everyone regarded war as
a normal, perhaps even a necessary, part of human life.
Events seemed to bear out this view; in the period
1618-60 every year saw serious armed conflict between
states somewhere in Europe, and during a large propor-
tion of it destructive struggles were being waged simulta-
neously in several parts of the continent. The ubiquity
and apparent inevitability of war meant that serious dis-
cussion of its causes was rare. As an integral and un-
avoidable aspect of existence it was received like bad
weather or epidemics, as something clearly beyond the
power of the ordinary man to avert, something demand-
ing acceptance rather than analysis. Luther's dictum that
“war is as necessary as eating, drinking or any other busi-
ness” reflects in typically blunt terms this matter-of-fact
and fatalistic attitude. Nor was there much grasp of the
deeper and more lasting effects it might sometimes have.
It was only too obvious that in the short term it meant for
many death, destruction and loss. But against this was
put the venerable and well-established argument that

Source: M. S. Anderson. War and Society in Europe of the Old Regime,
1618-1789. (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1988), Pp. 13-15.
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prolonged peace weakened the moral fibre of a society,
making it lax, slothful, even corrupt, whereas war fo-
cused and mobilized energies, called forth many of the
better qualities of man, and had a generally tonic and pu-
rifying effect. It was clear also that a successful war could
heighten the personal prestige of a ruler; the vindication
of claims put forward by monarchs to disputed territories,
to alleged hereditary rights, even merely to precedence
over rivals or to specific symbols of such precedence,
were by far the most common ostensible causes of con-
flict. Occasionally it was realized that war might have im-
portant long-term economic results, that it might foster
the trade of a victorious state against that of its defeated
enemies and that economic rivalry might be one of its
causes. Struggles inspired simply or even mainly by this
kind of material rivalry were not frequent in this period
but they did take place. . . . However the idea that war
might, through the demands it made on societies and the
impetus it gave to the growth of powerful central govern-
ments, help fundamentally to change these societies, was
still a strange one. . . .

Finally, a clear-cut distinction between war and
peace, a dividing line whose crossing was instantly rec-
ognizable, was something which was only beginning to
emerge. The position of neutrals was still ambiguous,
their status poorly guaranteed by embryonic interna-
tional law and liable to frequent infringements. There
was a general belief that a belligerent had some right to
march its forces across neutral territory if it made good
any damage they caused in the process (the right of
transitus innoxius). Frontiers were still poorly defined,
zones of contact between neighbouring powers rather
than lines clearly demarcated. The hold of central gov-
ernments over officials and commanders in border
areas was often still incomplete, so that in these areas
locally inspired acts of oppression and outright vio-
lence could frequently occur, though usually without
involving the states concerned in formal conflict. In
this violent age incidents of this kind formed a sort of
grumbling undertone to international relations, seldom
actively menacing peace between states but always a
potential threat. . . .

Armed conflict in early seventeenth-century Eu-
rope, therefore, ramified into every aspect of life and
was able to do this because it was still in many ways
badly defined, because the boundary between peace
and war was still fuzzy. But lack of clear definition did
nothing to reduce its importance. Most of the govern-
ments of Europe were first and foremost, as they had
been for generations, machines for waging war. Both
the scale on which they fought and the effective con-
trol they could exert over their fighting forces were to
increase markedly during the seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries.

The Causes of the English Civil War

Conrad Russell

The civil war in England, which broke out in the middle of the
seventeenth century, is even more controversial among histo-
rians than the Thirty Years’ War. At the heart of the contro-
versy are two related issues: first, what the balance of reli-
gious, political, economic, and social forces was in causing the
civil war; second, what groups or classes can be said to have
supported each side. In the following selection Conrad Russell
argues that the civil war resulted from a conjunction of three
causes of instability: the problem of multiple kingdoms (En-
gland and Scotland), the problem of religious division, and the
financial pressures on the crown.

CONSIDER: How Russell’s three causes worked together;
why Charles’ attempt to enforce English religion on Scotland
in 1637 was so important.

[The English Civil War] was the result of three long-term
causes of instability, all of them well established before
Charles came to the throne, and all of them ones which
can be observed to have troubled European, as well as
British, monarchies. There is nothing peculiarly British
(still less English) about any of them: they were not even
exceptionally acute in England. What is peculiar to the
two cases of England and the Netherlands is that all of
them came to a head at the same time. These three long-
term causes were the problem of multiple kingdoms, the
problem of religious division, and the breakdown of a fi-
nancial and political system in the face of inflation and
the rising cost of war.

The problem of multiple kingdoms was always a likely
cause of instability from 1603 onwards. The temptation
to press for greater harmonization was always there, and
was always likely to produce serious troubles. In 1603
England encountered . . . the shock of subjection to a
supranational authority. . . . [TThe English . . . wished to
treat both James and Charles as if they were only kings of
a single nation-state called England. Since this was
patently not the case, and the kings could not help know-
ing it, the English were always likely to misread royal ac-
tions, and in particular to press their kings to do things
which, in British terms, they could not do. When, as in
1637, a British king fell victim to a similar misapprehen-
sion, and attempted to govern all Britain as king of En-
gland, he found this was something he could not do. . . .

England’s basic error in 1603 was the failure to absorb
that what had taken place was the union of two sover-
eign, and therefore legally equal, states. Not even James

Source: From Conrad Russell, The Causes of the English Civil War,
pp. 213-217. © Conrad Russell 1990. Reprinted by permission of
Oxford University Press.




could really turn Scotland into “North Britain.” It was 2
state with institutions, law, and culture of its own, and
one determined to insist that any tesulting relationship
must be a legally equal partnership. . . .

[T]he problem of religious division . . . derived its ex-
plosive force from the belief that religion ought to be en-
forced. It was a problem of a society which had carried on
the assumptions appropriate to a society with a single
church into one which had many churches. . . . ’

But August 1640, when the Scottish army, by entering
England, merged the religious problem with the British
problem, was to0 early for it to have cooled enough. One
might say of the English Calvinists what Machiavelli said
of the Pope in Italy: they were too weak to unite the
country, but too strong to allow anyone else to do so.
When the Scots entered England, they were able to join
forces with a large group of people who preferred Scottish
religion to what was coming to be taken for their own.

The strains caused for monarchies by the combina-
tion of inflation with the massive increases in the cost of
war known collectively as “the military revolution” is
also a European theme. The financial difficulties faced,
after the conclusion of the long wars of the 1590s, by
James VI and I, Philip III of Spain, and Henri 1V of
France have too much in common to be entirely coinci-
dental. The changes following the regular use of gun-
powder, especially the trend to larger-scale fortifications
and to larger armies, much increased the economic
drain of war. The resulting financial pressures put strain
on the principle of consent to taxation everywhere in
Europe, and perhaps only the Netherlands, with the ad-
vantage of a visible enemy at the gate, were able to
combine consent with the levying of taxes on the scale
needed. England, because the principle of consent to
taxation was so particularly well entrenched, was per-
haps put under more constitutional strain by this
process than some other powers. . . .

No one, or even two, of these forces was in the event
enough: it took the conjunction of all three to drive En-
gland into civil war. . . . Both the religious and the finan-
cial problem had been plainly visible by the 1550s, and
they had not created civil war in ninety years since then.
England in 1637 was, no doubt, a country with plenty of
discontents, some of them potentially serious, but it was
also still a very stable and peaceful one, and one which
does not show many visible signs of being on the edge of
2 major upheaval. . . . The attempt which Charles made
in 1637 to enforce English religion on Scotland, was thus
by far the likeliest reason for a merging of these three
long-term causes of instability. It is difficult to argue that
Charles took this risk with his eyes open. It is equally dif-
ficult to see what action a king could have taken which
would have been better designed to precipitate an

English civil war.



The Hammer of Witches

Heinrich Kréimer and Jacob Sprenger

The upheavals of the period between 1560 and 1660 included

growing violence against women in the form of persecuting

women as witches. While witch hunting was widespread, it

was particularly prevalent in Germany, where both Catholics

and Protestants took part in the hunts and prosecutions. Au-

thorities often used witch-hunters’ manuals as guides to beliefs
about witches. The most influential of these manuals, the
‘Malleus Maleficarum (The Hammer of Witches), was
written in 1486 by two Dominican Inquisitors. The following
excerpt focuses on why most witches were women.

CONSIDER: Exactly why, according to these authors,
women are more likely than men to be witches; what this

reveals about attitudes toward women.

As for the first question, why a greater number of witches
is found in the fragile feminine sex than among men . . .
the first reason is, that they are more credulous, and since
the chief aim of the devil is to corrupt faith, therefore he
rather attacks them . . . the second reason is, that women
are naturally more impressionable, and . . . the third rea-
son is that they have slippery tongues, and are unable to
conceal from their fellow-women those things which by
evil arts they know. . . . But the natural reason is that she
is more carnal than a man, as is clear from her many

carnal abominations. And it should be noted that there
was a defect in the formation of the first woman, since
she was formed from a bent rib, that is, a rib of the breast,
which is bent as it were in a contrary direction to a man.
And since through this defect she is an imperfect animal,
she always deceives. . . . And this is indicated by the ety-
mology of the world; for Femina comes from Fe and
Minus, since she is ever weaker to hold and preserve the
faith. . . . To conclude. All witchcraft comes from carnal |
lust, which is in women insatiable.

The Devil’s Handmaid: Women
in the Age of Reformations

William Monter

As indicated by the document The Hammer of Witches,
beliefs in witchcraft were widespread during the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, and authoritative sources supported the
belief that most witches were women. Many people were also
accused of killing their children (infanticide). For both witch-
craft and infanticide, the vast majority of those accused were
women. In this selection, William Monter, a historian special-
izing in the Reformation era, analyzes why witchcraft and
infanticide seemed to grow in sixteenth- and seventeenth-

century Europe.

CONSIDER: Which three developments best explain the
growing prosecutions for witchcraft and infanticide during this
period; which groups of women were most affected and why.

Three key developments combined and interacted to
shape the male hysteria about witchcraft and infanti-
cide in Reformation Europe. First and foremost, public
institutions—state and church alike—were increas-
ingly interfering in daily life. Throughout Protestant
and Catholic Europe, the state enforced attendance at
church; church officials preached obedience to the
state; and both increasingly tried to regulate everyone’s
behavior. Ecclesiastical courts such as Catholic inquisi-
tions or Calvinist consistories depended heavily on
state enforcement of their policies; states like England
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“A DAY IN THE LIFE OF LOUIS XIV”

For much of his reign, Louis XIV resided at the palace of Versailles. There he established a lavish court,
which the country’s leading nobles were expected to attend. Life at Versailles revolved around the
king, and the simplest events of his day, such as getting dressed or going to bed, were accompanied
by pomp and ceremony in which the court was required to take part. In the excerpt below from “The
Memoirs of Saint-Simon,” one of Louis’ courtiers [nobles who live at “court” in Versailles], the Duc de
Saint-Simon, describes u typical day’s at Versailles. As you read the excerpt, consider what the day’s
activities tell you about the character of Louis XIV.

At eight o’ clock every morning the King was awoken by his First Valet-de-Chambre [personal servant],
who slept in the reom with him. At the same time the First Physician and First Surgeon were admitted; and as
long as she lived the King’s former wet-nurse also came in and would kiss him. He would then be rubbed
down, because he perspired a great deal. At a quarter past eight the Great Chamberlain was admitted,
together with those members of the court who had the grandes entrees [rights to speak to the king first in the
morning]. The Great Chamberlain then opened the curtains round the bed... and offered him holy water from
a stoup at the head of the bed. This was the chance for any courtier who wished to ask a favor or to speak to
the King, and if one did so the others with drew to a distance.

The Chamberlain then handed the King the book of the Office of the Holy Ghost, and having done so
retired to the next room with everyone else. The King said the Office...and then, putting on his dressing gown,
summoned them back into the room; meanwhile the second entrée [group of nobles to watch the king] was
admitted and, a few minutes later, the body of the court. By the time they came in the King was getting into
his breeches (for he put on nearly all his clothes himself}, which he accomplished with considerable grace. He
was shaved every other day, with the court watching; while it was being done he wore a short wig, without
which he never allowed himself to be seen..While his barber was at work he sometimes talked to those
around him, about hunting or some other light topic. He had no dressing-table at hand, only a servant who
held up a glass [mirror] for him.

When he had finished dressing he knelt down at the side of his bed and said his prayers....Next the
King went into his study, followed by this privilege, amounted to quite a gathering. He then announced his
appointments for the day, so that everyone knew what he would be doing every quarter of an hour. Then the
room was cleared....

The courtiers waited in the Gallery until the king was ready to go to Mass, at which the choir always
sang a motet [slow song]. The ministers were told as soon as he had gone to the chapel, and they then
gathered in the King's study.... As soon as Mass was over the Council met, and that was the last engagement
for the morning. One or other of the Councils met every day except Thursdays and Fridays—that is to say, the
King ate alone in his bedroom.... The meal was substantial whether he had ordered petit couvert [a small meal]
or tres-petit couvert [a very small meal], for even the latter consisted of three courses, each made up of several
different dishes.... Monsieur [the King’s brother] often attended, and when present always handed the King his
napkin and then remained standing. If the King saw that he intended to remain, he would ask him if he wished
to be seated: Monsieur would bow... and sit down. He would remain seated until the end of the meal, when he
would again hand the King his napkin....

As soon as he had finished his dinner the King rose from the table and went into his study, where he
spent time feeding his pointers and playing with them. Then he changed... after which he went down to the
Marble Court by his own private staircase... He liked fresh air, and if he could not get it he suffered from
headaches and vapours, which had originally been caused by too much perfume—with the consequence that
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for years he had not cared for anything except orange water, and anyone who was going to approach him had
to very careful about this.

He felt neither heat nor cold, and wet weather affected him very little~it had to be very bad indeed to
stop him from going out. At least once a week, and more if he were at [his estates at] Marly or Fontainebleau,
he went stag-hunting. Once or twice a week he shot his own coverts, usually choosing Sundays or feast-days
when there were no works for him to inspect; he was a first class shot. Most other day he would walk round
having a look at whatever building was in progress. Occasionally he would take ladies out and have a picnic in
the forests of Marly or Fontainebleau....

if there was no Council he often went over to Marly or Trianon for dinner.... After dinner one of the
Ministers usually came in with some work, and when that was done he would pass the rest of a summer
afternoon strolling with the ladies or playing cards. Sometimes he would get up a lottery in which there were
no blanks, and every ticket drew a prize of plate, jewelry, or a dress length of rich material, which was a
delicate way of making presents to the ladies about him....

The King's supper was served, always ou grand couvert [a grand or large meal], at ten o’ clock, and the
entire Royal Family sat down with him. [A frequent complaint was that the King was late and the meal often
did not start until eleven-thirty.] The meal was attended by a large number of people, both those who were
entitled to be seated and those who were not....

After supper the King would stand by the balustrade at the foot of his bed for a few minutes, with the
whole court about him; then he would bow to the ladies and retire into his study, where he played for an hour
or so with this children and grandchildren....

Before he retired to bed the King went to feed his dogs; then he said good-night and, going into his
room, knelt down at his bedside to say his prayers. After he had undressed he would bow, which meant ‘Good-
night,” and at that sign all the court retired. As they fited out he, standing by the fire-place, gave the password
to the Captain of the Guard. It was the last opportunity for the day of speaking to the King, and if anyane
stepped forward the others withdrew at once and left him alone with the King,

Part l: Reading Review: {5 points)
1. What normally was the king's last official engagement of the morning?

2. What in the excerpt suggests that Louis XIV enjoyed cutdoor life?

3. What does the routine of life at Versailles tell you ab?ut Louis XIV’s character?
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