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ABSTRACT 

This thesis attempts a cri tical analysis of modern 

indI vidual ism through an examination of i ts origins in the 

seventeenth century. In this thesis 1 discuss the notion of 

autonomous and self-responsible individuality as a culturally 

constructed and culturally specifie irtea. Furthermore, 1 

describe autonomy as only one of a complex of related features 

of the modern indI vidual , incI uding a wi thdrawn and 

objectifying stance toward the natural warIn, values and other 

human beings. 

In this thesis, 1 examlne two seventeenth-century authors 

Robert Burton and John Locke -- each of whom represents a 

different conception of individuality. Burton emulates 

communal conceptIons of identity characteristic of the Middle 

Ages and Renaissance, while Locke describes an essentially 

modern, analytical Indivlduality based on the control and 

possession of an objectified "other". 

The theoretical framework for this analysis is derived 

from Michel Foucault and Timothy Reiss' description of the 

transition from the Renajssance to the seventeenth century as 

a transition between dlfferent epistemes or discourses. 

Throughout this thesis, 1 supplement this essentially 

structuralist approach with perspectives from Medieval, 

Renaissance and seventeenth-century cosmology, literary 

theory, political theory and epistemology • 
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R~SUM~ 

Cette thèse est un essai d'anal yse crI tique de 

l'individualisme moderne à travers l'examen de ses orlgines, 

au dix-septième siècle. Dans cette thèse, J'essaIe de montrer 

que la notion d'indlvidualité autonome et responsable d'elle

même est une idée construite par une culture et SpécifIque à 

une culture. De plus, j'essaie de montrer que l'autonomle 

n'est qu'un des traits de la complexité qui entoure l'IndIVIdu 

moderne, traits qui incluent une posi tion désengagée et 

objectifiante par rapport au monde naturel, à ses valeurs et 

aux autres êtres humains. 

Dans cette thèse, j'étudIe deux auteurs du dIx-septième 

siècle, Robert Burton et John Locke, qui représentent chacun 

une conception di fférente de l' indi viduai i té. Burton se 

rapproche des conceptions communautaIres de l'IdentIté, 

caractéristiques du Moyen Age et de la Renaissance, tandIs que 

Locke décrit une individualité essentlellement moderne et 

analytique qui se fonde sur le contrôle et la possession d'un 

"autre", considéré comme un objet. 

Le cadre théorique de cette analyse s' inscri t dans la 

ligne de Michel Foucault et Timothy ReIss, qui décrivent la 

transition de la Renaissance au dix septième siècle comme une 

transi tion entre différents épistèmes ou dIscours. Tout au 

long de cette étude, je complète cette approche 

essentiellement structuraliste par des perspectives tirées de 
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la cosmologie du Moyen Age, de la Renaissance et du dix

septième siècle, de la théorie li ttéraire, de la théorie 

politique et de l'épistémologie . 
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HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

A stock figure in 1 i terary, political, and 

epistemological theory of the last three centurIes has been 

the autonomous individual. The notion that human belngs are 

autonomous individuals or " independent centres ot 

consciousness" (Lukes 77) each wi th thel r own partI cul ar 

interests, which or may not be at odds with those of soclety 

as a whole, seems to many theorists to be an lncontrovertlble 

fact of human existence and informs much of contemporary 

social practice. Insti tutionalized emphasis on the Indl vidual 

appears in the form of "indJVldualism", an Ideology WhlCh has 

set the pararneters for scholarly debate over t:he last 300 

years. Polltical studies in the West have been dOffilnated by 

social contract models which focus on questIons of Indlvldual 

rights (more often than not at the expense of duties). 

Li terary studies have relled on thei r own forrns of the 

indi vidual, the author and reader, both of Whl ch have 

alternately taken precedence and faded into the background as 

cuIts of creative genius and varIOUS types of formallsms have 

swapped places. In his histoncal study of indIvlduallsrn, 

Steven Lukes identifies twelve dlstlnct types ot 

indivi.dualisrn pol i t ical , economic, rel ig1 ous, ethical, 

epistemological, methodological and an overarching "abstract 

individualism" among others -- and ln doing so gives one sorne 

idea of how far reaching the importance of this Ideology has 

l 



• 

• 

been to intellectual pursuits of aIl kinds. 

However, alongside posi ti vist phi losophies which view 

this sort of emphasis on the individual as unproblematic, the 

contemporary scene includes structural ist and post-

structurallst studles of the Individual which go beyond the 

parameters seen above, questioning the degree to which 

individuals are autonomaus and self-determined and the extent 

to which the concept of the individual May be understood as 

"natural". By putting an emphasis on super-personal and 

self-replicating social, economic, psychological and 

l ingui sUc structures and processes, they show the category of 

"persan" ta be contingent and changeable, more of an effect 

than a cause. Psychoanalysis (though not always intentionally) 

has challenged traditional notions af the independent, 

self-possessed 1ndlvidual: as Nancy Chodorow argues, it 

radically undermines notions about autonomy, individual 
choice, will, responsibility and rationality, showing 
that we do not control our own lives in the most 
fundamental sense. It makes it impossible ta think about 
the self in any simple way, to talk blithely about the 
1ndividual. (Chodorow 197) 

Structural i st and post-structuralist l ingui stics have achieved 

similar problematizatlons of the individual, transferring the 

locus of meaning in language from its anchoring in a creative 

individual consciousness to a network of structural 

di fference, and subsequently ta the free-play of the 

"floating" signifier in a circular and infini te process of 

dissemination. Literary criticism, part1y under the influence 
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of this linguistic theory, has also displaced its own verSIons 

of the indi vidual the author, reader and character. 

Foucault, for example, argues that 

the author does not precede the work, he 18 a certaIn 
functional prlnclple by Whlch, ln our collect 1 ve cu 1 ture, 
one limits, excludes and chooses, ln short, by WhlCh one 
lmpedes the free c~rculation, the free manIpulatIon, the 
free compositic.n, decomposltlon and recomposltlon 01 
fiction. (Foucault 1979, 159) 

Similarly, Barthes proclalms the "death of the author" ln an 

essay bearing this title. 

In the following, 1 plan to carry on this que8tionlng of 

contemporary Western ideas of the individual. Speclfically, l 

will examine the concept of the autonomous indivldual as a 

culturally constructed and culturally specific idea through a 

compariscn of modern views of the ind~vidual wlth those of the 

Middle Ages and Renaissance. Naturally, historicai studies of 

the lndividual vary in their chronologies, but many coincide 

in arguing that, as one goes back lnto the hlstory of the 

West, one eventually cornes to a time when the conceptual value 

of the individual was either negligible or entlrely absent l
• 

As the question of the nature and eXIstence of ~he category of 

the individual js taken lnto a hlstorical dimenSion, one sees 

that definitions of the lndivldual are not invarIable. Onp may 

then ask what the materlal and latellectual conditions 

surrounding these definitions were and whose lnterests worked 

to shape them. 

As part of my study of these questions, 1 will start 
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with an admittedly selective and cursory look at notions of 

the indlvidual at various points in the history of the West, 

to get some idea of what the precursors to modern 

individuallstic cul tural arrangements have looked like. 1 wi Il 

take the seventeenth century as a di viding pOint between 

ancient communi tarian conceptions of the indi vidual and modern 

Individua1istic ones. The seventeenth century appears to have 

been a watershed period in terms of the theoretical importance 

of the Individual in English culture. During this century one 

sees the development of epistemological theories which, like 

Descartes', focus on occurrences within the consciousness of 

the individua1 and of po1itica1 theories 1ike those of Locke 

and Hobbes which take autonomous, se1f-interested individua1s 

as first principles in the construction of possible social 

orders. Furthermore, although individualistic models of 

artistic creation do not become strictly formalized in 

copyright law unti l the eighteenth century (Rose 52) 1 one sees 

in the early seventeenth century the beginnings of a modern 

view of authorship (that is, one that posits an exclusive 

relation of responsibi l i ty or ownership between author and 

creation) in events such as Ben Jonson's publication of his 

Workes in 1616 (Loewenstein). 

Michel Foucaul t, in The Ox:.der of Things, and Timothy 

Reiss, in The Discourse of Modernism, give an account of the 

rise of the modern individua1, based on the historica1 

succession of different sign systems ("discourses" in Reiss' 
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terminoloQY, and "epistemes" in Foucault's). 1 will draw on 

their theories, and put them in the context of others dealing 

with historical developments in authorship, political theory 

and epistemology to examine how, in the seventeenth century, 

it became possible to conceive of the indivIdual in lsolation 

from his social and symbolic environment. 1 will use other 

theories to test the limits of a strictly discursive 

explanation, and to conne ct problems of representation with 

the wider range of contempora .... ·,. cultural phenomena that 

involve the emerging individual. 

1 wi Il also examine di fferent ways in ~"h; ch the newly 

isolated individual is defined, especially ones that involve 

property and ownership as key terms. In The Pol i t~ç~l __ T!1.eo!y 

of Possessive Individualism, C.B. Macpherson suggests that the 

pervasive concern with ownership that can be found in 

seventeenth-century political theory was "read back lnto the 

nature of the indi vidual ," resul ting HI "an indi vidual i ty that 

[could] only fully be 

(Macpherson 256). It 

real i zed in accumulat ing property" 

is lay intention to show how the 

di~curs~ve changes described by Foucault and Reiss May have 

made possible this new and reductive definltion of the 

individual in terms of property, not only in politicaJ 

matters, but also in questions of authorship and epistemology. 

1 will also explore some of the Implications that an 

individuality based on ownership models has for individuals 

working wi thin such a system. In my second and thi rd chapters, 

5 



• 1 will be looking at three seventeenth-century non-fiction 

texts -- Robert Burton' s Anatomy of Melancholy, and John 

Locke's Essay Concerning Human Understanding and Second 

Treatise of Government -- in an effort to show that Burton and . 
Locke represent different stages in the cultural development 

of an autonomous and possessive individuality. 

One May begin considering the problem of individualism in 

the history of the West by looking at the vocabulary used 

throughout the ages to describe individuals; if the ancients 

and Medievals had some notion of autonomous individuality, one 

would expect to find a corresponding lexicon. Judging from the 

history of the vocabulary of individualism, it appears that 

the concept rf a self-sufficient individual is a relatively 

recent arrivai to Western thought. Tfi~ first use of the term 

"indi vidual ism" in England was in an 1840 translation of 

Tocqueville's De la Democratie en Amerigue, and Tocqueville 

himsel f comments on the absence of this term in what. for him, 

were recent times: "our fathers did not have the word 

'individualism', which we have coined for our own use, because 

in their time there was indeed no individual who did not 

belong to a group and who could be considered as absolutely 

alone" (qtd. in Lukes 32). The term "individual," in its 

modern sense, has a similarly short history. It does not 

appear once in the complete works of Shakespeare (Spevack) and 

it was not used in the modern sense of "a single human being, 

• as opposed to society, the fami ly etc. ,,2 until the 
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seventeenth century. In the Middle Ages, Il indi vidual" was used 

in a sense that is opposite to its modern meaning: it 

described something that is "one in substance or essence; 

forming ~ne indivisible entity" (OED, vol II, p.SSO). As Colin 

Morris writes, "the word lindividual l did not have the sarne 

meaning in the twel fth century as i t does today -- the nearest 

equivalents were individuurn, individualis, and singularis, but 

these terms belonged to logic rather than to hurnan relations" 

(Morris 64). 

Broadly speaktng, pTe-seventeenth century Vlews of the 

individual l appear to be relational ones. In social, 

epistemological, 1 i terary and other types of theory, the 

individual seems to take on meaning only in so far as he· rnay 

be related to sorne form of c~llective organlzation: a 

corporate society, a transcendent world of Forms or Divine 

Ideas, or a body of literary tradition. More radically, it has 

been suggested that the conceptual oppositions of self and 

other, subject and object, individual and society and 50 on, 

which form the basis of our modern view of the individual, 

were unstable if present at aIl (Bordo 60). Since the relation 

of possession depends on a difference between that which owns 

and that which is owned, this lack of polarizatlon would have 

complicated the designation of anything -- speech, property, 

ideas, artistic creations -- as onels "own". 

In the wri tings of the ancient Greeks one f inds Many 

examples of a theoretical subordination of the individual to 
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the collective. James Tully points out that Aristotle's term 

for "own" means "belonging ta the household or family" (Tully 

134). This would suggest that the individual, as a factor in 

social arrangements, was negligible or, at any rate, 

subordinate to the household unit. In the Politics the 

individual 1s portrayed not only as subordinate to the family, 

but also as entirely secondary to a larger form of collective 

organization -- the state: "we must not suppose that any 

citizen belongs to himself, for they aIl belong to the state, 

and are part of the state, and the care of each part is 

inseparable from the care of the whole" (13378 27-33). In 

fact, the individual appears as a sort of afterthought, a 

hypothetica1 entity that may be conceptua11y abstracted from 

the collective, but remains secondary to it: " ... the state is 

by nat1lre clearly prior to the fami ly and the indi vidual, 

since the who1e is of necessity prior to the part .... " (12538 1 

19-20). 

The Greeks seem to have lacked the vocabulary to 

express other ideas central to the notion of the autonomous 

individual -- that of "person," for example (Morris 2), élnd 

ideas related to human agency and individual responsibility. 

Su ch an absence results in what are, for us, bizarre 

interpretations of the relationship between individuals and 

acts that they perform. Jeanne-Pierre Vernant describes the 

relationship as follows: "the agent is caught in the action. 

He is not its author. He remains included in it" (qtd. in 
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Reiss 64), and Reiss, on the basis of the vocabulary of the 

ancients, concludes that their notion of human action 

"evidently ignores, indeed precludes, any treatment of the 

agent as source and origin of its acts" (Reiss 1982, 64-5). 

A similar devaluation or absence of the category of the 

individual appears in the Middle Ages. Walter Ullman, for 

example, argues that in the Middle Ages "what mattered was the 

public weal, the public welfare, the public well-being, in 

brief the good of society itself, even at the expense of the 

individual well-being if necessary" (Ullman 36). The practice 

of collective punishment, as it is found ln the lnterdict of 

locality or the amercements of towns, villages and hundreds is 

one of the more startl ing examples that Ullman gi ves to 

suggest the degree of the absorption of the indivldual by the 

collective. Besides this lack of Individuation, another key 

characteristic of Medieval theory was the passive and 

subordinate raIe of the indi vidual in a rigidly def ined 

hierarchy. Bath of these characteristics of the Medieval 

individual faund their theoretical justification ln the 

dominant Pauline organic model, which described SocIety as an 

arganism, each member of which had a specIal function but 

remained Inseparable from the whole (Hale 28-9, Ullman 46). A 

transcendent Law vivified thlS corporate society, as a soul 

does a body, and this Law was ul timately grounded in the 

divine. The individual existed primarlly as a means of 

carrying out Gad's will, and his dependence on a religious and 
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monarchial hierarchy for the expression of this will placed 

him in a totally passive role, the chief virtues of which were 

subjection and obedience. 

It is not only in the socio-political sphere that one 

sees this devaluation of the individual. Throughout the Middle 

Ages there does not appear to be anything like what we would 

consider to be a modern view of authorship -- that is, one 

that defines a text in terms of an exclusive, one-to-one 

relationship with an individual creative consciousness. As Leo 

Spitzer has shown, Medieval authors routinely represent the 

thoughts. actions and emotions of others as their owo. 

Greenblatt surns up Spitzer's argument as follows: 

'medieval writers seem to have had little or no 
concept of intellectual property' and consequently no 
respect for the integri ty or propriety of the 
first-person pronoun. A Medieval wri ter would incorporate 
without any apparent concern the experiences of another 
into his own first-person account; indeed he would assume 
the 'l'of another. (Greenblatt 1986, 216) 

The empi rical Il 1", that which represents a numerica1 human 

individual is secondary to the "1" "which speaks the name of 

man in general, " the universal type of which any individua1 is 

just a momentarily discrete manifestation (Spitzer 419). Su ch 

a possibil~ty suggests that the relationship between author 

and text is not yet clearly drawn; the characteristic 

anonymi ty of li terary texts, and the works of scholars, 

pamphleteers and architects during this period supports this 

view (Ullman 32; Foucault 1979, 149) . 

Stephen Greenblatt sees this radical of 1ack of 
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individuation continulng into the Renaissance. In his essay 

"Psychoanalysis and Renaissance Cul ture," Greenblatt tries to 

explain why many Renaissance texts which seem to Invi te a 

psychoanalytic approach are at the same time unusually 

resistant to it. Greenblatt argues that this period lacks the 

sort of unified and self-possessed individual ln relation ta 

which psychoana1ysis defines its project (sinee, as he pOints 

out, "alienation implies at least a theoretlcally prior stage 

of nonalienation" (Greenblatt 1986, 213». In the Renaissance, 

the individual appears only as the "plaeeholder in a complex 

system of possession, kinship bonds, contractual 

relationships, customary rights and ethical obligations": he 

appears as object, rather than sUbject, "the Q.rad!,!ç!; of these 

relations, material objects, and judgements ... rather than 

the producer of [them]" (Greenblatt 1986, 216). 

The Renaissance individual assumes an equally low profile 

in the world of authorship. In Renaissance poetlcs, 

intertextual relations were ideally governed by the process of 

imitatio, which was based on the possibi 1 i ty of a 

non-transgressive incorporation of the work of one author into 

that of another (Cave 35-77). As ln the MIddle Ages, there 

appears to have been no excluslve relationshlp between texts 

and authors. Joseph Loewensteln, for cxample, has argued that 

. •. a Renaissance author never qui te owned a Il terary 
work, or at least not a Ilterary work as we now somewhat 
abstractly conceive it Strictly speaking, a 
playwright owned a copy of a play, a manuscript 
distinguishable from a scribal copy only by the fact that 
it was a unique copy .... the marketplace was such that 
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authorial assertions of preeminent domain were aIl but 
unthinkable. (Loewenstein 102) 

Evidence in conventional literary terms ls found ln 

introductions and epilogues to contemporary dramatic w0~ks: 

... the Ellzabethan play ls regularly represented by the 
speaking actor as 'ours,' the possession and, indeed, the 
product of the actors. Where the playwright ls mentioned, 
he is almost nè!ver "the Au1:hor" or "the PlaY1~right"; he 
is 'our poet,' an adjunct to the proprietary group of 
performers. (Loewenstein 102) 

So, throughout the Middle Ages and Renaissance one finds 

examples of an emphasis on the collective and a corresponding 

devaluation of the individual. This certainly appears to be 

the case in questions of authorship and 1 i terary property. 

However, when one examines questions of individuality in the 

context of more concrete or literaI forms of property this 

emphaSlS on the collective appears less absolute. Aristotle's 

description of different forms of government in the Politics 

gives no hint of an individual whose well-being is at odds 

with, or, indeed, at aIl separate, from that of the state. 

However, this sort of attitude breaks down when he cornes to 

consider how property should be distributed. For Plato and his 

contemporaries private property was sacred (Ki1gour 27); for 

Aristotle it was, if not qUlte sacred, a force to be reckoned 

wlth. If Aristotle's description of the different forms of 

government in the Politics may seem somewhat ambivalent, he 

shows no doubt about private property. He writes that "there 

i9 always a difficulty in men living together and having aIl 

human relations in common, but especially in their having 
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common property" (1263"' 15-17). ln such an arrangement, m."der 

is bound to fall into chaos since "everyone thinks chiefly of 

his own, hardly at aIl of the common interest" and "that which 

is common to the greatest number has the least care bestowed 

on it" (1261 b 33-34). A social arrangement that does away with 

the distinction between mine and thine lS dismissed as an 

impossibility (l261 b 1). As sentiments of this kind are 

multiplied in the Politics it becomes apparent that Aristotle 

views the desire for a property of one's own as a basic fact 

of human nature: "how immeasurably greater is the pleasure, Il 

he wri tes, "when a man feels a thing to be his own" (1263" 

41-1263 b 1). ln the context of communi tarian theories of 

identi ty and social order, pri vate property appears as an 

anomaly, since it sets the individual apart from the 

collective. 

ln the Middle Ages especially, ownership as it was put 

into practice seems to have been at odds with theory of the 

day. Alan Macfarlane, for example, has found evidence to 

suggest that in the thirteenth century man y parts of England 

already had a developed market, mobility of labour, full 

private ownership, the view of land as a commodi ty and a 

widespread profit motive. On the basis of this evidence, he 

concludes that "the majori ty of people in England from at 

least the thirteenth century were rampant individualists, 

highly mobile, both geographically and socially, economically 

rational, and market-oriented" (Macfarlane 163). Such a 
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situation would appear to be in conflict with dominant 

Medieval theories governing property, in which, as Ullman 

says, " ... property was considered an issue of divine grace, 

which precluded the emergence of a thesis according to which 

the individual as owner had an autonomous right to his 

property" (Ullman 38). Ullman in fact argues that the lower 

classes and a de cent raI i zed bureaucracy, largely isolated from 

the "somewhat rarified speculative doctrines" of Scholastic 

philosophy, were able, by virtue of this isolation, to develop 

an applied system of individual rights centring on questions 

of property and ownership. 

This discrepancy between theories that seem to preclude 

the possibility of an autonomous individuality and 

individualistic practices having to do with ownership has been 

described in various ways. As we just saw, Ullman suggests 

that a certain segment of the Medieval population, by the 

simple fact of its intellectual isolation, was able to develop 

a system of applied rights, providing lia subterranean, 

invisible platform which was to prove of not inconsidelable 

assistance in emancipating the individual" ("subterranean" and 

"invisible" apparently referring to the unrecognized or 

untheorized nature of these applied rights) (Ullman 62). Max 

Weber makes the distinction between practice and theory 

expl ici t, arguing that "the impulse to acquisition, pursui t of 

gain, of money, of the greatest possible amount of money 

has been common to aIl sorts and conditions of men at aIl 
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tirnes and in aIl countries of the earth " but that this 

should not be taken as an indication of the presence of a 

system that would justify this impulse as rational or provide 

a theoretical basis for i t (Weber 17). Timothy Relss has 

argued, along similar lines, that "individualistic" practices 

like those that appear in Medieval and early Renalssance 

economic life appear to have existed only as "occulted 

practices" -- that is, as ones that lacked ev en the most baslc 

sort oi theoretical formulation that would represent them as 

"meaningful" to the human understanding. Money markets, 

alienation of land, primitive forms of wage labour and so on 

seern to have existed without any formaI justiflcation. It 

would seem, then, that the presence of indivldualistic 

practices does not necessarily entail the existence of a 

theoretically vlable concept of autonomous individuality. 

The exclusion of the individual and individuallstic 

practices from social, literary and other types of theory in 

the Middle Ages and Renaissance may be understood in the 

context of a general conceptual system WhlCh by the very 

nature of its organization and guiding assumptlons precluded 

the appearance of this sort of theoretical lndivldual. Re1ss 

argues that a single such discurslve system, which he terms 

the "discourse of patterning," determlned the form of aIl 

possible types of knowledge throughout the Middle Ages and 

Renaissance, until the seventeenth century. 

One of the key characteristics of this system, as it Is 
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described by Reiss, 1s a theocentric teleology. The end of the 

intellectual creature in the Middle Ages and Renaissance is to 

understand God, and this orientation forms the basis for 

epistemological, social, linguistic and "literary" theory --

apparently aIl types of theory -- of this period. As Louis 

Dumont writes, "the orientation to the transcendent end, as 

towards a magnet, introduces a hierarchical field, in which we 

should expect every other worldly thing to be si tuated" 

(Dumont 103). While God is the proper telos of the human 

intellect, he also serves as the ultimate ground for 

1inguistic and social order. According to Reiss, 

the corporate social relation between the Divinity and 
societal participant, mediated by the law (anima), and 
that partIcIpant and society as a whole, mediated by 
baptism, is the same as the relation that holds between 
the Divinity and the sign, guaranteed by the soul (anima) 
and the sign and society, guaranteed by concrete 
dIs~ursive practice. (Reiss 86) 

Anima (which carries the multiple significations of immortal 

law, society itself, King, God, soul and society's laws) 

functions as an analogical operator, transforming one set of 

relations into another, animating a corporate society and 

language, and connecting the world of human experience to the 

divine. 

A corollary of this orientation toward the transcendent 

is a devaluation of secular or "everyday" life. Scholastic 

philosophy tended to stress the contingent and sub-rational 

nature of hum an affairs in a world that it viewed as corrupt 

or fallen (Pocock 5) and, more generally, placed the material 
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world at the opposite end of an ontological continuum from the 

divine. As Charles Taylor writes, "the influentlal ldeas of 

ethical hierarchy exalted the lives of contemplation" and 

promoted the view that "philosophers should not busy 

themselves with the mere manIpulation of thlngs and hence with 

crafts" (Taylor 212). This sort of outlook appears to contInue 

and reinforce Aristot1e's convIction that "to be always 

looking after the usefu1 does not become free and exai ted 

souls" (Politics 133Sb 3-4). 

The sign system proper to this sort of divine teleology 

is, according to Reiss, one based on the workings of analogy 

and simi l i tude. Various theori sts have argued that 1 n the 

Middle Ages and Renaissance the functlon conSldered proper to 

human know1edge was interpretation. Ernst CassIrer, tor 

instance, suggests that "allegory lS no mere appendage, no 

casual clo3.k; instead i t becomes the vehicle of thought 

itself" (Cassirer 74). Dumont argues a10ng similar 1ine6, 

suggesting that the ana10gical technlques of bibllcal exegesis 

were similarly applied "to the lnterpretatlon of the r-ough 

data of experience" (Dumont 104). 

One of the key features of this analogical type of 

understanding is its all-inclusive and pecu1iarly "democratic" 

character. While thlS discourse had ItS own forms of 

privileged authority (God and Aristotle, primarlly) and did 

distinguish between true and false, the crlteria that it used 

were less rigid than those of the analytical discourse; it did 
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50 on different grounds, and worked with a broader definition 

of truth. Foucault writes, "the division between wrat we see, 

what others observed and handed down, and what others imagine 

or naively believe dld not exist (Foucault 1970, 129). This 

also appears to have been the case in contemporary views of 

the natural world: "the empiricism of the Renaissance lacked 

objective standards of value and any principle of selection 

among the teemlng phenomena" and seemed not to have made the 

separation of "the necessary from the accidentaI, [the] 

distinction between that which obeys laws and that which is 

fantastic and arbitrary" (Cassirer 152, 151). This sign system 

was also able to sustain a high degree of equivocation. 

Indlvidual words, passages in scripture, or natura1 phenomena 

could carry multiple and even contradictory significations, 

and equivocation was understood to be a legitimate means of 

generating meaning~. 

UnderlYJ.ng these various features of the patterning 

disCOl rse is similitude. In this discourse individual beings, 

language, observable phenomena and ideas are connected by the 

workings of analogy and similitude into a web-like pattern, 

and experlence is significant (in the various senses of this 

word) to the degree that it i5 viewed in the context of such 

connections; meaning is, in fact, coextensive with this 

pattern of relations. The prevalence of thlS patterning type 

of understanding helps to explain the merely incidental status 

of the individual in Medieval and Renaissance theory. As Reiss 
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points out, 

the dominant model is a collective one ln which the sign 
as a 'unit' of meaning or the hum an as an 'indi vidual' in 
society has no significance at aIl save as i t can he 
referred to the corporate community or social discourse 
on the one hand and guaranteed by the Divine on the 
other. (Reïss 94) 

This emphasis on similitude appears to have undermined 

various distinctions central to modern thought. su~h as that 

between self and other, as the individual defined his identi ty 

in relationships of identification with his social others and 

the rest of the world rather than by his difference from them. 

In the Middle Ages and Renaissance, the world did not appear 

as an irredu:"lble epistemological "other". The individual was 

thought ta exist, along with the rest of creation, in what 

Cassirer describes as a "communi ty of being". Such a view 

negates the distance between sub)ect and object, suggesting 

that to understand an object is to become one wi th i t 

(Cassirer 148-9). More radically, it has been suggested that 

the subjectjobject opposi tion was foreign to the Medieval 

understanding, and, consequently, that "the Medievals I)~r:! no 

problem of knowledge," or at least none that was expressed in 

terms of "certi fying a correspondence between ideas and an 

external world" (Borda 60). This weak polarization between 

self and other appears to have had a limiting effect on the 

degree to which individuals and ownership could appear as 

meaningful. It would, in theory, undermine what seems for us 

to be the entirely necessary designation of anything 
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speech, property, ideas, artistic creations or one's person -

as one' s " own" . 

However, by the seventeenth century concepts of both the 

individual and property begin to be codified in several types 

of philosophies; in fact, they become first principles on 

which various types of theories, most obviously 

socio-political ones, are built. This new theoretical 

prominence of the individual and property in the seventeenth 

century may be understood as part of a general shift from the 

patterning discourse to one based on the workings of 

difference, 

discourse" . 

which Reiss terms "analytico-referential 

In the transition between discourses, the divine 

teleology of the patterning discourse is undermined by a 

uti l i tarian materialism. The goal proper to hum an intellectual 

activity is no longer to gain an understanding of God for its 

own sake, but to irnprove the material circumstances of one's 

existence. This sort of pragmatism was, for many seventeenth

century thinkers, elevated to the status of a general 

principle defining the purpose of al! sorts of human 

endeavour. Bacon, for example, asserts that "frui ts and works 

are, as it were, sponsors and sureties for the truth of 

philosophies" and goes so far as to argue that "truth and 

utilityare ... the very same things" (Bacon 350, 354). 

The "frui ts and works" of which Bacon speaks are the 

resul ts of a human abi l i ty to control and manipulate the 
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physical environment. The analogical system which dominated 

the Middle Ages and Renaissance is clearly unsuitable for the 

utilitarian project, since the prodigious maltlplication of 

significn.tions which underlies i ts operation would place words 

and concepts beyond certainty and definl tion. Relss argues 

that the sign system proper to this project, and ta knowledge 

generally in the seventeenth century, is one based on analysis 

and difference. In this analytical system the sign is viewed 

ideally as unequi vocal, and as having some kind of empi rically 

definable content. The correct action of the mind changes from 

drawing together to discriminating, and from grounding meaning 

in the divine to grounding it in a selective interpretation of 

sense impressions. It is through a rigorous empirical 

analysis, which describes the object of one 1 s attention in 

terms of discrete and reductively defined units, that the 

analytical discourse imposes order on the world. 

This action of the mind on sense perception represents a 

radical departure from the Medieval and Renaissance conception 

of the relationship between self and other. As Foucault puts 

it, it is uno longer a question of making previous content 

manifest, but of providing content to serve as a grounds for 

knowledge" (Foucault 1970, 68), of imposing an artificially 

constructed "grid" of classification on the world t
• A process 

of deliberate exc1 usion character i zes the analytical 

discourse; as Foucault tells us, seventeenth-century natural 

philosophy "used its ingenuity to restrict deliberately the 
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area of its experience" (Foucault 1970, 132). One product of 

this outlook i5 the notion of "character," lia consciously 

selected set of characteristics on the basis of which things 

are compared" (Foucault 1970, 140). Thrpugh this kind of 

selection, it becomes possible to define the object of one's 

attention in terms of a limited number of "relevant" 

characteristics, wi th the exclusion of the numerous other 

contexts in WhlCh it might b~ considered. 

The application of this process of reductive ordering to 

human individuals lS a key step in the rise to dominance of 

theories of autonomous individuality. This is true in two 

different but connected senses; the modern individual appears, 

on the one hand, as the product of an analysis of hum an 

conceptions of the natural world and civil society and, on the 

other, as a detached epistemological subject that imposes this 

reductive order on an objectified world. 

As a sign system based on analysis and difference comes 

to the fore, so does the conceptual apparatus that enables one 

to define a hum an individual in terms of his own features and 

only incidenta1ly in terms of his social others and the world 

in which he lives. The application of this sort of analysis to 

individuals results in a human "character," in Foucault's 

sense. The human individual, described in terms of a limited 

and consciously selected set of attributes, becomes the object 

of a newly accessible process of reductive definition. The 

individual is perceived as significant not by virtue of his 
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participation in the divinity or a hierarchical social 

structure, but by the features of his own mind and person. 

These features are typically empirically definable or 

material ones, in keeplng with the prioritles of the 

analytical discourse. This discourse works wlth an emphasis on 

unequivocal concepts grounded in empirical observation, and 

with a corresponding mistrust of abstract or equivocal 

language. Property and related terms lend an alr of 

objectivi ty and empiricalness to discussions of issues such as 

meaning in language, the identity of the individual and the 

role of the indi vidual in society, providing an appeal ing 

al ternati ve to what many seventeenth-century authors viewed as 

overly reified scholastic discussions of slmi lar problems. 

Such a conviction apparently underlies Hobbes' definition of 

the "worth" of a man: "the Value, or Worth of a man, 1s as of 

all other things, his Priee; that is to say, sa much as would 

be given for the use of his Power" (Hobbes 151). Property, in 

its litera1 or material sense, is capable of unequ1vocal 

defini tian in terms of objective measures acreage, 

currency, or, in the example from Hobbes, labour, as its value 

is determined by the market -- and as such i t provides an 

appealing starting point for an unequi vocal and concrete 

definition of individuals. 

The ability te impose this sort of order on the world 

depends on another key feature of modern indi vldual i ty: 

name1y, the firm distinction between subject and abject. Susan 
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Borda points out that in the seventeenth century experience 

cornes ta be understood as located entirely in the individual's 

consciousness; she describes, for instance, Gal i leo' s 

realization that "secondary qualities 'belong entirely ta us' 

-- that touch resides 'in the palms of the hands and in the 

fingertips,' 'heat belongs ultimately ta us,' and 

'sensations ... have no real existence save in us'" (qtd. in 

Borda 36). Borda goes on ta explain how in Descartes' wri tings 

even this interiorized realm of experience is objectified and 

becomes a target of control, as Descartes asserts that one 

must not remain in a paSSive relation to sense experience but 

submit it ta one's judgement in order to separate "clear and 

distinct" ideas from obscure or misleading ones. Control of 

one' s envi ronment depends on the abi l i ty to sort through sense 

perception and, specifically, to separate "necessary" from 

accidentaI connections between phenomena. The ability to 

define the object of one' s attention and the relationships 

between this abject and others in terms of a few Il relevant" 

characteristics is the basis on which powerful analytical 

innovations, such as the mathematical expression of laws that 

govern nature, are developed. This ability, in turn, is based 

on a distancing of oneself from the immediacy of what one 

experiences. 

This critical distancing of oneself from the world 

signaIs the emergence of the modern epistemological subject. 

Modern individuality is dependent on an objectification of the 
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natural world, as the individual defines himself in relation 

to what exists outside of his own consciousness as a properly 

unknowable "other". The progression from the Renalssance to 

the seventeenth century involves a transition from a discourse 

in which the individual identifies himself with the warld ta 

one in which the individual 1 s identity can only be defined by 

his difference from it. 

This division between self and other, while conferring 

immense power on the individual, is an ambivalent phenomenon. 

On the one hand, i t provides the dimension of di fference 

between subject and object on which control of one's 

environment depends. On the other hand, the division between 

self and other introduces the possibility af alienation. ln 

the transition to the analytical discourse there appears a 

dimension of irreducible difference between self and other; 

when one no longer identifies oneself with the material world, 

divinely guaranteed meaning ln language, a corporate society 

and, as Descartes suggests, one 1 s own perceptIons, the 

question of how to secure these relations appears. As 1 hope 

to show, the seventeenth century seems to have drawn on a 

basic human desire, that of ownershlp, and a long standing 

tradition of individualistic economic practices to provide a 

means of bridging this gap between self and other. 

A pattern of distancing, control and possession appears 

in a variety of seventeenth-century contexts. Charles Taylor 

notes that objectification and desire for control of the other 
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was directed not only toward the material world, but was aiso 

extended self-reflexively ta individuals in the form of 

self-control, as "the disengagement bath from the activities 

of thought and from our unreflecting desires and tastes allows 

us to see ourselves as objects of far-reaching reformation" 

(Taylor 171). Thls model of control over an objectified 

internaI realm was supplemented by the interpretation of the 

relationship between an individual and his speech, actions, 

ideas, perceptions and persan as one of own~,ship. Hobbes, for 

example, revives the Roman notion of persona and produces the 

following defini tlon: "a persan, is he whose words or actions 

are considered, ei ther as his own, or as representing the 

words or act i ons of an other man" (Hobbes 217) and "he that 

owneth his words and actions, is the AUTHOR: In which case the 

Actor acteth by Author i ty. For that whi ch in speaking of goods 

and possessions, is called an Owner ... speaking of actions is 

called Author" (Hobbes 218). By positing and maintaining a 

distance between oneself and one's own person or actions, one 

may interpret the relationship as one of exclusive ownership. 

This ownership model also provides a key paradigm for 

rights theories in modern law. The modern individual does not 

live "under" a divinely sanctioned natural law that transcends 

him; law cornes ta be expressed in terms of individual rights, 

and the relationship between rights and the individual is 

described as one of ownership. As Charles Taylor notes, "the 

notion of a right, also called a 'subjective right', as this 
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deve10ped in the Western legal tradition, is that of a legal 

privi1ege which is seen as a quasi-possession of the agent to 

whom i t is attributed" (Taylor Il). This proprietorial 

conception of rights is evidently at work in Hobbes' 

conception of justice: 

Justice i8 the constant Will of giving to every man his 
own. And therefore where there is no Own, that is, no 
propriety, there is no Injustice; and where there is no 
coercive power erected ... there is no Propriety; all men 
having Right ta aIl things .... (Hobbes 72) 

In fact, as various writers have shown, in the seventeenth 

century words describing indi vidual rights and property appeaI 

to have been interchangeable: "property" was used to describe 

a right in any thing, and the concept of a "right" was 

expressed in terms of a "property" in one's life, liberty and 

estate (Tully 115, Laslett 101). 

Distancing, control and possession aiso play a key part 

in the emergence of a li terary version of the autonomous 

individual, the author. In the literary arena, the author is 

~efined by a relationship of exclUSIve responsibility for, or 

possession of, an objectified text. One specifie source of 

this understanding of the relationship between individuals and 

texts is censorshlp. As Foucault has argued, the author as a 

category of our understanding of texts arose partly as a 

function of repressive authority; the author carne lnto being 

in so far as he was the sort of locus of responsibility that 

a repressive authority felt the need to silence or punish 
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(Foucault 1979, 148). One sees, for example, in Parliament's 

printing ordinance of 1643 and Milton's response to it in 

Aeropagitica, the contemporary concern over the relationship 

between individuals and controversial or seditious pieces of 

literature. Milton's response is ambivalent, as he maintains 

the importance of freedom of expressi~n on the one hand, and 

recommends "fire and executioner" for "mischievous" texts on 

the other (Blum 77). However, either response presupposes sorne 

recogni tion of indi vidua1 responsibi li ty in expression1
• 

Print technology appears to have stimulated the 

appearance of the author in a similar way; that is, by 

supplying the sort of objectified text in relation to which 

the author could establ ish his identi ty. As print culture 

displaced the previously dominant manuscript culture, i t 

"stimulated a competi ti ve relation between book and person, a 

competi tion for preeminence as the locus of intellectual 

summation" (Loewenstein 101). As Joseph Loewenstein and Mark 

Rose have shown, another powerful motor in the development of 

modern views of the author was an emerging market value of 

li terary texts. Rose suggests that the concept of the 

individual creative "genius" who is defined by an exclusive 

relation of ownership wi th his text is developed in early 

eighteenth-century legal debates over the granting of 

copyrights. In these debates Locke's model of materia1 

appropriation and assertion of exclusive right in the fruits 

of one's labour cornes to be applied to literary texts. Joseph 
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Loewenstein sees simi lar developments a century earl ier, 

particularly in the context of the theatre. Theatre companies 

of the early seventeentb r::entury were plagued by the 

increasingly common practice of pirating texts, by 

"imperfectly rationalized economlc relations" and a 

"marketplace made harrowingly unstable by plague and censor" 

(Loewenstein 106). As scripts came to be seen as an added 

source of income in this unstable economic envi ronment, a 

value independent of the playwright's seribal labour or the 

performance of plays began to inhere in them. As scripts took 

on this inherent value, it became easier to conceive of the 

playwright himsel f as producing a complete "work, Il rather than 

simply performing one step in the proeess of putting on a 

play. 

The concept of an autonomous individuali ty defined in 

terms of exclusive ownership, whi le sol ving a number of 

theoretical problems, evident1y introduces its own unique set 

of questions. In the following ehapters, through an analysis 

of Robert Burton' s Anatomy of Melaneholy and John Locke' s 

Second Treatise of Government and Essay ConceqqnS} __ J~u.m?_n 

Understanding, l will examine in more detail the transition 

from the patterning discourse and i ts communal models of 

identity to the autonomous indivlduality of the analytical 

diseourse. 

The works that l will be discusslng, as well as the 

authors themse1 ves, are incongruous enough to requi re an 
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explanation for their mutual inclusion in this thesis. It is 

not immediately apparent, after aIl, on what basis one May 

compare a treatise of melancholy wi th an analysis of the human 

understanding and civil society. Even more peculiar (at first 

glance) is the discrepancy between the approaches of these two 

authors. Burton's Anatomy is a compendium of textual sources 

ranging from the ancients to his contemporaries, while Locke' s 

approach is essentially that of empirical analytic philosophy. 

However, considering the transitional nature of the time at 

which these two authors are working, this discrepancy i tself 

provides a basis for comparison. I<eeping in mind Reiss 1 

description of discursive developments in tbe seventeenth 

century, one May understand Burton and Locke as 

representatives of competing discursive orders. Furthermore, 

one May identify a corresponding contrast in their views of 

the individual. As l hope to show, Burton's view of the 

individual lS congruous wi th that of the patterning discourse, 

while Locke's is that of the analytical discourse, which has 

persisted to this day. Burton and Locke, both working within 

the same transitional period between two discursive orders, 

but chronologically distant enough from each other for their 

comparison to offer a developmental perspective, provide 

examples of different reactions to the emergence of an 

autonomous individuality and different strategies proposed to 

deal wlth the problems posed by it . 
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ROBERT BURTON'S ANATOMY OF MELANCHOLY 

Robert Burton' s Anatomy of Melancholy first appeared in 

1621, a year after the first edition of Bacon's Ne~ Or~no~, 

a key text in the scientific canon, was published. Devon 

Hodges, drawing on Reiss' theories, describes the anatomy as 

lia transitional ferm, a ferm uncertain about Its relation to 

an older discourse of patterning or to the new analytical 

discourse af science" (Hodges 18).1 will argue that Burton's 

Anatomy is in fact such a liminal text and that, while it May 

seem oversimplistic to describe the Anatomy in terms of a 

struggle between di fferent discursive orders, Many of i ts 

peculiarities May be explained by the presence in It of both 

textual, ana10gical features and elements af the developing 

discaurse af analysis. 

The Anatamy displays man y features of the discourse of 

patterning described by Reiss, especially an analogical mode 

of understanding and a textual i zat i on of the wor 1 d . For 

example, when Burton quotes a source which says that Il if a 

great-bellied woman see a hare, her child will often have an 

hare lip" (1.215) it would appear that he is describing a 

world ordered by similitude. In ather examples, one finds 

simjlitude in the complex and extended farrn of analogy. In a 

manner typical af the discourse of patterning, hierarchies of 

analogy link the different orders af animate and Inanimate, 

and microcosm and macrocasm, with man serving as the 
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transformational point through which these comparisons are 

made. Burton at one point suggests that "melancholy extends 

i tsel f not to men only, but even to vegetaIs and sensibles Il 

(1.79) and, elsewhere, extends melancholy, by way of ana1ogy, 

from the human body to the body poli tic: lias in human bodies 

... there be diverse alterations proceeding from humours, so 

there be man y diseases in a conunon-weal th, which do as 

diversely happen from several distempers" (1.79). The Anatomy 

aiso shows the textual mode of inquiry characteristic of the 

patterning discourse. As the ubiquitous presence of sources in 

the Anatomy suggests, Burton gains knowledge of his subject by 

studying the ways in which it has b~en written about in the 

centuries preceding him, an approach characteristic of a time 

when "truth was sought through the word and experimentation 

was rare" (Relss 1982, 91). The Anatomy draws on a type of 

understandlng which looks to tradition for knowledge, and 

understands an object by gathering together aIl the signs that 

May be linked to i t by resemblance. In the Anatomy there is no 

sense of opposition between textual and empirical realms. 

However, the particular form that these patterning 

elements take ln the Anatomy appears to be determined, at 

least ln part, by the context of change in which Burton 

worked. Burton was writing at a time of theoretical upheaval, 

during which the same dspects of the patterning discourse that 

one sees at work in the Anatomy were being rendered obsolete 

by new epistemologies, models of authorship and political 
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theories. 

As Maggie Ki 19our points out, there i s a tendency on the 

part of modern cri tics to interpret the seventeenth century as 

a time of crisis or, more specifically, as a "fall" 

(Kilgour 140). Burton himself sets the Anatomy ln the context 

of this most universal form of human crisis: man lS "fallen 

from that he was ... become miserabilis homuncio, a castaway, 

a caitiff ... so much obscured by his fall that ... he is 

inferior to a beast" (1.130). The fallen condition of mankind 

f inds metaphorical expression in the subject of Burton 1 s 

treati8e -- melancholy -- which is portrayed by him as a 

universal human affliction, affecting body, soul and 

intellect. Throughout the Anatomy, Burton' s treatment of 

questions of epistemology, authorship and social life i8 

coloured by this context of fallenness. 

One area of cri sis that Burton describes in the Anatomy 

is that of the human intellect. The interpretation of signs 

and textual tradition, the primary means by which the human 

understanding made sense of the world in the patterning 

discourse, appears to falter in the Anatomy, with resulting 

chaos. A breakdown of signification is evident, for example, 

in Burton's description of the task of defining melancholy. 

This project i8 fraught with confusion, as he is faced with a 

superabundance of chaotic information. Burton chooses Babel, 

a traditional symbol of signification gone wrong, to descrlbe 

the situation: 
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Babel never yielded such confusion of tongues, as this 
Chaos of Melancholy doth variety of symptoms .... which, 
howeverso they be diverse, intricate and hard to be 
confined, l will adventure yet, in such a vast confusion 
and generali ty, to br ing them into some order. . .. (1.397) 

In another example, he uses the alphabet B to describe this 

state of confusion: 

the four and twenty letters make no more variety of words 
in divers languages, than melancholy concei ts produce 
di versi ty of symptoms in severa! persons. They are 
irregu13r, obscure, various, so infinite, Proteus himself 
i s ''lot so di verse; you mayas weIl make the Moon a new 
coat, as a true character of a me!ancholy man. (1.408) 

This disorder of signs is mirrored on a larger level by a 

chaos of textual authority. This textual chaos appears partly 

as a resul t of the sheer volume of information that Burton has 

to deal with: "in this scribbling age ... the number ':lf books 

is without number" and "the presses be oppressed" (1.22) 

"what a glut of books ... who can read them? As already, we 

shall have a vast Chaos and confusion of Books, we are 

oppressed with them, our eyes ache with reading, our fingers 

wi th turning" (1.24). In addition to overwhelming readers, 

this overabundance of information appears to have had the more 

troubling effect of subverting traditional textual authority. 

0' Connell argues that Burton worked in the context of an 

increased availability of books which caused a "proliferation 

and relativizing of authority," subverting "any hope of 

arriving at a stable conclusion, a definitive truth" 

(O'Connell 44). As the availability of books increased, and it 

became possible for the collation of sources to become an 
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increasingly comprehensive undertaking, the degree of variety 

and contradiction inherent in them became more apparent 

(Eisenstein 74). Burton reflects this chaos of textual 

authority throughout the Anatomy, playing his sources against 

one another by placing contradictory statements by different 

authorities in stark opposition (Gibson 108). He routlnely 

presents a variety of viewpoints whell addresslng any 

particular problem, but rather than trying to reconcile them 

or choosing between them Burton includes themall and, in 

fact, structures his text in such a way that contradictions 

become 1ntractable and ambiguities more profound (Fish 330). 

The increased avai labi 1 i ty of books tnat 0' Connell 

mentions appears to have indirectly stimulated another form of 

crisis -- namely, the appearance of individualistic modela of 

authorship and the corresponding demise of communal ones. As 

Elizabeth Eisenstein has argued, the increased accessibility 

and standardization of a large number of texts in the 

s1xteenth and seventeenth centuries appears to have been a key 

step in the formation of a li terary canon. In turn, this 

increasingly present and formidable textual tradition appears 

to have fostered a sense of idiosyncrasy and self

consciousness in individual authors. The formation of a 

literary canon created a standard against which individual 

authors could gauge their uniqueness, providing a norm from 

they could deviate (Eisenstein 84). Maggie Kilgour has 

situated the Anatomy in the context of the Humanist ideal of 
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"collation" and makes the specifie comparison between Burton 1 s 

project and that of Erasmus in the Adages. One crucial 

difference is that "whereas Erasmus felt the need to create a 

sense of continuity with the past, for Burton that past is 

constantly present and so a potential rival" (Kilgour 163). As 

difference from one's intellectual predecessors cornes to be 

understood as a constitutive element of authorship, rivalry 

between oneself and anels scholarly others becomes more of an 

issue. More generally, the author's relationship to these 

others and the bounds of onels authorial self become pressing 

concerns. Burton is highly self-conscious about his 

relationship to his sources. When he describes this 

relationship the possibility of a sterile repetition or theft 

of his predecessors ' works appears: "no news here, that which 

1 have stolen is from others If that severe doom of 

Synesius be true, it is a greater offence to steal a dead 

man's labours than their clothes, what shall become of Most 

writers?" (1.22). Elsewhere, Burton writes: 

as Apothecaries we make new mixtures every day, pour out 
of one vessel into another; and as t.hose old Romans 
robbed aIl the cities of the world, to set out their 
bad-si ted Rome, we skim off the cream of other men' s 
wits, pick the choice flowers of their tilled gardens to 
set out our own sterile plots. (1.23) 

As the di ffArence between one' s 1 i terary sel f and one' s 

literary others becomes more pronounced, the possibility of 

transgressive appropriation becomes more immediate. 

In the Anatomy one sees a pOlarization between self and 

other and a corresponding sense of crisis not only in the 
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intellectual community, but also in society at large. Burton 

describes a society driven by aggressive self-interest in 

which "willing or unwilling, one must fight and either conquer 

or succumb, in which kill or be killed; wherein every man is 

for himself, his private ends & stands upon hlS own guard" 

(1.64). Burton associates this kind of divlsive self-interest 

wi th a market-based system of values in WhlCh i t is "every man 

for his own ends. Our summum bonum is commodi ty, and the 

goddess we adore Dea Moneta, Queen Money, to whom we daily 

of fer sacrifice, which steers our hearts, hands, affections 

all. ... " (1.65). God is replaced by money and community ls 

replaced by the market, 

a place ... wherein they cozen one another, a trap, nay, 
what's the world itself'? A vast chaos, ... a mart of 
walking spirits, ... a shop of knavery .... No charity, 
love, friendship, fear of God, alliance, affinity, 
consanguini ty, Christiani ty can contain them, but if they 
be any ways offended, or tbat string of commodi ty be 
touched, they fall fouI. (1.64) 

In this passage Burton is using an old satirical topos, the 

denunciation of lucre, but he is doing so in a century when, 

as Macpherson shows, the ground was being prepared for an 

autonomous individuality defined in terms of exclusive 

ownership and self-interest. 

The various forms of crisis that Burton describes in the 

Anatomy may be understood as consequences of the passing of an 

analogical, communitarian outlook and the rise to dominance of 

a discourse of ana1ysis. More specifically, what appear to be 

manifestations of crisis from Burton's essentially ana1ogica1 

37 



• 

• 

perspective may be understood as effects of the emphasis on 

difference inherent in the emerging analytical discourse. In 

this discourse, identity is established on the basis of 

difference rather than simili tud·" .. Thus, for example, analysis 

def ines i ts own methodology partly by contrasting i t wi th 

analogical and textual approaches, which i t describes as 

erroneous or nonsensical. Similarly, the analytical discourse 

establishes appropriate modes of individuality partly by 

launching attacks on the communal and hierarchical models of 

the patterning discourse. 

In the face of these sorts of critiques, the traditional 

workings of the patterning discourse appear to falter. 

Similitude and textual authority appear dysfunctional in the 

Anatomy since the analytical discourse, by virtue of i ts 

guiding assumptions, invalidates the sort of understanding of 

the world that is produced by an analogical, textual approach. 

Similarly, since the analytical discourse defines an 

individual by establishing his difference from other 

individuals and the rest of the world, one sees in the Anatomy 

representations of the breakdown of communal models of 

authorship and society. 

In the Anatomy Burton attempts an active and, to varying 

degrees, self-conscious response to crisis. Rather than 

building on difference-based views of identity, Burton, in a 

regressive move, aSSF-rts various methods and priorities of the 

patterning discourse. In so doing, he attempts to collapse 
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various analytical distinctions -- that between leg~ timate and 

spurious forms of intellectual authority, for example, and 

that between self and other -- tha~ underlie the varlOUS forms 

of crisis that he describes. Burton's approach lS, then, 

distinct both from a naive patterning approach -- since his 

use of patterning elements is instrumental, or dlrected at 

something besides its ostensible subject -- and from that of 

the analytical discourse. 

One feature of the patterning discourse which Burton puts 

ta work in the Anatomy is an all-inclusiveness which does not 

privilege one form of inte1lectual authority over any other. 

Despite his occasional dismissal of stories that he describes 

as ridiculous, Burton has an undeniable penchant for the 

fantastic; indeed, as Webber points out, his description of 

the clinical aspects of melancholy appears somewhat dry and 

hurried in comparison with his lavish treatment of the strange 

and prodigious (Webber 89). Burton draws on aIl conceivable 

types of discourse, including anecdotes, gossip, theological 

tracts, old wi ves' tales, alchemlcal texts, ast rologi cal lore, 

hearsay, classical myths and so on, and he does not seem to 

draw distinctions between more and less authorltative sources 

of information. Madness and its cures are explained Ly way of 

descriptions surgi cal techniques (2.242), anecdotes about the 

curative powers of precious stones (2.250), tales of 

possession by devi Is (1.143), and accounts of love among 

vegetables, fish and angels (3.15, 44, 17). AlI of these May 
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be inciuded because, as in the patterning discourse, they aIl 

contribute equally to an understanding of the world. When 

Burton does occasionally show sorne degree of scepticism he 

does no, suggest a standard of selection to separate thé! true 

or necessary from the faise or contingent. He advises the 

reader that fabulous passages in his text are to be taken "in 

a poeticai fai th" (3.73), and, in doing so, appeals to an 

anaiogicai type of understanding. 

Through this emulation of the all-inclusiveness of the 

patterning discourse, Burton undermines the privileging of one 

form of discourse over others. However, he also achieves 

similar ends through different means. One su ch alternative 

strategy lS a satirical levelling of intellectual authorities. 

Burton supplements his positive assertion of the equal value 

of aIl forms of discourse wi th attempts to show that aIl 

sources of intellectual authority are equal by virtue of their 

inherent unreliability. In this sense, Burton aspires to an 

egalitarian view of intellectual authority that surpasses any 

similar tendencies to "democratization" in either the 

patterning or analytical diseourses. In the Anatomy, there is 

no such thing as a transcendent authority sinee aIl forms of 

intellectual authori ty -- the ancients, contemporary scholars, 

experts, and Burton himself -- are equally flawed. 

Certain features of the Anatomy -- Most notably Burton 1 s 

choice of Democritus Junior as a narrative persona -- suggest 

a satiricai purpose. Different ages have attached different 
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significances to the figure of Democri tus, but the Renaissance 

Democritus is primarily the laughing philosopher, a figure 

associated with satire (Babb 32). Burton hlmself portrays 

Democritus as a satirist and links him with the sort of social 

criticism and subversIon of authority associated with feast 

days and thp- carnivalesque tradition as it has been described 

by Mikhail Bakhtin (Bakhtin 1968, Bristol). Toward the 

beginning of his work, Burton tells the reader that the 

Anatomy was written 

by an idle fellow, at idle times, about our Saturnalian 
or Dionysian feasts, when ... 'there i8 no danger in 
freedom:' servants in old Rome had liberty to say and do 
what they 1ist .... If you deny me this liberty, upon 
these presumptions 1 will take it. (1.122) 

Thus, Burton portrays himself as a satirist with critical and 

possib1y subversIve intenta 

Prime targets of Burton' s satire are Scholastic 

inte11ectual authorities and experts. At times Burton shows a 

radical anti-intellectua1ism, criticizing scholarly efforts 

which appear as ridiculous, useless or harmful; in one passage 

he describes "superf1uous industry about unprofitable things 

and their qualities" and intel1ectual pursuits in which 

we commonly molest and tire ourselves about things unfit 
& unnecessary .... Be it in Religion, Humanity, Magick, 
Phi .. osophy, Policy, any action or study, 'tis a needles8 
trouble, a mere torment .... What i8 Astrology, but vain 
e1ections, predictions? aIl Magick, but a troublesome 
error, a pernicious foppery? PhYSICk, but intricate 
subtilties, & fruit1ess abstractions? Alchemy but a 
bundle of errors? (1.366) 

Burton supplements this kind of direct criticism with a more 
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subtle kind of subversion. Joseph Gibson shows how Burton puts 

to use the rhetorical technique of in utrarnque partum, or the 

arguing of both or Many sides of an argument, to play 

authori t ies against one another and di scredi t them (Gibson 

108-9). In a telling example (cited by Gibson), Burton 

describes "aIl those great philosophers the world hath ever 

had in admiration" (1.42) and, in particular, Socrates: he is 

"the wisest man of his time by the Oracle of Apc~lo, whom his 

two scholars, Plato and Xenophon, so much extol and magnify 

with those honourable titles, 'best and wisest of aIl mortal 

men, the happiest, and Most just'" (1. 42). Further on, he 

continues: 

re vera [in reality], he was an illiterate idiot, as 
Aristophanes calls him, irrisor et ambitiousus [a scoffer 
and fond of praise], and as ... Aristotle terms him, 
scurra Atticus [an Attic buffoon], as Zeno, an enemy to 
aIl arts and sciences ... an opinative ass, a caviller, 
a kind of pedant. (1.44) 

Aristotie and other great philosophers are 

wisdom itse1f in the abstract, a miracle of nature, 
breathing Iibraries Oceanus, Phoenix, Atlas, 
monstrum, portentum hominis, orbis uni versi musaewn, 
ui t imus humanae naturae conatus, naturae mari tus 
[Oceanus, Phoenix, Atlas, a prodigy, a marvel of a man, 
a Museum of the who1e world, the supreme product of 
humanity, the spouse of Nature]," (1.43) 

but in actuality "they couid no more be called wise than boys 

men, they were children in respect, infants, not eagles, but 

kites; novices, i11iterate, eunuchi sapientiae" (1.43). As 

Gibson suggests, these passages present the idea that human 

pretensions to final and absolute forms of knowledge are -- no 

matter who happens to vouch for them -- misguided, and that 
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"the wisdom of this world is foolishness wi th God" (1.43-4). 

Burton does not retain this strategy exclusively for 

experts; he extends this critical levelling to any and aIl 

viewpoints, including his own. Examples of contradiction occur 

throughout the Anatomy, at times compressed into a single 

sentence, as Burton does a wild fl1p-flopping between 

different attitudes or accounts of his subject of the moment. 

In one such example, Burton addresses the reader as follows: 

[If any one thinks he has been insulted, let him think 
so.] If any man take exceptions, let him turn the buckle 
of his glrdle, Icare not. l owe thee nothing (reader), 
l look for no favour at thy hands, l am independent, l 
fear not 

and immediately foilowing this, "no, l recant, l will not, l 

care, l fear, l confess my fault, acknowledge a great offence" 

(1.122). After reading passage after passage of this kind, the 

reader no longer knows what to expect from thlS text -- what 

is sincere and what is not, what 1s true and what is taIse. 

Right before the beginning of the treatise proper and after a 

bit of abusive clowning with the reader, Burton writes 

"So 1v ite me, pardon 0 boni [good friends] that WhlCh i8 past, 

and l will make amends in that Wh1Ch lS to come; l promise you 

a more sober discourse in my following treatise" (1.122). What 

follows this promise i5, of course, anything but a sober 

di5course, and Burton 1 s text continues to unravei i tself, 

rendering any statement of fact questionable and giving the 

reader no opportuni ty whatsoever to get a stable f ix on 

melancholy . 
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Through this kind of strategy, Burton puts any and aIl 

kinds of textual authority into the sarne category of 

unreliability. This sort of scepticism distinguishes his 

approach both from a naive participation in the patterning 

system and from the reductive empiricism of his analytically

minded contemporaries. While Burton recognizes the contingency 

of the knowledge culled from his sources, he does not suggest 

that there is some form of privileged intellectual authority 

that escapes contingency. His relativization of textual 

authority involves a recognition that each source represents 

one point of view among Many equally legitimate (or equally 

flawed) ones. Despite his sceptical attitude toward his 

sources, there is nothing in the Anatomy to suggest that the 

individual may tlanscend this social and textual medium in his 

search for knowledge; while the individual is free to create 

his own view of the world, he invariably does so in the 

context of a community of sCholarship, as Burtonts copious 

quotation in the Anatomy suggests. 

Burton asserts a similar sort of communal paradigm in 

addressing questlons of originality in authorship and 

distinctions between a textual mine and thine. As l have tried 

to show, Burton indicates an awareness of the problem of 

intellectual property; howev~r, rather than trying to create 

the illusion of an autonomous and exclusive textual 

individuality, Burton stresses his indebtedness to his 

predecessors and, looking back to earlier forms of textual 
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relations, invokes a communitarian model of authorshlp. 

While a textual mine and thine do appear in ~he Anato~y, 

the line between the two is blurred to the point where they 

are often indistinguishable. Burton takes from other writers, 

but he does so in such a way that he can claim that what he 

takes is both his and thelrs: 

..• sumpsi, non surripui [1 have taken, not filchen]; and 
what Varro ... speaks of bees ... they do Iittie harm, 
and damage no one in extracting honey, 1 can say of 
myself, Whom have 1 injured? The matter ls thelrs most 
part, and yet mine ... it is plain whence it is taken 

yet i t becomes something different in i ts new 
sf,tttng. (1.25) 

Burton argues that by placing the words of another in a novel 

context he al ters thei r meaning: what he takes "becomes 

something different in its new setting". Thus, he complicates 

the attribution of the words that he quotes to an}· single 

creative point of origine Burton further subverts the notion 

of private intellectual property through his casual style of 

inserting quotations into his text; as Webber points out, it 

is often difficult to tell where Burton's "1" ends and where 

that of another begins (Webber 81). The narrator's voice ls, 

in a Most radicdl way, permeated by the voices of others. Such 

an intermingling of authorial voices is, for Burton, the 

natural and inescapable condition of aIl authors. Borrowing 

from other authors may, as Burton's use of the term 

"pilfering" suggests, be understood as stealing; but such a 

view depends on the possibility of an establishing an 

exclusive, one-to-one relationship of ownership and 
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responsibillty between a text and an author. It is this kind 

of setting of boundaries that Burton works against in the 

An~~9my. His style of quotation -- both in its copiousness, 

and ln its intimate mixing of his voiee with the voices of 

others -- supports the notion of an ineseapable and natural 

dependenee of authors on the works of their intelleetual 

others. 

Burton further eomplieates questions of intelleetual 

property by making it impossible to identify the author of the 

Anatomy. The relationship between Burton, Demoeri tus and 

Democritus Junior is kept deliberately ambiguous. Burton 

achleves this effect partly by removing the first edition's 

"Concluslon of the Author to the Reader," in which he revealed 

his identlty, from subsequent editions. This editorial move 

has the effect of reducing his extra-textua1 dimension, making 

It diffieult to identify an authorial point of origin outside 

of the text. ln answer to the question of who is the author of 

the Anatomy he slmp1y state'3 "seek not after that which is 

hid; if the contents p1eas~ thee, ... suppose the Man in the 

Moon, or whorn thou wl1t to be the Author; 1 would not 

willing1y be known" (1.15). Even Burton's picture, which was 

added to subsequent edltions, appears as an unreliable source 

of lnformation regardlng his identity since, as he writes, "we 

can judg~ a man's character much better from his conversation 

than his physiognomy" (1.27). When one tries to get past the 

surface of the text to the author behind it, one 1s 

46 



• 

• 

continually led back to this surface: as Burton writes, "1 

have laid myself open in this treatise, turned mine inside 

outward" (1.27). Inevitably, what appears to be a disclosure 

of the author 1 s true identi ty is ju~t one among severai 

personae through which Burton disslpates any stable point of 

reference that might enable the reader to link the text to an 

individual creative point of orlgin. Since one may not 

identify a single author for the text, it is impossible to 

construe any relationship of exclusive possession between 

author and creation. By making i t impossible to locate a 

centre of exclusive authorial responsibility outside of the 

text, Burton heads off questions of ownership, theft and 

originality. 

Rather than trying to create an autonomous, self

contained individua1ity, Burton describes an all-encompassing 

(and encompassed) identity that rests on the continuaI give 

and take between himself and his sources, seemingly 

unconcerned wi th the dispersion of his own character that 

occurs in the process. Burton is Democri tus Junior at one 

moment, "Roberto" at another (1.22), and Democri tus at yet 

another (1.121); a fearful and apologetic author at one moment 

and an abusive scoffer at another (1.122-3). Webber describes 

lia feeling discernible in the seventeenth century that man 1s 

not the sarne person from moment ta moment" (Webber 112), a 

problem that will be addressed in Locke's definition of 

personal identity as self-identity. For Burton this evidently 
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is not a problem; his "'l' can be equal to nObody, that is 

everybody, because the distinction between persons is merely 

a distinction between momentarily and artificially discrete 

Mani festations of a single essence" (Fish 331). As Burton 

writes -- quoting Scaliger -- "we are not whole men but parts 

of man; from all of us together something might be made, and 

that not much; from each of us individually nothing" (1.60). 

Burton achieves a more genera1 collapsing of differences 

in the Anatomy through the use of rhetorical techniques based 

on the workings of similitude. The most prevalent of these are 

copia9 and the related technique of equivocation. These two 

techniques work in opposite but related ways; in Burton's use 

of copia, many words are used to describe a single phenomenon, 

while in equivocation the same word is used in a variety of 

discrete but connected senses. Both of these strategies have 

the similar effect of multiplying and diversifying the 

connections between words and meanings. In a typical passage, 

Burton descrlbes 

su ch as are improperly melancholy, or metaphorically mad, 
lightly mad, or in disposition, as stupid, angry, 
drunken, silly, sottish, sullen, prond, vain-glorious, 
ridiculous, beastly, peevish, obstinate, impudent, 
extravagant, dry, doting, dull, desperate, harebrain, 
&c., mad, frantic, foolish, heteroclites, which no new 
Hospital can hold. (1.120) 

This and other examples of copia in the Anatomy are an 

encapsulated version of the proliferation of relations of 

simi 1 i tude which characterizes the patterning system. The 

"etceteras" that Burton so frequently uses suggest that this 

48 



• 

• 

process may in fact go on infini tely, making the fixing of 

limits impossible. 

This passage l have just cited ls an example not only of 

Burton' s use of copia, but aiso of his use of equivocation. 

Burton names these "improperly" melanchol lc types wi th the 

promise to exclude them, in order to focus on ~he disease 

proper and attain a perspicuous definitiol1 of melancholy: in 

his words, to "point at these particular species of dotage" 

and "omi t all impel tinent digressions" (1.120). As one reads 

on, however, one real i zes that Burton does in fact Incl ude the 

various types of metaphorically melanchol ic characters that he 

promises to omit, putting themall in the single category of 

melancholy. As Fox suggests, "[ Burton' s] method can best be 

cailed by the term he uses so often: 'equivocatlon': say one 

word, 'melancholy', and mean numberless di sorders by i t Il (Fox 

129). As Burton pushes this process of equivocation to its 

limits, he extends the term "melancholy" to include the whole 

of mankind. This process of metaphorical connection through 

equivocation resembles the "sympathy" described by Foucault, 

a subspecies of similitude which, unchecked and unbalanced by 

its twin, antipathy (as it was in Renaissance theory), would 

"reduce the world to a point, a homogeneous mass, to a 

featureless form of the Same" (Foucault 1970, 24). Burton's 

use of an analogica1 approach tends toward this apocalyptic 

end, and in so doing, undermines the emphasis on difference 

which the analytical discourse will take up as a means of 
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identifying individuals and sorting them into categories. 

Foucault has suggested that in the seventeenth century 

institutional manifestations of the analytical system appear, 

partIcularly in the context of efforts to deal with madness. 

As insanity comes to be more rigidly defined in opposition to 

normdl modes of being and classified as a disease, 

institutIons -- asylums, most obviously -- are created which 

physically separate the insane from the rest of society in 

order to bring them under control. Burton's text throws into 

question opposi tions such as sane/insane on the basis of which 

the exercise of various forms of power Medical 

interventions, for example -- is justified. In the above 

quotation, Burton wri tes that extension of "melancholy" beyond 

its clinical sense (Le. to include "improperly" or 

metaphorically melancholic types of people) creates more 

madmen than any "new hospital" can hold. The metaphorical 

connections that place aIl of humanity in the single categr z 

of melancholy subvert the process of classification and 

localization that both a clinical definition of melancholy and 

the hospi tal, a physical manifestation of this classification, 

represent. Burton's use of similitude breaks down the 

difference between indIviduals, ultimately including them aIl 

in the sarne category of melancholy: "take melancholy in what 

sense you will, properly or improperly, in disposition or 

habit, for pleasure or for pain, dotage, discontent, fear, 

sorrow, madness, for part or aIl, truly or metaphorically, 
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'tis aIl one" (1.40). 

Throughout the Anatomy, Burton's response to problems 

created by emerging difference-based models of identity is a 

self-conscious reassertion of the methods and prlorities of 

the patterning discourse. In Burton's hands, the analogical 

techniques and corporate models of the patterning discourse 

become means of cOllapsing the dimension of difference on 

which analytical definitions of identity are based. Burton's 

text is thus a curious hybrld, showing an a. reness of 

problems that are properly those of the analytical discourse, 

while responding to them in the language of patterning. A much 

different approach to the rising atomism and dislocation of 

authority in the seventeenth century -- one which has set the 

terms for discussions of individuality until the present day -

- is found in the works of John Locke. As l hope to show in 

the next chapter, Locke deals with many of the same issues 

surrounding indi vidual i ty that Burton does -- the Indi vidual 's 

relationship to his social others and intellectual authority, 

in particular. However, working more firmly wlthln the 

parameters defined by the analytical dlscourse, Locke reJects 

a communitarian model of individual identity in favour of an 

individuality based on exclusive self-possession, autonomyand 

control . 
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JOHN LOCKE'S SECOND TREATISE OF GOVERNMENT AND ESSAY 

CONCERNING HUMAN UNDERSTANDING 

From his doctrine of "simple ideas" to his 

social-contract model of the formation of civil societies, 

Locke makes the individual the prirnary reality in his 

epistemological and political theory, putting him in the place 

previously occupied by an ontic logos, nature or a divine 

arder of things. Locke's reasons for giving the individual 

this privileged place in his theories May, of course, be 

explained in a number of different ways. Most obviously, by 

developing the view of an autonomous and inherently valuable 

individual, Locke frees him from various tradi tional 

tyrannies. In his politlcal theory, Locke emancipates the 

indi vidual from subjection to the sort of arbi trary and 

absolute power of monarchs that is described in pol i tical 

theories such as Hobbes' and Fi Imer ' s. Simi larly, in his 

epistemological theory, Locke seeks to free the individual 

from the Interested dogmatism of scholastic phi losophylo, as 

weIl as more common ills such as prejudice, superstition, and 

slavish adherence to tradition l1
• 

Locke uses the conceptual tools of the analytical 

discourse particularly, an emphasis on difference and 

empirical content in thought and speech to develop his 

theories of autonomous individuality. In his political and 

epistemological theory, Locke carries out a reductive analysis 
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of personal identity, human understanding and social order, 

stripping away concepts normally associated with these areas 

of concern in a search for their essential and empirically 

definahle hasis. The net effect of this process is an 

inversion of the ontological hierarchy between indlvlduals and 

external reality. After the exclusion of concepts that either 

lack an empirical grounding or have no "necessaryll connection 

with questions of political or conceptual order, one is 1eft 

with characteristics of human individuals as the only certain 

reality. 

This process of empirical reduction appears, for example, 

in II.xxvii of the Essay, where Locke tries to determine the 

essence of personal identity. In this section, Locke puts 

several concepts tradi tionally associated Wl th human 

individuals to hlS empirical test of clearness and 

distInctness and cornes to the conclUSIon that the meaning of 

these concepts is simply unknowable. He supposes the existence 

of something underlying the operations of the mind, but "wi th 

[an] ... ignoranr.E' of what Il i6 11
: we IIhave no c1ear and 

distinct idea of the substance of a spirit" (~ê'§'êY Il.xxiii.5) 

and the nature of aIl substances, thinklng or otherwise, Is 

"secret and abstract" (Essay II.xxiil.6) -- he speaks of "this 

ignorance we are in of the Nature of that thinking thing, that 

is in us, and which we look on as our selves" (E~LE;_a--y 

II.xxvii.27). Loc~e continues his discussion with a process of 

analysis and redl ction, dlsmissing notions that are associated 
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with, but not necessarily connected to personhood. The first 

such notion is that of "man". For Locke, man ls not the 

"little world" that he was in the Renaissance, defined in 

analogical relations with the whole of creation. In the Essay 

thiS figure is fragrnented into several distinct and 

reductlvely deflned terrn~. ~irst of aIl, the word itself is 

reduced to a description of physical appearance: "the idea in 

our minds of which the sound 'man' in our mouths ls th~ sign, 

is nothing else but an animal of ... a certain form" (Essay 

II.xxvii.8). Locke continues this process of exclusion, 

dismissing other ideas normally associated wi th h\.l.c1an 

individuals; he asserts that the "soul alone ... would scarce 

be enough ... to make the sarne man" (Essay 1 1 . xxvi i . 15) and 

dismisses substance as an irrelevancy, not necessary or 

sufficient for sameness of person. Locke finally narrows down 

his discussion of the essence of human individuals to a single 

characteristic: "personal identity can by us be placed in 

nothing but consciousness" (Essay II.xxvii.21). The Individual 

is deflned by consciousness, both of present experience and 

past thoughts and actions as they are linked to the present 

through memory (II.xxvii.26). 

Locke carries out a similar reduction in his discussion 

of the origins and limi ts of hum an knowledge. A recurring 

theme in Locke's episternology is a denial of the possibility 

of certaIn knowledge of an objectively exlsting real world: 

having but sorne few superficial ideas of things, 
discovered to us only by the senses from without or by 
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the mind reflecting on what it experiences [we] have 
no knowledge beyond that, much less of the internaI 
constitution and true nature of things, being destitute 
of faculties to attain it (EssQY II.xxiil.32) 

and so 

the simple ideas we receive from sensation and reflection 
are "Che boundaries of our thoughts; beyond which the 
mind, whatever efforts i t would make, l s not able to 
advance one jot nor can it make any dlscoveries, when lt 
would pry into the nature and hidden causes of those 
ideas. (Essay II.xxiii.29) 

In Locke's system the real world is hidden behind an opaque 

veil of phenemena and, as such, is radically distanced from 

the individual's understanding. 

Locke' s response to this distancing is to dlsmiss the 

world of real essences as properly unknowable and to 

substitute consciousness for it as an object of knowledge; he 

develops a èheory in which the whole of the indl vidual 's 

experience of the world may be defined in terms of "simple 

ideas," which, as he says, "are truly the materials of aIl our 

knowledge" (Essay II.xxiii.1). These slmple ideas are 

conceptual analogs of sense perception and ret lexi ve 

contemplation of one's own thought processes, both of WhlCh 

are contained within and exclusive te the lndlvldual. SImple 

ideas, in turn, serve as the bui lding blocks for complex 

ideas. Taken together, simple and complex ideas account for 

aIl possible forms of thought. In subStl tutlng a world of 

phenomena for the world of real essences, Locke creates an 

epistemological subject whose entlre mental lite can be 

deflned avoiding reference to anything outside of hlmself . 
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In his political theory, Locke does not actually dismiss 

the real nature of soci al order as unknowable. He does, 

howeveor 1 suggest that there is no such thing as a natural 

collectl.ve social order that precedes or transcends human 

indiv1duals. He does so partly through his "state of nature" 

theory. In this pseudo-historical narrative Locke describes 

"the state a11 men are naturally in" -- namely, "a state of 

perfect freedom to order their actions wi thout asking 

leave, or depending on the will of any other man" (Second 

Treatise sect. 4)J2. Locke extends this assumption of natural 

autonomy to modern societies by way of a number of empirica1 

reductions which describe the basis of social order in terms 

of characteristics of individuals. One such characteristic is 

the individual will. In his social contract theory of civil 

society, Locke argues that indi vidual s enter society 

vOluntarily, "every man being ... naturally free, and nothing 

being able to put him into subjection to any earthly power, 

but only his own consent" (Treatise sect. 119). Locke makes a 

further reduction in which the consent that individua1s give 

is described ln terms of property. In his discussion of the 

social contract, Locke recognizes the infeasibility of a model 

that bases cltizenship on "express" consent, since everybody 

in the commonweal th does not obviously express consent of this 

kind; the answer must be found ln an expression of "taci t 

consent". Property provides a means of describing this 

consent, and hence the basis of the individual' s participation 
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in government: "... every man that hath any possessions, or 

enjoyment, of any part of the dominions of any government, 

doth thereby give his tacit consent and IS as far forth 

obI iged to obedience to the laws of that government" (T]."'~_a..:t....t_~_~ 

sect. 119). Conversely, anyone "who will by donation, sale or 

otherwise qUl t said possession Il negates hl s status as a 

citizen (Treatise sect. 121). The power to amass property is, 

in turn, described as a feature inherent in indivlduals -- a 

"property ln rmels own person" which Justifies the 

appropriation by individuals of what is originally common to 

aIl mankind (Treatise sect. 27). By describing the orlgin of 

social institutions in terms of the consent of individuals as 

i t is expressed in ownership, and making the original power of 

ownership an inherent feature of individuals, Locke reduces 

the orlgin of social order to characterlstics of indlviduals. 

In each ot the above cases, Locke reduces sorne feature of 

reality to characteristlcs of individuals; personal identity 

is reduced to consciousness 1 knowledge of the world lS reduced 

to combinations of simple ideas, and social order IS described 

as a function of the individual will as it is expressed in 

ownership. However, another key feature of Lockels approach is 

his use of the notion of self-reflexlvlty. In each of the 

above cases Locke 1 s lndi vidual is spI i t, composed of a 

possessi ve, controlllng sel f, and an object if ied aspect of the 

indi vidual -- consciousness 1 in the case of personal identl ty, 

and an internaI analog of sorne feature of the external world 
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ln his political and epistemological theory. It is the 

relationship of control and possession between these two 

aspects of the self that both defines Locke's individual and 

enables Locke to generate theories of social and 

epistemological arder that do not violate the ideal of 

autonomous and self-contained individuality. 

In Locke's epistemology, self-reflexivity appears in the 

idea that consciousness is always directed toward something. 

Locke's indiv1dual 1s highly self-conscious, a spectator of 

his own mental life. One source of simple ideas, for example, 

18 "the notice the mind takes of its own operations" (Essay 

II.i.4); the mind continually "turns itself inward upon itself 

and observes its own actions" (Essay II.vi.l) in a mode of 

perception that is simllar to the action of the mind as it 

perceives obJects in sense perception13
• Locke' s individual 

stands in an attltude of detached observation toward his own 

objectifled conSClousness. 

The degree ta which the individual is dissociated from 

his own mental life is especially apparent in Locke's 

discusslon of personal identity. In Locke's theory of personal 

identlty, conSClousness is objectified to the point where it 

becomes theoretlcally possible to question the relationship 

between a person and his own thoughts or actions. At one point 

in the discussion, Locke considers whether or not i t is 

posslble for the same consciousness to be transferred between 

different individuals or for two individuals to share a single 
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consciousness. He writes: 

l grant, were Lhe same consciousness the same lndlvidual 
action, [consciousness of past actions] could not [be 
transferred from one thinking substance to anotherl; but, 
it being but a present representation of a past actlon, 
why it May not be possible that that rnay be represented 
to the mind to have been which really never was, ~ill 
remain to be shown. (Essay II.xXV1I.l3) 

One important question that cornes out of these consIderations 

is that of how to secure the relationship between an 

individual and his own thoughts or actlons -- a relatlonshlp 

which cornes to appear tenuous as Locke opens a rlft between 

the individual and his objectified conSClousness. 

Locke's response to this troubling mobility of 

consciousness is to interpret the relationshlp between an 

individual and his own conSClousness as one of exclUSlve 

ownership. Since consciousness of an action 15 not the actuai 

action but a mental representatlon of it, the only means of 

securing the relationship bE'tween an action and the Indi vidual 

who performs It is a "reflex act of perception" accompanylng 

the action, a self-reflexive, appropriatlve conSClousness of 

it- (Essay II.xxvii.13). Locke llnks an Individuai to hlS 

actions through an ownershlp model; "person," for Locke, "is 

a forensic term, appropriating actlons and thelr merlt" (Essay 

II.xxvii.26). This is a model slmilar to that found ln Locke's 

explanation of material appropriatIon ln the rreat~se. In his 

discussion of the origins of private ownershlp, Locke posits 

an undifferentiated materlal world that remalns so until it 15 

"mixed" with labour; material mlxed wlth labour become5 a 
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posseSSlon of the lnd.' vidual. Locke 1 S system of personal 

identity and accountability mirrors this model. One finds a 

world of perceived actions in an indifferent relation to the 

individual; it i9 when an action is "mixed" with 

conSClousness, ln the form of a self-reflexive act of 

perceptlon, that it lS appropriated by him. Startlng with the 

notlon of a split individual, Locke develops a theory which 

establishes a firm link between individuals and their acts, 

showing "how far the consciousness of past actions is annexed 

to any individual agent, so that another cannot possibly have 

it" (Ess~ II.xxvii.13). Personal identity of the individual 

ts defined by the relatlonship of exclusive possession between 

an Indlvidual and hls own objectlfied consciousness. 

Lockels epistemology depends on the concept of an 

lnternally divided indivldual, much in the same way that his 

theory of personal identlty does. After dismisslng the real 

world as properly unknowable, Locke interprets reality as the 

product of the action of a possessive and controlling self on 

slmple Ideas. He contrasts an unthlnking passi vi ty wi th an 

active ordering of simple ideas, the latter depending on a 

critlcal dlstance between an orderlng self and perceptions. 

The correct actlon of the mind lnvolves an active analysls of 

sense perceptIon lnto dlscrete units and a carefully 

controlled recombination of these units into generic ideas. 

After "separating carefully, one from another, ideas wherein 

can be found the least difference" (Essay II.xi.2) the mind 
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"puts together several of those simple [ldeas] It has received 

from sensation and reflection and combines them Into complex 

ones" (Essay II.xi.6). The individual, startlng wlth his own 

sImple ideas, joins them in voluntary combInat Ions to form 

complex ideas which, in their totallty, constitute his 

knowledge of the world. ThIS model implies that, for better or 

worse, the individual lives in the rnental world that he 

creates for hirnself. 

As Amos Funkenstein has shown, seventeenth-century 

epistemology works with a constructive or "ergetic" theory of 

knowledge which is based on the idea that "we know only the 

things that we have constructed ourselves" (Funkenstein 297). 

An epistemological rnodel of this kind holds certain 

advantages; Locke eVldently sees in this constructIve process 

the potential for totally precise and self-evldent knowledge, 

especially in the case of mixed modes. These, 

belng combinations of several ldeas that the mind ot man 
has arbitrarily put together, without reference to any 
archetypes, men may, if they please, exactly know the 
ideas that go to each composition, and so both use these 
words ln a certaIn and undoubted slgnl f ication, and 
perfect ly declare ... what they stand for. ( E.!3_êélY 
III.xi.15) 

This is a type of understandlng WhlCh is, for Locke, clearly 

superior to one which patterns its knowledge on a preexisting 

and external naturai order; nomlnallsts "need but know the 

combination of ideas that are put together withln their own 

rninds" while realists "must Inquire lnto the whole nature and 

abstruse hidden constitutIon and varlOUS qualities eXlstlng 
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wi thout them" (Essay 11. xLI 7). In the system that Locke 

describes there is no need for mysterious or ambiguous 

language; one may know exactly what any given concept, moral 

or natural, means by looking at the combinatlon of simple 

ideas that one has put together to make that concept up. 

Locke's Indlvldual lS autonomous and capable of perfect 

self-referential knowledge; as Tully remarks, "by designating 

knowledge of the world he makes as archetypal, Locke signaIs 

that this is the area in which man is, epistemologically, in 

a position similar to God" (Tully 22). 

Thi s theory of knowledge frees the indi vidual from 

dependence on his intellectual ethers. and textual tradition 

generally, by maklng the Indlvidual the sole source of his 

understandlng ef the world. As Locke argues that an Individual 

may not understand anythlng except in terms of the simple 

Ideas that he hlmself has put together ln his own mind, he 

also argues that the indi v1dual 1s independent from his 

scholarly others in creating knowledge. Locke ln fact views 

intellectual dependence on others as a form of beggary, and 

applauds the man who, "not content to live lazily on scraps of 

begged opinions, sets his own thoughts on werk, to find and 

fol ',ow truth" (Essa"y xxxix). 

The split Indlvldual that we see in Locke's epistemology 

aIse appears ln hlS theory of civil society. In describing how 

the indi vidual cornes to acquire the property on which his 

political ldentity is based, Locke makes the individual the 
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exclusive proprietor of his own person: IIthough the earth, and 

aIl inferlor creatures, be common to aIl men, yet every man 

has a property in his own person: thlS no body has a rlght to 

but himself" (Treatise sect. 27). Locke's Individual lB thus 

made up of a possessing self, and the objectifled "property in 

one' s own person". 

This original relation of ownershlp between thE' 

individual and his objectified person provldes a key paradlgm 

for Locke's theories of the indivldual. Most Obvlously, It 

provides him with his chief rationale for the approprIation by 

individuals of that which is originally common to a11 of 

mankind. It is, as Locke writes, "the great foundation of aIl 

property" (Treatise sect. 44). Locke's lndividual, Just as he 

owns his own person, owns whatever portIon of the physlcal 

world is "mlxed" with this person through labour: "whatsoever 

[one] removes out of the state that nature hath provlded, 

and left it in, he hath mixed his labour wlth, and ]olned to 

i t something that is hlS own, and thereby makes 1 t hlS 

property" (Treatise sect.27). Locke also extends thlS bas'e 

relation of ownership metaphorlcally to explain the 

relationship between indivlduals and rlghts. As he says at 

various pOlnts in the Treatlse, he conslders the term 

"property" to include "lives, libertles and estates," the full 

complement 

designed to 

indlviduals 

of indlvldual rights that CIVIl society w~s 

protect H
• These are )oined exclusively to 

in the sarne sort of relatlonshlp that lInks the 
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individual to physical property. The individual is defined in 

exclUSIve possessive relationships with himself, the material 

world and certain states of being -- liberty, for example --

which are described as property. 

Thus Locke creates a poli tical theory in which the 

individuai may be defined solely in terms of his own resources 

and characteristics; the political identityof the individual 

is expressed in terms of property, and each individual 

contains within himself, independently of others, the power of 

appropriation. However, Locke also manages to describe the 

social interactIon individuals in a way that does not 

compromise their autonomy and self-containment. Specifically, 

he makes self-lnterested appropriation into a leqitimate form 

of social responsibility by way of the concept of the common 

good: 

he who appropriates land to himself by hlS labour does 
not lessen, but increase the common stock of manklnd: for 
the provIsIons serving to the support of human life, 
produced by one acre of inclosed and cultivated land, are 
... ten tlmes more than those which are yielded by an 
acre of land of an equal rlchness lying waste in common. 
(Treatlse sect. 37) 

Locke grounds thlS apparently dlslngenuous assertion of 

the common good as a Justification of self-interested 

appropriation in a supposed correspondence between the 

individual's impulse to rational approprIation and an 

obJect i "ely exist ing providential order. As Charles Taylor 

suggests, for Locke the impulse to self-preservation and 

ratIonal (that lS, efficient and fruitful) appropriation i8 a 
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providential one, corresponding ta the laws that govern 

nature. This model of social agency allows Locke's lndlvldual 

to remain completely autonomous and capable ot self-definitlon 

while linking him with his social uch~rb through the concept 

of the common good. Furthermore, Locke's model of responslble 

self-interest, like the varlOUS forms of ascetlc protestantlsm 

that Max Weber describes, ultlmately has "the ps)chological 

effect of freeing the acquisition of goods from the inhibition 

of traditionalistic ethics" (Weber 171). 

Locke's epistemology and political theory both depend on 

the concept of a split lndividual; in each case the identity 

of individuals i8 grounded in a relationship of control and 

possession with an objectified aspect of the self, WhlCh 18 

sorne internai analogue of the outslde world. However, while 

apparently solving the problem of the indivldual's dependence 

on an arbitrary and capricious external arder, these theories 

raise certain problems. One such problem is the possibillty of 

alienation, and the correspondlng possiblll ty ot a 

degeneration of social order. If the second term ln relatIon 

to which Locke's IndlVldual defines hlS ldentlty lS rendered 

unc:;table, the Identi ty of the indi vldual and social order 

suffer accordingly. 

In Locke's epistemology, the Indlvldual is so much the 

creator of his own world that SOllpsism becomes a problem; as 

John Richetti pOInts out, "in denying the availability ot an 

external order, Locke temporarily suggests that a zany 
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solipslsm is an option, since an individual as such is cut off 

from other beings and substances" (Richetti 107). This problem 

is especially a~parent in Locke's discussions of language. 

Locke makes a distinction between private and publie language. 

~n the one hand, a word lS used by an individual as a marker 

for a collectlon of slmple ldeas that the indlvidual himself 

has put together: "words, in thelr priman or immediate 

g1g~t1~catio~ stand for nothlng but the ideas in the mind of 

hl~ tha~ uses them, how Imperfectly soever or carelessly those 

ideas are collected from the things which they are supposed to 

represent" (Essay III, ii, 2). While one finds "the right use 

and perfectlon of language" in the private realm, "civil" and 

"phllosophical" language, which are used ln communicating our 

thoughts to others (Essay III.IX.l), appear as a degenerate 

form: "the chIef end of language in communication belng to be 

understood, words serve not weIl for that end" (Essay 

III.ix.4). 

Dlfficultles OCCU! when one combines Locke's 

indi viduall stic epistemr logical model wi th the undeniably 

soclal character of language. The "voluntary combinations of 

sImple ldeas" in different indivlduals, p~rfectly adequate in 

private uses of language, appear as a source of protracted 

confuSIon when indIvlduals communicate. Discrepancy appears 

repeatedly as a problem: " ... that [slgns] slgnify oely men's 

peculiar ideas lS evident ln that they often fail to 

excite in others the same ideas we take them to be the signs 
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of" and "every man has so inviolable a liberty to make words 

stand for what he pleases that no one hath the power ta make 

others have the same ideas in thelr minds that he has, when 

they use the same words that he does." (~_ê.§t?..Y III. il. 8) . As 

John Richetti pOInts out, Locke's Indlvidual 15 "a prisoner of 

his own essentially incommunIcable 'ldeas' and the possessor 

of an Irrepressible Iinguistic individuality, much llke that 

claimed by Carroll's Humpty Dumpty~ (R1chett1 93). 

Furthermore, the naturai Intel1ectual Idlosyncrasy ln which 

this lingulstic indlviduality is based causes oUler far

reaching problems. If the Individual really lS the source of 

the wor1d that he expel 1 ences, countless lnd1vlduals represent 

the threat of a total relatlvlzation of reality. In terms of 

the identi ty of the 1ndl vidual, thlS relatl vi zatlon undermlnes 

the stable "other" ln terms of which he defines hlS Identlty. 

One encounters a slmi 1 ar set of problems in Locke' s 

political theory. The view of the Indlvldual as selt

proprletor is based on a dIvIsIon between the "1" that owns 

and V .... e "1" that lS owned. Whlle thlS SplIt provldes l~e 

ini tial JUstl f 1 catIon for the ownershl P IIIod(:? l S that Locke 

introduces, it also opens up the posslblllty of alienation. If 

one' s own person and the potential for property that l t 

represents can be owneL' ,It can also be sold or taken away. 

Macpherson points Ot;t that in the .s§Ç9}ld 'l'reat l se Il thp. more 

emphatically labour IS understood ta be a property, the more 

it is understood to be allenable" (Macpherson 214). Slmilarly, 

67 



• 

• 

the more emphatically one's political identity is linked with 

property, the more li is understood to be alienable. Since the 

identity of Locke's Individual is secured in this relation of 

ownership, allenatlon of property constitutes a subversion of 

this Identity. 

In the Second Treatise, thlS sort of danger appears most 

obviously ln the possibility of theft. One may kill a thief 

who threatens to take one's money because, as Locke writes, in 

"using force ... to get me in his power ... l have no reason 

to suppose, that he, who would take ù:-Tay rny liberty, would 

not, when he had me in his power, take away everything else" 

C'.l're-.?.I}.se sect. 18). Locke' s marauding thief, by transgrcssing 

the fundarnental right of exclusive ownership, threatens not 

only the Indi vldual' s materlal goods but "everything else" 

that thlS right of ownersh1p secures. ThIS threat is aIl the 

more serlOUS for being UbIqUltOUS. The possibility of losing 

one's property cornes not only from thieves or tyrants but, 

seemingly, from every quarter. A powerful desire for 

possessIon and control lS a feature of hum an beings that is 

eVldent from the tlme they are Infants: 

another thing wherein [infants] show their love of 
DomInion, lS the1r desire ta have thlngs to be theirs; 
They would have Propriety and possession, pleasing 
themselves with the Power WhlCh that seems to glve, and 
the Right they thereby have, ta dIspose of them, as they 
please. (§ome J'houghts Concerning Educatiol1, sect. 105) 

Furthermore, Locke' s hedoni stic model of social agencyl~ does 

not ensure that pain and pleasure will always direct the 

ind1vIdual toward the good; Locke writes that desires, "if 
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they were left to their full swing ... would carry men to the 

overturning of aIl morallty. Moral laws are set as a curb and 

restraint to these exorbitant des1res" '". The "greater part" 

of men be1ng "no strict observers of equ1ty and JustIce," one 

lS "constantly exposed to he invasIon of others" (Tre.~Jise 

sect. 119). 

The threat to social order that each of the abovp 

scenarios describes is also a threat to indivldual ldentity. 

In both Locke's epistemology and his politlcal theory, the 

identity of the lndivldual depends on a stable relatlonshlp 

with a second term. In Locke's epistemology, the lndivldual ls 

defined by his relatlonship to reality as it emerges ln an 

ordering of sense percept Ion based on the percept Ion of 

difference. In his politlcal theory, the Indivldual lS deflned 

by hlS relationsh1p wlth property, which, as we hove seen, 

includes the broader concerns of "life, lIberty and estate". 

Any threat to these connections constltutes a threat to the 

indivldual's identlty. 

The Integrity of these relat1onsh1ps ultlmately depends 

on thelr exclusive nature. In Locke's theorles, and Hl the 

analytlcal discourse generally, Identlty lS a functlon of 

difference. ln contrast to the patternlng dlscourse, cl thlng 

is defined by ItS dlfference from other things. Locke wrltes: 

1 t i s the fI rst act of the mlnd, when 1 t hdS any 
sentiments or Ideas at aIl, ta percelve ltS ldeds, dnd so 
far as it percelves them, to know each what It lB, dnd 
thereby also to percelve thelr difference and that one 18 

not another. ThIS is so absolutely necessary that wlthout 
It there could be no knowledge, no reasonlng, no 
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imagination, no distinct thoughts at aIl. (Essay IV.i.4) 

This emphasis on difference appears in Locke's methodology as 

weIl as in his theories of individuality. For example, in his 

theory of personal identity, Locke feels that he must show 

"how far the consciousness of past actions is annexed to any 

indi vidual agent, so that another cannot possibly have i t" 

(Essay II .xxvii .13) and argues that consciousness, rather than 

sorne other feature of the individual, forms the basis of 

personal identity since it alone " ... distinguishes [any given 

indi vidual ] from all other thinking things ... " (Essay 

II.xxvii.9). In Locke's theories, determining the essence of 

an individual, or anyth~ng else, means finding a basls on 

which one may distinguish lt from other individuals or thlngs. 

Difference also plays a key role in Locke's theories of 

civil soc~ety; his political individual ma~ntains hlS identity 

to the degree that he preserves sorne distinction between 

himself and his soclal others. The very basis of his 

autonomous identity, the relation of ownership with hlmself, 

is deflned in terms of the exclusion of others: "every man has 

a property in his own person: this no body has a right to but 

himself" (Treatlse sect. 27). It lS precisely the breakdown of 

this cruclal dImension of difference that Locke envisions as 

the breakdown of social order generally -- the state of war is 

one ln WhlCh "every ... least difference is apt to end" 

(Treatise sect. 21). ~ nightmare scenario for Locke ls one in 

which "sorne common and great distress, uniting [labourers] in 
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one universal ferment, makes them forget respect, and 

ernboldens them to carve to thei r wants wi th armed force. Il Il 

Part of the horror of the mob scenarIo stems from the fact 

that those that make it up lose their indlvlduallty; Locke 

speaks of "sorne common and great distress, unitlng [labourersl 

in one unIversal ferment". Lockels descrIptIon of the dutles 

of the citizen ln civil socIety aiso appears to be framed ln 

terms of difference and exclusion. Any obligations that he 

does mention are negative ones; for example, one "may not 

take away, or Impair the llfe, or what tends to the 

preservation of the 1ife, the liberty, hea1th, 1imb, or goods 

of another" (Treatise sect. 6). Throughout the Tr:~_atise, 

responsible SOCIal behaviour amounts to refralnlng from 

"invading others rights, and from doing hurt to one another" 

(Treatise sect.7), preserving onese1f and leavlng "enough anrt 

as good" land for others (Treatis~ sect. 33). 

Instltutlonalized emphasis on difference appears in the 

form a government designed for the express purpose of 

protecting private property. Locke argues that people "enter 

into society wlth others for the securlng and regulatlng of 

property" and, consequently, that aIl law maklng IR for the 

preservation of property (Treatls~ sect. 120). That this 

property lS ~~ate property lS one of the toundlnq 

assumptions of Locke's theory of CIvil society. Throughout the 

Treatise, Locke describes "property" not only as a posseSSion 

but as a right. These two sem::es of "property" relnforce one 

71 



• 

• 

another, the material sense providing a metaphor to explain 

the relationship between individuals and rights, and the 

"rights" aspect reinforcing the notion of the exclusive nature 

of ownership. Since rights are, by defini tion, exclusive, 

Locke's "property" and the right of ownership that it 

represents are also exclusive. The raison d'etre of the 

goverrunent that he describes is the protection of private 

property. 

A similar need for boundaries and distinctions emerges in 

Locke' s epistemology. A main problem that appears there is the 

relativization of reality that autonomously thinking and 

speaking individuals represent. Locke attempts to solve this 

problem through a theory of referentiality which depends on 

various forms of difference. 

Locke supposes a correspondence between ~he human 

ordering of sense perception and an objectively existing order 

of things: 

the mind of man, in making i ts complex ideas of 
substances, never puts any together that do not really, 
or are not supposed to, co-exist, and so i t truly borrows 
that union from nature. (Essay III.vi.29) 

Thus, Locke asserts a standard of referentiality in the use of 

language: "names must be conformable to things as they exist" 

(Essa~ III.xi.IO). It lS through this sort of harnessing of 

thought and language to an external order that Locke tries to 

save social and conceptual order from falling into complete 

chaos: 

for though men may make what complex ideas they please 
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and give what names to them they wIll, yet If they will 
be understood when they speak of things really eXIstlng, 
they must in sorne degree conform thei r _l:~~_~S ta the 
things they would speak of; or else men's language will 
be 1 ike that of Babel, and every man' s words, being 
intelligible only to himself, would no longer serve te 
conversatIon and the ordinary affal rs of Il te. (Ess~y 
III.vi.28) 

However, the sort of referentlality that Locke descrlbes 

admits degrees of precision; one may join sImple Ideas ln ways 

that correspond more or less perfectly to the actual 

arrangement of the real world. In the full version of the 

quotation given above, Locke writes: 

though the mind of man, in maklQg 1 ts .co!!1~lex j:J!~_é:lS _()f 

substances, never puts any together that do not really, 
or are not supposed ta, co-exist, and 50 it truly borrows 
that union from nature: yet the number l t combines 
depends upon the various care.t-..!..~dustr-.Y.L __ ~:X[: ___ t'::Lnçyu 9.1 _him 
that makes It. (Essay III.Vl.29) 

One 1 s view of the world lS more or less "correct" dependulg on 

the closeness of fit between one's selection of sImple Ideas 

and a corresponding reality. It lS on the basls of this 

ostensible closeness of fit between ideas and the real world 

that Locke establishes certain types of discourse as 

objecti velS . 

However, beyond offering such vague criteria as clarjty 

and distinctness, Locke never explains how one is ta know 

whether or not one's collectIon of simple ideas does or does 

not have this closeness of fI t. ThIS 18 where procedural 

difference becomes important in Locke's epistemology; his 

designation of acceptable forms of knowledge depends more on 

the marginalization of other wayR of understandlng the world 
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than on the elaboration of a particular methodology. 

Throughout the Essay, Locke describes lmperfect forms of 

thought and language, which serve as a fOll against which he 

constructs legi tlmate forms of discourse; he deflnes objective 

forms of language largely by describing what they are note 

Flguratlve language 18 one of Locke's key targets; in 

Locke's opInIon "aIl the artlficiai and fIgurative application 

of words eloquence hath Invented, are for nothing else bue to 

Insinuate wrong ldeas, move the paSSIons, dnd thereby mlslead 

the judgement, and so Indeed are the perfect cheat" (Essa'y 

III.x.34). More generally, sImilitude, the same dIscursive 

process that rendered the world meanlngful in the Middle Ages 

and RenaIssance, becomes, ln Locke's view, the chief occaSIon 

of error ln thought and language. One must distinguish clearly 

between Indi v 1 dual ideas so as to "avoid being mi sIed by 

SImIlitude": thé 

wrong conneXIon ln our mlnds of ideas, in themsel ves 
100se and Independent one of another, has such an 
Influence and lS of so great force to set us awry in our 
actIons as weIl moral as natural, paSSIons, reasonings, 
and not Ions themse l ves, that perhaps there l s not any one 
thlng that deserves more to be looked after. (Essay 
Il . xxxi 1 l .9) 

It ls a type of "madness, " rendering one "fitter for Bedlam 

than for CIVIl conversatIon" (gssa-.:y :I.xxxIii.4). Locke 

wri tes, "... there are degrees of madness, as of folly: the 

disorderly jumbllng }de_~$ togetht:!r 15 in sorne more and sorne 

less" and that "mddmen put wrong Ideas together, and sa rnake 

wrong proposltIons ... " (~_S5~y II.xi.13). Knowledge cornes ta be 
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seen as more or less "correct," depending on how carefully one 

combines simple ideas, and how thoroughly one lS able to 

"distinguish one thing from another, where there lS but the 

least difference" (Essay II.xi.2). 

Language, rather than simply being a de facto connectlon 

between individuals, is, for Locke, a kind of SOCIal contract. 

In his Essay, Locke JOIns together potentlùlly lso1ated 

individuals by construing the process of reductivp analysls 

and controlled recomblnatlon of sense perceptIon as an avenue 

to objective truth. However, in dOlng so he also relegates any 

concept that may not be grounded ln a collectIon of sImple 

Ideas to the realm of errer. The freedom that Lockp proposes 

for his thinking individual lS a llmlted torm of treedom, 

Since the ideal intellectual commonwealth that he envislons 

wIll be ruled by what the modern reader wIll recognlze as the 

discourse of SCIence and analyt1cal ph11osophy As RelSS 

points out, the analytical dlscourse, based as It lS on the 

law of the excluded middle, lS not hospltable to alternatIve 

types of dlscourse. "What analys1s cannot understand, 1t must 

exclude" (Reiss 379) -- or, as Locke advlses those thlnkers 

who will not follow the analytlcal crIterIa of clarlty and 

perspi CUI ty, "SI !1OI:L y_l L_~_tlJ~Jl igl, __ gebes neg] 1 9 1" (Essay 

III.ix.lO). Locke's Indivldual may no longer he dependent un 

professionai phl1osophers or textual tradItIon for knowledge, 

but hlS power to create hlS own Interpretatjons of the world 

is severely limited by the standard of sIngle, absnlute and 
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empirically verifiable objective truth that Locke proposes. 

By creat1ng def in1 tions of pol i tical and conceptual order 

based on the problems and resources of 1ndividuals, Locke 

liberates the 1nd1vidual from var10US ferms of oppression. By 

plac1nq a rlght to property ln indivlduals, 1ndependent of any 

leg1tlmatlng hlerarchical authority, Locke appears to secure 

for them the exclusIve right to their liberty and the fruits 

of their labour. Furthermore, by lo.:::ating the origin of 

concepts ln the actlon of a wlthdrawn and controlling self on 

sense perceptIon, Locke appears to glve individuals the 

theoretical means of finding truth independently of 

Intellectual authoritles or textual tradition. However, the 

degree to WhlCh Locke abstracts the Individual in describing 

his autonornous character appears to create a number of 

problems: pr Imari ly, that of describing a stable pol i t ical 

order based on the interactlon of intellectually 1diosyncratlc 

and polltlcally self-interested indlv1duals. Locke's theories 

of personal 1 dentl ty f Inally depend on an uncomproml sing 

emphasls on dltference. Locke's Indlvidual maintalns his 

political Identlty by excluding others ~rom that property to 

which he has an excl usi ve right. Furthermere, the standards in 

thought and language whJch enable Indlvlduals to communicate 

arp defined at the expense of other, margInallzed forms of 

dlscourse. In my concludlng chapt~r l will consider sorne of 

the broader Impllcatlons of the mode of indivlduallty 

descrlbed by Locke, examine contrasting lmplications of 
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developments in recent theory and consider Burton's 

significance in the context of modern and post-modern theories 

of individuality . 
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CONCLUSION 

Analytico-referential discourse and its particular view 

of lndividuality were born ln a spirit of optimism and 

unllml ted potential for betterment of the human condi tion. 

They were also, ln the case of Locke, advanced in the name of 

tolerance and as a safeguard against oppres::::] on, both by 

external authorl ty, and by personal i Il s such as prejudice and 

superstItIon. Consolidated under the banner of "common sense," 

the view of the world advanced by Locke and his contemporaries 

has set the parameters wi thin which we concel ve of the 

individual to thlS day. 

However, in addltlon to autonomy, the analytical view of 

the indivldual, especlally as it appears in Locke's theories, 

lncludes a number corollarles that may be descrlbed as side 

effects. Locke appears to do more than he has to in creatlng 

hlS theory of autonomous Indlvlduality; rather than slmply 

campaignlng for the right to intellectual and political self

determlnatlon, Locke creates the view of a distanced 

indlvldual who establlshes his identlty to the degree that he 

malntalns control and possession over some Ob]ectlfled 

"other". Autonomy 1 S part of a C'omplex of related features 

that characterlze Locke's Indlvidual. ThIS Individual may be 

autonomous and sel f -determl nlng, but he .1 s al so reduced to 

what Charles Taylor has described as a "punctual self" -- a 

wi thdrawn and controlllng conSClousness wi th no necessary 
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connection to its social context or to the values appropriate 

to particlpation in civil socletylQ. 

This view of the relationshlp between self and other has 

had a number of specific Implications for modern IndIvlduals. 

One such ImplicatIon lS that indIvlduals, whlle asserting 

control over an Ob]ectlfied "other," also become the abjects 

of such control. ThIS situation appears as an amblva}enre at 

the centre of Lockp's theorles; whlle hlS theorlüS constltute 

a JustIficatIon of the rlght ta selt-determlnatlon, they also 

introduce the need for conformi ty. An emphasls on the 

Individual does not necessarlly entail more freedorn for the 

indivldual; indeed, as John Meyer has argued, "only in 

individuallst societies IS It sa Important to control what 

individuals are dnd how they behave and thlnk" (Meyer 212). 

Once self-dlrected human belngs come ta be understood as thp 

origin of social and conceptual order or dlsorder, t hel r 

appropriate soclal izatl0n and the sett Ing of standards 1 n 

thought and behavlour become Important Issues. While these 

sorts of standards provlde a means for Idlosyncratic 

lndivlduals to come together ln SocIety, they also sanction 

the impOSition of order on anyone or anythlng thdt 18 

percelved as dlfferent. The Ob]ectlfled self, whlle Imposlng 

its own arder on the world, also cornes ta be understood as a 

target for the organlzing and restraining actIon of an 

approprlately schooled WIll. 

A more overtly polltlcal consequence of the domlnance of 
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analytlcal theorles of autonomous individuality has been the 

justifIcation of self-lnterest as a form of responslble soclal 

agency. Locke's theorles have yielded the view of an 

indl vldual Wl th no essentlal connect lon wi th i ts socIal, 

rnate~lal or symbolJc envlronments. By making It possible to 

Ignore Issues su ch as race, class and gendf:!r, analytical Views 

of the Indi viduai have enabled POIl ticai Insti tutions to 

rnaintain the myth of a natural and origInal equality, and a 

self-created Identlty based on the unimpeded free choice of 

autonomous IndIVlduals -- a myth which appears increasingly 

ludlcrous ln the face of persistent economic, racial and 

gender inequalIty. 

ln recent scholarship many of the clalms of analytico

referentlal discourse and ItS particular Vlew of Indlvlduality 

have come under questIon, both as thlS discourse reveals the 

1 imi ts of i ts own funct loning, and as other VOlces come to 

challenge jts domInance. Demonstratlng a characteristic 

inablll ty of ph11osophy to llml t the plural i ty of meaning 

Inherent ln the language that l t uses, deconstructlon has 

rendered prolJlematlc phllosophical clalms to a truth status 

dl t terent than that of f Ict10n (Richet. tl 2). A variety of 

post--struL'turallsms have demonstrated that there is nothlng to 

dlstlngulsh analysls and reductIon, no matter how cautious or 

preClse, as more objectIve than any other sort of si9n 

manIpulatIon. In even the most bdS1L' forms of analytical 

deslgnatlon, "the word lS a metonymic fIction, since," being 

80 



• 

• 

a selection of particular features and exclusion of others, 

nit represents a part of what is in fact an endless 

particularity" (Richetti 99). 

These critiques have stimulated the questloning of 

another aspect of our Lockean inheritance -- namely, the flrm 

distinctions be~ween academic disciplines. ThIS pOInt lS of 

specl.al sl.gnlfl.cance for thlS thesls, Slnce It deals with non

f1ction texts and addresses problems normally cons Idered to be 

the province of phllosophy. The subverSIon of analytlcal 

notIons of ObJ~ctlVlty and dislnterestedness has paved the way 

for 1ns1ghts such as RIchet i.. ... 's that "the 

11t~rature (or rhetoric) and writing lS 

boundary between 

properly a 

historical Issue, for 'literature' IS meanlngless except as a 

historical category, a variable no"tIon" (RlchetU 2). Such 

rea11zat1ons extend the legltunate compass of literary Inqulry 

to aIl types of wrltlng. Furthermore, recent scholarHhLp has 

broken down the barriers between polltlcal and literary 

discourse by show1ng the inherentl y ldeol ogica l nature of aIl 

theorizlng and 1nterpretation. The cri tl c makes Sf.!nse of a 

text by temporarlly suspendJng the IniJnitp varlet y of 

perspectives -- gender, clas8, hlstoIlcal, anthropological and 

50 on that mlght be laken ln Interpretlng it, and 

concentrating on on~ reductlvely deflned area of concern. This 

sort of approach makes the crltlc's Job possible hy rte 1 Iffilting 

a manageable portion of the object under study and Rupplylng 

an appropriate methodology; however, ln dOlng 50 lt denies the 
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wholeness of the text. Whi le i t is lmpossible te imag!ile an 

approach that would not invol ve thi!:l sort of selecJ 
• .1. ve 

attentIon, one May be more or less inclusi ve in on~ 1 s 

consideration of any phenomenon. In thlS thesis l have tried 

to take a more hollStlC Vlew of the problem of Indlviduality 

by taking lnto account a broader range of vlewpolnts. 

In addItIon to Introducing thesa sorts of methodologlcal 

concerns, recent theoret l cal approaches have al tered our 

notions of IndlVlduallty, showing self-containment and 

"natural" autonomy ta be ldeologically loaded and cul turally 

specIflc Ideas. B} attenuatlng the empirical rigor of 

traditlonal analytlcal approaches and taking into account a 

broader range of concerns, marxist, femlnlst, psychoanalytic 

and other Inl tlat l ves have s lown that the Identi ty of 

Indi vldual s depends on a wide range of external and pre

determlned factors. In dOlng so, they have rendered porous the 

flrm boundarles between self and other that Locke sets up ln 

hl s theories. 

'l'here are eVldently severai pOInts of contact between 

recent theoreticai responses to analytlco-referential 

dlSCOUT ',p and Burton' s pro]ect in the b-!!.f!tS'!!!Y. Bath appear to 

react to the difference-based strategies of the analytlcal 

discourse. Furtherrnore, bath lnclude critical responses almed 

at the notIon of prlvileged Intellectual authority -- Burtonts 

in the form of a satlrlcal levelling of textual authority, and 

post-structurallsm's, most radlcally, ln the form of 
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deconstruction of the most bas~c assumptlons underlYlng 

Western metaphysics. Both also Include a relatlonal theary of 

knowledge -- post-structuralism ln the form of theories of 

intertextuality and Burton in the emulatlon of the textual and 

communitarian models of authorship of the patternlng 

discourse. 

A more specifie point 0.1.. contact between twentleth-

century theory and Burton' s project ln the Ana:tQmY is found ln 

the works of M.M. Bakhtln. Bakhtln's "dlalogism" describes 

meanlng in language as the interplay between the IntentIon ot 

any indivldual speaker and the layers of h'eaning al ready 

inherent ln the words that the speaker uses. For Bakhtlll, 

language is the IntersectIon between publIC and prlvate; 

"language, for the indi viduai consclousness, Il es on the 

borderline between oneself and the other." (Bakhtln 1981, 

293). Bakhtin recognizes that lnherited 110gUlstlC forms do, 

ln part, determlne the meaning of what one says, but he also 

asserts the importance of the UIl1que pOInt of view -- or, 

unique "language" -- that each speaker Iepresents. As 1 have 

trled ta show, Locke Vlews the llngulstl c dnd l.nteII(~ctudl 

idiosyncrasyof Indivlduals as a troubllrHJ sti:lte of affaIrs, 

.:he makings of a Babel or Bedi am, WhlCh must be checked by 

strIct adherence ta obJectl ve standards. Biikhtln, by cont rast, 

views thlS dlverslty as the basls for dlalogue: 

... aIl languages ... whatever the principle underlying 
them and making each unIque, are specIfie points of view 
on the wOLld, forms fOI conceptualizing the world in 
words, specifie world views, and each eharacterized by 
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its own obJects, meanings and values. As such they aIl 
may be juxtaposed to one another, mutually supplement one 
another, COlltradict one another and be Interrelated 
dla1ogically. As such, they encounter one anot)->~r and 
coex1st ln the consciousness of real people .... (Bakhtln 
1981, 292) 

For Bakhtin, standardized and universalized ~orms of language 

such as those that Locke proposes are not necessary or, 

lndeed, possIble. Rather than posltlng a sIngle, universal 

standard l.ll thought and speech, dlaloglsm rnakes language a 

collectIve enterprlse. Words bear the mark of aIl who use 

thern, and any word or statement l s understood as part of a 

conversation between dl f terent viewpoints. Real i ty emerges ln 

the interactIon of these various perspectives ln language. 

Bakhtln's theorles provide an addltlonal modern context 

in WhlCh ta conslder the slgni f icance of the Anatorny of 

border between Burton's authûrlal 'Olce and the sources that 

permeate hlS telCt. The qUOtê:tt Ions that Burton takes from these 

sources retain sorne of theIr integrtty, or otherness, but also 

tal' e on new meanlng as Burton puts them ln novel contexts, 

plts them agalnst one another, JOIns them together or 

qualIfies them wlth hlS own comments. Fur· '1ermore, he combInes 

hi s sources ln such a way that no one voice appears to be 

privlleged. Rather than bUIldIng on the fiction of a 

self-creatlng, autonomous Indlvldual, Burton describes an 

1ndlvIduallty that 15 based on an overtly inescapable 

InteractIon wlth the other; wlthout hlS tens of hundreds of 

sources there would be no text, WhlCh is to say, no authorial 
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Burton. Simultaneously, he trIes to resist the subordInation 

of one term to the other -- neither self nor other dppears as 

a privileged term. Through an emulatlon of the communal models 

of the patterning discourse, Burton tries to negate the same 

distance between self and other that makes wlthdtaWdl from the 

world and objectiflcation of the other seemlngly Inevitable 

corollaries to modern individualIty. 

Analytico-referentlal dlscourse and the theorles of 

autonomous indlvlduallty to WhlCh it gave rise have affected 

modern conceptIons of the world in ways that lt would not be 

possible, or desirable, to cast off entIrely. One important 

task of contemporary theory lS to distlnguish between the 

different values inherent in this sort of individudilty. 

Burton and Locke, by virtue of thelr lImInal posltlon in the 

history of modern Indlvlduality, provlde perspectIves that can 

help modern theorlsts ta make these sorts of distInctIons. The 

Anatomy lS of value because it offers a crit~cal response to 

the theoretlcaJ foundatlons of modern 1ndivlduallty that 15 

framed ln terms of cl discourse other than our own. Burton 

helps to show the contlngency of modern views of indi v 1 dual j ty 

by simple vIrtue of his "otherness". ln Loeke's theories we 

see the arguments that laId the foundatlons tor what have 

Slnee become common sense not ions of .Lndi vldua 1] ty. By look 1ng 

at a tlme when these notIons still [f~qUl red sorne 

justIficatIon, and alternatIve politlcal and epistemologlcal 

orders were fresh ln the memories of theorists, one i8 able to 
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see more clearly the motivating forces behind theories of 

autonomous indi viduali ty, and the complex of features that 

make i t up. It may, as Charles Taylor has suggested, be 

possible to affirm the value of a sel±-responsible 

indi vlduall ty whlle castlng off the wi thdrawn and ob]ectifying 

subjectivlty on the basis of WhlCh Locke and others 

establlshed the notion of the autonomous individual (Taylor 

514). Informed efforts ln this direction stand to gain from an 

examlnation of the seventeenth-century roots of modern 

individualism . 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

NOTES 

Reiss, Dumont, Cassirer, Morris, Ullman, and Bardo, whlle 
examining different aspects of indIvlduallty and working wlth 
different chronologies, each pOSlt the existence of a pre
modern world view which lacked the notIon of the autonomous, 
inherently valuable and self-dlrected Indlvldual. 

From the Oxford En9.~:t_~~_ ~1_ÇtlQ~ég-y entry for "1 nctlvldual," 
volume III, pp.879-80. 'l'he Q~J9_~Q ____ ~I1_g . .tl_~!1 _D_lctlonary lS 

hereafter referred to as "OED". 

It is important at this pOInt to expiain ln what sense one cnn 
use the term "individual" when speaking of tlmes when the 
concept of the individuai apparently dld not eXlst. 'l'he answer 
lies in dlstlnguishing two dlfferent meanings of thlS term. 
Louis OUIllant addresses the question as follows: 

... when we speak of man as an IndIvldual we designate 
two concepts at once: an obJect out there, and a value. 
Comparlson oblIges us to distingulsh analytically thpse 
two aspects; one, the empiricai subJect of speech, 
thought and will, the Individuai sample of manktnd dS 

found in aIl societles; and two, the Ind~pendent, 

autonomous, and thus essentlally non-socIal moral belnq, 
who carrles our paramount values and lS found prlmaIlly 
in our modern Ideology of man and soc~ety. (Dumont 94) 

Numerlcal Indi vlduals, Dumont' s "lndi vidual sampl PS ot 
manklnd" ObVlously did eXlst prlor to the seventeenth cenTury; 
it lS the autonomous indlvldual of modern theory lhat appears 
to be a relatlvely recent InnovatIon. Whlle the seli
possessed, autonomous indivldual of modern Ideology wIll be 
the maIn subject of this thesls, 1 wIll also have occasion to 
speak of the plaIn, numericai Indlvldual. 

4. Throughout this thesis 1 wIll be uSlng the pronouns "he," 
"his" and "hlm," rather than gender-neutra] aLternatlves, ta 
stand for the Indlvldual or persan. Th!s cholee lS prompted by 
the themes dnd hlstorlcal perlod with WhlCh l am deallnq. As 
Susan Bordo has argued, our domInant phllosophlcal and 
scientif1c traditlons, and the detached and ObJl~ctltylng 
indi vldual i ty that l s assoc l ated WI th them, emerqed ln a 
"mascullnl zat Ion" of thou~ nt dur l ng the seventep.nt 11 cp-nt-u ry. 
The approach to the naturai world descrJ bed hy Descartp.s, 
Bacon and thei r contemporar les depends on a chardct{'~r l st I cilll y 
masculIne cognltlve style, based on autonomy, separation and 
distance (Bordo 104). 'rhe autonomous HtdlVldlla] of modern 
theory 1S, essentlally, a "he" . 
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5. Thi s is especially apparent in August ine' s dl SCUSSlon ot 
exegesis in III. v. 9 of On Chr1st lan __ ~gçtr1n~. See al 50 

Confessions XII and Robertson' s dIScussIon of Augustine' s 
exegetical theory in h1S Preface __ to_Çh~~~~!, pp. 97-8. 

6. A key feature of this discourse 1S, of course, that It 
eventually obscures the "constructed" nature of thlS type of 
classificat10n and construes th1s sort of understanding as 
objective truth. 

7. Milton appears to have been ahead of the InstitutIons 
governing printing and copyright in terms of hlS view of 
authorshlp. As Blum notes, until dS late as the LICenS'lng 
Act's repeal in 1694, the owner of d book WnS frequently not 
its author (Blum 76). 

8. The alphabet was a favouri te metaphor of Bacon' S for the 
process of analysis, reduction and recombination that 
characterizes the analytical approach t0 the natural world. 
For Bacon's use of the alphabet metaphor see Relss' Di~cou~se 
of Modernism, p.2l0. See also Bacon, pp.278 and 348. 

9. Erasmus gives the following definltlon of ÇQ~:!._~: "Plentltude 
of thoughts and words, the OppOSIte of brevIty. The COplOUS 
style speaks most fully, and enriches i ts matter wi th as 
varied an ornamentation as possible, expandlng the subJect 
until nothing can be added to lt" (from Erasmus' De ___ d_~pl!Cl 
copia verborum ac rerum commentari duo~, quoted ln Sonnlno, 
p.216). 

10. See especially III.x.9 of the Ess~. 

Il. Neal Wood compares Locke' s undertaking ln the Essay ta Bacon' s 
Great Instauration, call1ng it a "pro]ect for a modest 
instauration". Locke envisions a science that would free 
people from the "perverting influence of customs, the 
frivolity of opinions, the allurements of pleasures, the 
violence of passions and the enthusiasms of parties" (from Two 
Tracts on Government, quoted in Wood, pp.95-96). 

12. Hereafter referred ta as Treati§e. 

13. In the Essay Locke writes that reflectlon on the actions of 
one's own mind, "though It be not sense, as having nothing to 
do with external objects, yet it lS very like it, and might 
properly he called InternaI sense" (II.i.4). 

14. See, for example, section 123 of the T!:..eaJ_~_~~. 

15. Locke describes Indivlduals' moral and SOCIal action in terms 
of a hedonistic model ln which indivlduals are motivated by 
pleasure and pain. The foundation for this model appears in 
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the Essay Concernlng Hurnan Understanding: "things then are 
good or eVll only in reference to pleasure or pain. That we 
calI Qgocl whi ch l sapt to cause or increase pleasure, or 
girninj~~ln ln us, or else to procure or preserve us the 
QQssesê~...9JJ of any other good or absence of any evi 1" (Essay 
II. xx. l ) . 

ThlS passage appears in I.li.13 of the 1894 Fraser edition of 
the ~Ê_!:!_~Y' but not ln Yolton's 1974 edition, which 1 used 1.n 
preparation of this thesis. This excerpt is quoted by 
Macpherson, p. 239. 

Sorne Conslderatlons of the Consequences of the Lowering of 
Interest and Raisinq the Value of Money, in Works, 6th 
edltion, 1759, ii.36. Qùoted in Macpherson, p.223. 

Elsewhere, Locke wrltes, "by real ideas, 1 mean such as have 
a foundation ln nature, such as have a conformlty with the 
real belng and existence of things Fantastical or 
chimerical, 1 calI such as have no foundation in nature, nor 
have any conformity wlth that reality of being to which they 
are tacitly referred ... " (Essay II.xxx.1). 

Locke does provide an extensive and detailed program for moral 
education in Sorne Thoughts Concerning Education but, as John 
and Jean Yolton point out in their introduction to this work, 
it i~ more of an adjunct ta his politica1 and epistemological 
theory than an outgrowth of i t (Sorne Thoughts Concerning 
Education 3). The need for this kind of moral supplement to 
his theories might be taken as an added indication that they 
do not, in themselves, provide a theoretical grounding for 
virtuous behaviour on the part of individua1s . 
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