THE GREAT
CONFINEMENT

Compelle intrare.

BY a strange act of force, the classical age was to reduce to
s.ﬂence the madness whose voices the Renaissance had just
hbera.ted, but whose violence it had already tamed. ]

It is common knowledge that the seventeenth century
created enormous houses of confinement; it is less com-
plonly known that more than one out of every hundred
inhabitants of the city of Paris found themselves confined

there, within several months. It is common knowledge that

absolute power made use of lettres de cachet and arbitrar

measures of imprisonment; what is less familiar is the judi-
C{al conscience that could inspire such practices. Since
.Pmel, Tuke, Wagnitz, we know that madmen were sub-
jected to the regime of this confinement for a century and
a half, and that they would one day be discovered in the
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wards of the Hépital Général, in the cells of prisons; they |
would be found mingled with the population of the work-
houses or Zuchthiusern. But it has rarely been made clear
what their status was there, what the meaning was of this
proximity which seemed to assign the same homeland to the
poor, to the unemployed, to prisoners, and to the insane. It
is within the walls of confinement that Pinel and nineteenth-
century psychiatry would come upon madmen; it is there
—let us remember—that they would leave them, not with-
out boasting of having “delivered” them. From the middle
of the seventeenth century, madness was linked with this
country of confinement, and with the act which designated
confinement as its natural abode.

A date can serve as a landmark: 1656, the decree that
founded, in Paris, the Hopital Général. At first glance, this
is merely a reform—little more than an administrative re-
organization. Several already existing establishments are
grouped under a single administration: the Salpétriere, re-
built under the preceding reign to house an arsenal; Bicétre,
which Louis XIII had wanted to give to the Commandery
of Saint Louis as a rest home for military invalids; “the
House and the Hospital of La Pitié, the larger as well as the
smaller, those of Le Refuge, situated in the Faubourg Saint-
Victor, the House and Hospital of Scipion, the House of
La Savonnerie, with all the lands, places, gardens, houses,
and buildings thereto appertaining.”* All were now as-
signed to the poor of Paris “of both sexes, of all ages and
from all localities, of whatever breeding and birth, in what-
ever state they may be, able-bodied or invalid, sick or con-
valescent, curable or incurable.” These establishments had
to accept, lodge, and feed those who presented themselves or
those sent by royal or judicial authority; it was also neces-
sary to assure the subsistence, the appearance, and the gen-
eral order of those who could not find room, but who
might or who deserved to be there. This responsibility was
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entrusted to directors appointed for life, who exercised
their powers, not only in the buildings of the Hépital but
throughout the city of Paris, over all those who came un-
der their jurisdiction: “They have all power of authority,
of direction, of administration, of commerce, of police, of
jurisdiction, of correction and punishment over all the peor
of Paris, both within and without the Hopital Général.”
The directors also appointed a doctor at a salary of one
thousand livres a year; he was to reside at La Pitié, but had
to visit each of the houses of the Hopital twice a week.

From the very start, one thing is clear: the Hoépital Gé-
néral is not a medical establishment. It is rather a sort of
semijudicial structure, an administrative entity which,
along with the already constituted powers, and outside of
the courts, decides, judges, and executes. “The directors
having for these purposes stakes, irons, prisons, and dun-
geons in the said Hoépital Général and the places thereto
appertaining so much as they deem necessary, no appeal
will be accepted from the regulations they establish within
the said hospital; and as for such regulations as intervene
from without, they will be executed according to their
form and tenor, notwithstanding opposition or whatsoever
appeal made or to be made, and without prejudice to these,
and for which, notwithstanding all defense or suits for jus-
tice, no distinction will be made.”? A quasi-absolute sover-
eignty, jurisdiction without appeal, a writ of execution
against which nothing can prevail—the Hopital Général is
a strange power that the King establishes between the po-
lice and the courts, at the limits of the law: a third order of
repression. The insane whom Pinel would find at Bicétre
and at La Salpétriére belonged to this world.

In its functioning, or in its purpose, the Hopital Général
had nothing to do with any medical concept. It was an
instance of order, of the monarchical and bourgeois order
being organized in France during this period. It was di-
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rectly linked with the royal power which placed it under
the authority of the civil government alone; the Grand
Almonry of the Realm, which previously formed an eccle-
stastical and spiritual mediation in the politics of assistance,
was abruptly elided. The King decreed_: “Wf’ c,hoose to. be
guardian and protector of the said Hépital Général as being
of our royal founding and especially as it does not depend
in any manner whatsoever upon our Grand Almonry, nor
upon any of our high officers, but is to be totally exempt
from the direction, visitation, and jurisdiction of the officers
of the General Reform and others of the Grand Al-
monry, and from all others to whom we forbid all knowl-
cdge and jurisdiction in any fashion or manner whatso-
cver.” The origin of the project had been parliamentary,
and the first two administrative heads appointed were the
first President of the Parlement and the Procurator Gen—
eral. But they were soon supplemented by the ArchblshoP
of Paris, the President of the Court of Assistance, the Presi-
dent of the Court of Exchequer, the Chief of Police, and
the Provost of Merchants. Henceforth the “Grand Bu-
reau” had no more than a deliberative role. The actual ad-
ministration and the real responsibilities were entrusted to
agents recruited by co-optation. These were the true gov-
ernors, the delegates of royal power and bourgeois fortune
to the world of poverty. The Revolution was abl_e to give
them this testimony: “Chosen from the best fannhen of tne
bourgeoisie, . . . they brought to their administration dis-
interested views and pure intentions.”? .
This structure proper to the monarchical and _bonrgecns
order of France, contemporary with its organization in
absolutist forms, soon extended its network over the whole
of France. An edict of the King, dated June 16, 1676, pre-
scribed the establishment of an “hdpital général in each ci
of his kingdom.” Occasionally the measure }.m.d been an-
ticipated by the local authorities; the bourgeoisie of Lyons
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had already organized in 1612 a charity establishment that
functioned in an analogous manner. The Archbishop of
Tours was proud to declare on July 10, 1676, that his
“archepiscopal city has happily foreseen the plous inten-
tions of the King and erected an hopital général called La
Charité even before the one in Paris, whose order has
served as a model for all those subsequently established,
within or outside the kingdom.” The Charité of Tours, in
fact, had been founded in 16 56, and the King had endowed
it with an income of four thousand livres. Over the entire
face of France, hdpitaux généraux were opened; on the eve
of the Revolution, they were to be found in thirty-two
provincial cities.

Even if it had been deliberately excluded from the or-
ganization of the hépitaux généraux—by  complicity,
doubtless, between royal power and bourgeoisie—the
Church nonetheless did not remain a stranger to the move-
ment. It reformed its own hospital institutions, redistrib-
uted the wealth of its foundations, even created congrega-
tions whose purposes were rather analogous to those of the
Hopital Général. Vincent de Paul reorganized Saint-La-
zare, the most important of the former lazar houses of
Paris; on January 7, 1632, he signed a contract in the name
of the Congregationists of the Mission with the “Priory” of
Saint-Lazare, which was now to receive “persons detained
by order of His Majesty.” The Order of Good Sons
opened hospitals of this nature in the north of France. The
Brothers of Saint John of God, called into France in 1602,
founded first the Charité of Paris in the Faubourg Saint-
Germain, then Charenton, into which they moved on Ma
10, 1645. Not far from Paris, they also operated the Charité
of Senlis, which opened on October 27, 1670. Some years
before, the Duchess of Bouillon had donated them the
buildings and benefices of La Maladrerie, founded in the
fourteenth century by Thibaut de Champagne, at Chiteau-
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Thierry. They administered also the Charités of Saint-Yf)n,
Pontorson, Cadillac, and Romans. In 1699, the Lazarists
founded in Marseilles the establishment that was to become
the Hopital Saint-Pierre. Then, in the eighteenth century,
came Armentiéres (1712), Maréville (1714), the Good
Savior of Caen (1735); Saint-Meins of Rennes opened
shortly before the Revolution (1780). . .

The phenomenon has European dimensions. The con-
stitution of an absolute monarchy and the intense Cathol}c
renaissance during the Counter-Reformation produced in
France a very particular character of simultaneous compe-
tition and complicity between the government and tIle
Church. Elsewhere it assumed quite different forms; blIt its
localization in time was just as precise. The great hospitals,
houses of confinement, establishments of religion and pub-
lic order, of assistance and punishment, of governmental
charity and welfare measures, are a phenomenon of the
classical period: as universal as itself and almost contempo-
rary with its birth. In German-speaking countries, it was
marked by the creation of houses of correction, the Zucht-
hiusern; the first antedates the French house§ of conﬁnf:-
ment (except for the Charit¢ of Lyons); it open.ed in
Hamburg around 1620. The others were founded in the
second half of the century: Basel (1667), Breslau (1668),
Frankfort (1684), Spandau (1684), Konigsberg (1691).
They continued to multiply in the eighteeIIth century;
Leipzig first in 1701, then Halle and Cassel in 1717 and
1720, later Brieg and Osnabriick (1756), and finally Tor-
gauin 1771.

In England the origins of confinement are more remote.
An act of 1575 covering both “the punishment of vaga-
bonds and the relief of the poor” prescribed the construc-
tion of houses of correction, to number at least one per
county. Their upkeep was to be assured by a tax, but the
public was encouraged to make voluntary donations. It ap-
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pears, however, that in this form the measure was scarcely
ever applied, since, some years later, it was decided to au-
thorize private enterprise: it was no longer necessary to
obtain an official permit to open a hospital or a house of
correction; anyone who pleased mught do so. At the begin-
ning of the seventeenth century, a general reorganization: a
fine of five pounds was imposed on any justice of the peace
who had not established one in the area of his jurisdiction;
the houses were to install trades, workshops, and factories
(milling, spinning, weaving) to aid in their upkeep and as-
sure their inmates of work; a judge was to decide who was
qualified to be sent there. The development of these “bride-
wells” was not too considerable; often they were gradually
absorbed by the prisons to which they were attached; the
practice never spread as far as Scotland. On the other hand,
the workhouses were destined to greater success. They
date from the second half of the seventeenth century. An
act of 1670 defined their status, appointed officers of justice
to oversee the collection of taxes and the administration of
sums that would permit their functioning, and entrusted
the supreme control of their administration to a justice of
the peace. In 1697 several parishes of Bristol united to form
the first workhouse in England, and to designate the corpo-
ration that would administer it. Another was established at
Worcester in 1703, a third the same year at Dublin; then at
Plymouth, Norwich, Hull, and Exeter. By the end of the
eighteenth century, there were 126 of them. The Gilbert
Act of 1792 gives the parishes facilities to create new ones;
at the same time, the control and authority of the justice of
the peace is reinforced; to keep the workhouses from be-
coming hospitals, it is recommended that all contagious in-
valids be turned away.

In several years, an entire network had spread across Eu-
rope. John Howard, at the end of the eighteenth century,
undertook to investigate it; in England, Holland, Germany,
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France, Italy, Spain, he made pilgrimages to all the chief
centers of confinement—hospitals, prisons, jails’—and his
philanthropy was outraged by the fact that the same walls
could contain those condemned by common law, young
men who disturbed their families’ peace or who squandered
their goods, people without profession, and the insane.
Proof that even at this period, a certain meaning had been
lost: that which had so hastily, so spontaneously summoned
into being all over Europe the category of classical order we
call confinement. In a hundred and fifty years, confinement
had become the abusive amalgam of heterogeneous ele-
ments. Yet at its origin, there must have existed a unity
which justified its urgency; between these diverse forms
and the classical period that called them into being, there
must have been a principle of cohesion we cannot evade
under the scandal of pre-Revolutionary sensibility. What,
then, was the reality represented by this entire population
which almost overnight found itself shut up, excluded
more severely than the lepers? We must not forget that a
few years after its foundation, the Hopital Général of Paris
alone contained six thousand persons, or around one per
cent of the population. There must have formed, silently
and doubtless over the course of many years, a social sensi-
bility, common to European culture, that suddenly began -
to manifest itself in the second half of the seventeenth cen-
tury; it was this sensibility that suddenly isolated the cate-
gory destined to populate the places of confinement. To
inhabit the reaches long since abandoned by the lepers,
they chose a group that to our eyes is strangely mixed and
confused. But what is for us merely an undifferentiated
sensibility must have been, for those living in the classical
age, a clearly articulated perception. It is this mode of per-
ception which we must investigate in order to discover the
form of sensibility to madness in an epoch we are accus-
tomed to define by the privileges of Reason. The act
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which,. by tracing the locus of confinement, conferred
upon it 1ts power of segregation and provided a new
homeland for madness, though it may be coherent and
concerted, 1s not simple. It organizes into a complex unity a
new sensibility to poverty and to the duties of assistance
new forms of reaction to the economic problems of unem—,
ployment and idleness, a new ethic of work, and also the
dream of a city where moral obligation was joined to civil
law, within the authoritarian forms of constraint. Ob-
scure.l)_r, these themes are present during the construction of
the cities of confinement and their organization. They give
a meaning to this ritual, and explamn in part the mode in

Wlll({h madness was perceived, and experienced, by the
classical age.

(;onﬁnement, that massive phenomenon, the signs of
XVhl(:‘h are found all across eighteenth-century Europe, is a
police” matter. Police, in the precise sense that the classical
epoch gave to it—that 1s, the totality of measures which
make.work possible and necessary for all those who could
?ot live without i’t; the question Voltaire would soon
“Since you have ety Toriis had already sked:
: people, have
you not yet discovered the secret of forcing all the rich to
make all the poor work? Are you still ignorant of the first
principles of the police?”

Before.having the medical meaning we give it, or that at
least we like to suppose it has, confinement was required by
some.thlng quite different from any concern with curin
the sick. What made it necessary was an imperative of lf
bor. Our philanthropy prefers to recognize the signs of a
benevolence toward sickness where there is only a con-
demnation of idleness.

Let us return to the first moments of the “Confinement.”
and to that royal edict of April 27, 1656, that led to t};e
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creation of the Hopital Général. From the beginning, the
mstitution set itself the task of preventing “mendicancy
and idleness as the source of all disorders.” In fact, this was
the last of the great measures that had been taken since the
Renaissance to put an end to unemployment or at least to
begging.* In 1532, the Parlement of Paris decided to arrest
beggars and force them to work in the sewers of the city,
chained in pairs. The situation soon reached critical pro-
portions: on March 23, 1534, the order was given “to poor
scholars and indigents” to leave the city, while it was for-
bidden “henceforth to sing hymns before images in the
streets.” The wars of religion multiplied this suspect
crowd, which included peasants driven from their farms,
disbanded soldiers or deserters, unemployed workers, im-
poverished students, and the sick. When Henri IV began
the siege of Paris, the city, which had less than 100,000
inhabitants, contained more than 30,000 beggars. An eco-
nomic revival began early in the seventeenth century; it
was decided to reabsorb by force the unemployed who
had not regained a place in society; a decree of the Parle-
ment dated 1606 ordered the beggars of Paris to be
whipped in the public square, branded on the shoulder,
shorn, and then driven from the city; to keep them from
returning, an ordinance of 1607 established companies of
archers at all the city gates to forbid entry to indigents.
When the effects of the economic renaissance disappeared
with the Thirty Years’ War, the problems of mendicancy
and idleness reappeared; until the middle of the century,
the regular increase of taxes hindered manufactures and
augmented unemployment. This was the period of upris-
ings in Paris (1621), in Lyons (1652), in Rouen (1639).
At the same time, the world of labor was disorganized by
the appearance of new economic structures; as the large
manufactories developed, the guilds lost their powers and
their rights, the “General Regulations” prohibited all as-
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semblies of workers, all leagues, all “associations.” In many
professions, however, the guilds were reconstituted. They
were prosecuted, but it seems that the Parlements showed a
certain apathy; the Parlement of Normandy disclaimed all
competence to judge the rioters of Rouen. This is doubt.
less why the Church intervened and accused the workers’
secret gatherings of sorcery. A decree of the Sorbonne, in
1655, proclaimed “guilty of sacrilege and mortal sin” all
those who were found in such bad company.

In this silent conflict that opposed the severity of the
Church to the indulgence of the Parlements, the creation of
the Hopital was certainly, at least in the beginning, a vic-
tory for the Parlement. Tt was, in any case, a new solution.
For the first time, purely negative measures of exclusion
were replaced by a measure of confinement; the unem-
ployed person was no longer driven away or punished; he
was taken in charge, at the expense of the nation but at the
cost of his individual liberty. Between him and society, an
mplicit system of obligation was established: he had the
right to be fed, but he must accept the physical and moral
constraint of confinement,

It is this entire, rather undifferentiated mass at which the
edict of 1657 is aimed: a population without resources,
without social moorings, a class rejected or rendered mobile
by new economic developments. Less than two weeks after
it was signed, the edict was read and proclaimed in the
streets. Paragraph 9: “We expressly prohibit and forbid all
persons of either sex, of any locality and of any age, of
whatever breeding and birth, and in whatever condition
they may be, able-bodied or mnvalid, sick or convalescent,
curable or incurable, to beg in the city and suburbs of
Paris, neither in the churches, nor at the doors of such, nor
at the doors of houses nor in the streets, nor anywhere else
in public, nor in secret, by day or night. .. under pain of
being whipped for the first offense, and for the second
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vondemned to the galleys if men and boys, banished if
women and girls.” The year after—Sunday, May 13, 16}517

a high mass in honor of the Holy Ghost was sung at the
¢ hurch of Saint-Louis de la Pitié, and on the morning of
Nonday the fourteenth, the militia, Wl‘l‘ich was to becfom}::,
m the mythology of popular terror, “the archers o the
Hopital,” began to hunt down beggars and herd them 1nIio
the different buildings of the Hopital. Four years later, La
Salpétriere housed 1,460 women and small children; at La
Mac there were 98 boys, 897 girls between seven and
wcventeen, and 95 women; at Bicétre., 1,615 adul't men; at
I.n Savonnerie, 305 boys between eight and t.hlrteen; fi-
nally, Scipion lodged 530 pregnant women, nursing womern,
and very young children. Inltlally., r_narqed peop{e, even 13
nced, were not admitted; the administration was instructe
to feed them at home; but soon, thanks to a grant from
Mazarin, it was possible to lodge them at La Salpétricre. In
all, between five and six thousand persons.

Throughout Europe, conﬁnen_wpt had the_ same mean;
ing, at least if we consider its origin. It constituted one 0
the answers the seventeenth century gave to an economic
crisis that affected the entire Western world: red.uct'lon of
wages, unemployment, scarcity 'of coin—the cqu.lcl'den}cle
of these phenomena probably being due to a crisis in t (;
Spanish economy. Even England, of all the countrlei1 0
Western Europe the least dependent on the system, had to
solve the same problems. Despite all .the measures taken to
avoid unemployment and the red'uctlon of wages, poveci'ty
continued to spread in the nation. In 1622 af‘)pear;ci a
pamphlet, Grievous Groan for .tbe Poor, attributed to
Thomas Dekker, which, emphasizing the danger, condemns
the general negligence: “Though the number of the poor
do daily increase, all things yet Worke_th for the worst 1;11
their behalf; . . . many of these parishes turneth_ fort
their poor, yea, and their lusty labourers that will not
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work . . . to beg, filch, and steal for their maintenance, so
that the country is pitifully pestered with them.” It was
feared that they would overrun the country, and since they
could not, as on the Continent, cross the border into an-
other nation, it was proposed that they be “banished and
conveyed to the New-found Land, the East and West In-
dies.” In 1630, the King established a commission to assure
the rigorous observance of the Poor Laws. That same year,
it published a series of “orders and directions”; it recom-
mended prosecuting beggars and vagabonds, as well as “all
those who live in idleness and will not work for reasonable
wages or who spend what they have in taverns.” They
must be punished according to law and placed in houses of
correction; as for those with wives and children, investiga-
tion must be made as to whether they were married and
their children baptized, “for these people live like savages
without being married, nor buried, nor baptized; and it is
this licentious liberty which causes so many to rejoice in
vagabondage.” Despite the recovery that began in England
in the middle of the century, the problem was still unsolved
in Cromwell’s time, for the Lord Mayor complains of “this
vermin that troops about the city, disturbing public order,
assaulting carriages, demanding alms with loud cries at the
doors of churches and private houses.”

For a long time, the house of correction or the premises
of the Hépital Général would serve to contain the unem-
ployed, the idle, and vagabonds. Each time a crisis occurred
and the number of the poor sharply increased, the houses
of confinement regained, at least for a time, their inital
economic significance. In the middle of the eighteenth cen-
tury, there was another great crisis: 12,000 begging work-
ers at Rouen and as many at Tours; at Lyons the manufac-
tories closed. The Count d’Argenson, “who commands the
department of Paris and the marshalseas,” gave orders “to
arrest all the beggars of the kingdom; the marshalseas will
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perform this task in the countryside, while the same th%ng
1s done in Paris, whither they are sure not to return, being
cntrapped on all sides.” .
But outside of the periods of crisis, confinement acqqlred
another meaning. Its repressive function was corpbmed
with a new use. It was no longer merely a question of
confining those out of work, but of giving work to those
who had been confined and thus making them contribute to
the prosperity of all. The alternation 1s clear: §heap man-
power in the periods of full employment anfl high salar'les;
and in periods of unemployment, reabsorptlop.of the idle
and social protection against agitation and uprisings. Let us
not forget that the first houses of confinement appear in
England in the most industrialized parts of thf: cou,nt,ry:
Worcester, Norwich, Bristol; that the first hépital geneml
was opened in Lyons, forty years before that. of Paris; that
Hamburg was the first German city to have its Zuc.btbaus,
in 1620. Its regulations, published in 1622, were quite pre-
cise. The internees must all work. Exact record was kept f)f
the value of their work, and they were paid a fourth of it.
For work was not only an occupation; it must be produc-
tive. The eight directors of the house established a general
plan. The Werkmeister assigned a task to each, and ascer-
tained at the end of the week that it had been accom-
plished. The rule of work would remain in effect undl the
end of the eighteenth century, since ]ohn. Hf)ward c0}11d
still attest that they were “knitting and spinning; weaving
stockings, linen, hair, and wool—and rasping logwood and
hartshorn. The quota of a robust man who shreds such
wood is forty-five pounds a day. Some men and horses
labour at a fulling-mill. A blacksmith works there WlthO}lt
cease.” Each house of confinement in Germany had. its
specialty: spinning was paramount in Bremen, Brunswick,
Munich, Breslau, Berlin; weaving in Hanover. The men
shredded wood in Bremen and Hamburg. In Nuremberg
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they polished optical glass; at Mainz the principal labor was
the milling of flour.

The first houses of correction were opened in England
during a full economic recession. The act of r610 recom-
mended only joining certain mills and weaving and carding
shops to all houses of correction in order to occupy the
pensioners. But what had been a moral requirement became
an economic tactic when commerce and industry recovered
after 1651, the economic situation having been re-estab-
lished by the Navigation Act and the lowering of the dis-
count rate. All able-bodied manpower was to be used to the
best advantage, that is, as cheaply as possible. When John
Carey established his workhouse project in Bristol, he
ranked the need for work first: “The poor of both sexes
- - - may be employed in beating hemp, dressing and
spinning flax, or in carding wool and cotton.” At Wor-
cester, they manufactured clothes and stuffs; a worksho
for children was established. All of which did not always
proceed without difficulties. It was suggested that the
workhouses might enter the local industries and markets,
on the principle perhaps that such cheap production would
have a regulatory effect on the sale price. But the manufac-
tories protested. Daniel Defoe noticed that by the effect of
the too easy competition of the workhouses, poverty was
created in one area on the pretext of suppressing it in an-
other; “it is giving to one what you take away from an-
other; putting a vagabond in an honest man’s employment,
and putting diligence on the tenters to find out some other
work to maintain his family.” Faced with this danger of
competition, the authorities let the work gradually disap-
pear. The pensioners could no longer earn even enough
to pay for their upkeep; at times it was necessary to put
them in prison so that they might at least have free bread.
As for the bridewells, as Howard attested, there were few
“in which any work is done, or can be done. The prisoners
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have neither tools, nor materials of any kind: but spend
their time in sloth, profaneness and debauche'ry.” o
When the Hopital Général was created in Paris, it was
mtended above all to suppress beggary, rather than to pro-
vide an occupation for the internees. It seems, however,
that Colbert, like his English contemporaries, regarded
assistance through work as both a remedy to unemployment
and a stimulus to the development of manufactories. In any
case, in the provinces the directors were to sec that“the
houses of charity had a certain economic significance. “All
the poor who are capable of working must, upon work
days, do what is necessary to avoid idleness, which is the
mother of all evils, as well as to accustom tihem to hones,t,
toil and also to earning some part of their sustenance.
Sometimes there were even arrangements which permit-
ted private entrepreneurs to utilize the manpower of the
asylums for their own profit. It was'stlpulated, for example,
according to an agreement made. in 1708, that an entre-
preneur should furnish the Charité of.Tulle with wool,
soap, and coal, and in return the establishment wou'ld' re-
deliver the wool carded and spun. The profit was d1v1d<?d
between the entrepreneur and the hospital. Even. n Paris,
several attempts were made to transform the buildings of
the Hopital Général into factories. If we can l?eheve the
author of an anonymous #zémzoire that appeared in 1790, at
La Pitié “all the varieties of manufacture that could'be
offered to the capital” were attempted; finally, “in a kind
of despair, a manufacture was undertaken of a sort of lac-
ing found to be the least costly.” Elsewhere, such efforts
were scarcely more fruitful. Numerous eﬁ’orts‘ were mgde
at Bicétre: manufacture of thread and rope, mirror polish-
ing, and especially the famous “great well.” A'n attempt
was even made, in 1781, to substitute teams of prisoners f(?r
the horses that brought up the water, in relay from five in
the morning to eight at night: “What reason could have
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determined this strange occupation? Was it that of econ-
omy or simply the necessity of busying the prisoners? If
the latter, would it not have been better to occupy them
with work more useful both for them and for the hospital?
If for reasons of economy, we are a long way from finding
any.”® During the entire eighteenth century, the economic
significance Colbert wanted to give the Hopital Général
continued to recede; that center of forced labor would be-
come a place of privileged idleness. “What is the source of
the disorders at Bicétre?” the men of the Revolution were
again to ask. And they would supply the answer that had
already been given in the seventeenth century: “It is idle-
ness. What is the means of remedying it> Work.”

The classical age used confinement in an equivocal man-
ner, making it play a double role: to reabsorb unemploy-
ment, or at least elminate its most visible social effects, and
to control costs when they seemed likely to become too
high; to act alternately on the manpower market and on
the cost of production. As it turned out, it does not seem
that the houses of confinement were able to play effectively
the double role that was expected of them. If they absorbed
the unemployed, it was mostly to mask their poverty, and
to avoid the social or political disadvantages of agitation;
but at the very moment the unemployed were herded into
forced—labor shops, unemployment increased in neighbor-
ing regions or in similar areas. As for the effect on produc-
tion costs, it could only be artificial, the market price of
such products being disproportionate to the cost of manu-
facture, calculated according to the expenses occasioned by
confinement itself.

Measured by their functional value alone, the creation of
the houses of confinement can be regarded as a failure.
Their disappearance throughout Europe, at the beginning
of the nineteenth century, as receiving centers for the in-
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digent and prisons of poverty, was to sanction their ulti-
mate failure: a transitory and ineffectual remedy, a social
precaution clumsily formulated by a nascent industrializa-
tion. And yet, in this very failure, the classical period con-
ducted an irreducible experiment. What appears to us to-
day as a clumsy dialectic of production and prices then
possessed its real meaning as a certain ethical consciousness
of labor, in which the difficulties of the economic mecha-
nisms lost their urgency in favor of an affirmation of value.

In this first phase of the industrial world, labor did not
seem linked to the problems it was to provoke; it was re-
garded, on the contrary, as a general solution, an infallible
panacea, a remedy to all forms of poverty. Labor and pov-
erty were located in a simple opposition, in inverse propor-
tion to each other. As for that power, its special character-
istic, of abolishing poverty, labor—according to the classical
interpretation—possessed it not so much by its produc-
tive capacity as by a certain force of moral enchantment.
Labor’s effectiveness was acknowledged because it was
based on an ethical transcendence. Since the Fall, man had
accepted labor as a penance and for its power to work
redemption. It was not a law of nature which forced man
to work, but the effect of a curse. The earth was innocent
of that sterility in which it would slumber if man remained
idle: “The land had not sinned, and if it is accursed, it is by
the labor of the fallen man who cultivates it; from it no
fruit is won, particularly the most necessary fruit, save by
force and continual labor.”’®

The obligation to work was not linked to any confidence
in nature; and it was not even through an obscure loyalty
that the land would reward man’s labor. The theme was
constant among Catholic thinkers, as among the Protes-
tants, that labor does not bear its own fruits. Produce and
wealth were not found at the term of a dialectic of labor
and nature. Here is Calvin’s admonition: ‘“Nor do we be-
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!1eve, according as men will be vigilant and skillful, accord-
ing as they will have done their duty well, that they can
make their land fertile; it is the benediction of God which
governs all things.” And this danger of a labor which
vsfould remain sterile if God did not intervene in His infi-
nite mercy is acknowledged in turn by Bossuet: “At each
moment, the hope of the harvest and the unique fruit of all
our labors may €scape us; we are at the mercy of the incon-
stant heavens that bring down rain upon the tender ears.”
This precarious labor to which nature is never obliged
to respond—save by the special will of God—is nome-
theless obligatory in all strictness: not on the level of
natural syntheses, but on the level of moral syntheses. The
poor man who, without consenting to “torment” the land
waits until God comes to his aid, since He has promised t(;
feed the birds of the sky, would be disobeying the great
law of Scripture: “Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy
God.” Does not reluctance to work mean “trying beyond
measure the power of God,” as Calvin says? It 1s seeking to
constrain the miracle,” whereas the miracle is granted daily
to man as the gratuitous reward of his labor. If it 1s true
that labor is not inscribed among the laws of nature, it is
enveloped in the order of the fallen world. This is’why
1dlc?ness is rebellion—the worst form of all, in a sense: it
waits for nature to be generous as in the innocence of
Eden, and seeks to constrain a Goodness to which man
cannot lay claim since Adam. Pride was the sin of man
before the Fall; but the sin of idleness is the supreme pride
of man once he has fallen, the absurd pride of poverty. In
our world, where the land is no longer fertile except in
thl_stles and weeds, idleness is the fault par excellence. In the
M}ddle Ages, the great sin, radix malorum omnium, was
Rnde, Superbia. According to Johan Huizinga, there :)vas a
time, at the dawn of the Renaissance, when the supreme sin
assumed the aspect of Avarice, Dante’s cicca cupidigia. All
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the seventeenth-century texts, on the contrary, announced

the infernal triumph of Sloth: it was sloth which led the

round of the vices and swept them on. Let us not forget

that according to the edict of its creation, the Hopital Gé-
néral must prevent “mendicancy and idleness as sources of

all disorder.” Louis Bourdaloue echoes these condemna-

tions of sloth, the wretched pride of fallen man: “What,

then, is the disorder of an idle life? It is, replies Saint Am-

brose, in its true meaning a second rebellion of the creature

against God.” Labor in the houses of confinement thus as-

sumed its ethical meaning: since sloth had become the
absolute form of rebellion, the idle would be forced to
work, in the endless leisure of a labor without utility or
profit.

It was in a certain experience of labor that the indissoci-
ably economic and moral demand for confinement was
formulated. Between labor and idleness in the classical world
ran a line of demarcation that replaced the exclusion of
leprosy. The asylum was substituted for the lazar house, in
the geography of haunted places as in the landscape of the
moral universe. The old rites of excommunication were re-
vived, but in the world of production and commerce. It
was in these places of doomed and despised idleness, in
this space invented by a society which had derived an eth-
ical transcendence from the law of work, that madness
would appear and soon expand until it had annexed them.
A day was to come when it could possess these sterile
reaches of idleness by a sort of very old and very dim right
of inheritance. The nineteenth century would consent,
would even insist that to the mad and to them alone be
transferred these lands on which, a hundred and fifty years
before, men had sought to pen the poor, the vagabond, the
unemployed.
It is not immaterial that madmen were included in the

proscription of idleness. From its origin, they would have
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their place beside the poor, deserving or not, and the idle,
voluntary or not. Like them, they would be subject to the
rules of forced labor. More than once, in fact, they figured
in their singular fashion within this uniform constraint. In
the workshops in which they were interned, they distin-
guished themselves by their inability to work and to follow
the rhythms of collective life. The necessity, discovered in
the eighteenth century, to provide a special regime for the
insane, and the great crisis of confinement that shortly pre-
ceded the Revolution, are linked to the experience of mad-
ness available in the universal necessity of labor. Men did
not wait until the seventeenth century to “shut up” the
mad, but it was in this period that they began to “confine”
or “intern” them, along with an entire population with
whom their kinship was recognized. Until the Renaissance,
the sensibility to madness was linked to the presence of
imaginary transcendences. In the classical age, for the first
time, madness was perceived through a condemnation of
idleness and in a social immanence guaranteed by the com-
munity of labor. This community acquired an ethical
power of segregation, which permitted it to eject, as into
another world, all forms of social uselessness. It was in this
other world, encircled by the sacred powers of labor, that
madness would assume the status we now attribute to it. If
there is, in classical madness, something which refers else-
where, and to other things, it is no longer because the mad-
man comes from the world of the irrational and bears its
stigmata; rather, it is because he crosses the frontiers of
bourgeois order of his own accord, and alienates himself
outside the sacred limits of its ethic.

In fact, the relation between the practice of confinement
and the insistence on work is not defined by economic con-
ditions; far from it. A moral perception sustains and ani-
mates it. When the Board of Trade published its report on
the poor in which it proposed the means “to render them
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useful to the public,” it was made quite clear that the ori-
gin of poverty was neither scarcity of commodities nor un-
cmployment, but “the weakening of discipline and the
relaxation of morals.” The edict of 1657, too, was full of
moral denunciations and strange threats. “The libertinage
of beggars has risen to excess because of an unfortunate
tolerance of crimes of all sorts, which attract the curse of
God upon the State when they remain unpunished.” This
“libertinage” is not the kind that can be defined in relation
to the great law of work, but a moral libertinage: “Experi-
ence having taught those persons who are employed in
charitable occupations that many among them of either sex
live together without marriage, that many of their children
are unbaptized, and that almost all of them live in ignorance
of religion, disdaining the sacraments, and continually prac-
ticing all sorts of vice.” Hence the Hopital does not have
the appearance of a mere refuge for those whom age, in-
firmity, or sickness keep from working; it will have not
only the aspect of a forced labor camp, but also that of a
moral institution responsible for punishing, for correcting a
certain moral “abeyance” which does not merit the tribunal
of men, but cannot be corrected by the severity of penance
alone. The Hopital Général has an ethical status. It is this
moral charge which invests its directors, and they are
granted every judicial apparatus and means of repression:
“They have power of authority, of direction, of admin-
istration, of commerce, of police, of jurisdiction, of correc-
tion and punishment”; and to accomplish this task “stakes,
irons, prisons, and dungeons”® are put at their disposal.

And it is in this context that the obligation to work as-
sumes its meaning as both ethical exercise and moral guar-
antee. It will serve as askesis, as punishment, as symptom of
a certain disposition of the heart. The prisoner who could
and who would work would be released, not so much be-
cause he was again useful to society, but because he had
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again subscribed to the great ethical pact of human exist-
ence. In April 1684, a decree created within the Hopital a
section for boys and girls under twenty-five; it specified
that work must occupy the greater part of the day, and
must be accompanied by “the reading of pious books.” But
the ruling defines the purely repressive nature of this work,
beyond any concern for production: “They will be made
to work as long and as hard as their strengths and situations
will permit.” It is then, but only then, that they can be
taught an occupation “fitting their sex and inclination,”
insofar as the measure of their zeal in the first activities
makes it possible to “judge that they desire to reform.”
Finally, every fault “will be punished by reduction of
gruel, by increase of work, by imprisonment and other
punishments customary in the said hospitals, as the direc-
tors shall see fit.” It is enough to read the “general regula-
tions for daily life in the House of Saint-Louis de la Salpétri-
¢ére” to understand that the very requirement of labor was
instituted as an exercise in moral reform and constraint,
which reveals, if not the ultimate meaning, at least the es-
sential justification of confinement.

An important phenomenon, this invention of a site of
constraint, where morality castigates by means of admin-
istrative enforcement. For the first time, institutions of
morality are established in which an astonishing synthesis
of moral obligation and civil law is effected. The law of
nations will no longer countenance the disorder of hearts. To
be sure, this is not the first time in European culture that
moral error, even in its most private form, has assumed the
aspect of a transgression against the written or unwritten
laws of the community. But in this great confinement of
the classical age, the essential thing—and the new event—is
that men were confined in cities of pure morality, where
the law that should reign in all hearts was to be applied
without compromise, without concession, in the rigorous
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forms of physical constraint. Morality permitted itself to be
administered like trade or economy.

Thus we see inscribed in the institutions of absolute
monarchy—in the very ones that long rema.ined the symbol
of its arbitrary power—the great bourgeo;s, and soon re-
publican, idea that virtue, too, is an aff:ur of state, that
decrees can be published to make it flourish, that an author-
ity can be established to make sure it is resPected. The walls
of confinement actually enclose the negative of that mor.al
city of which the bourgeois conscience began to dream in
the seventeenth century; a moral city for those Who
sought, from the start, to avoid it, a city where right reigns
only by virtue of a force without‘ appeal—a sort of sover-
eignty of good, in which intimidation alone prevails and the
only recompense of virtue (to this degree its own reward.)
is to escape punishment. In the shadows of the .boufgc?om
city is born this strange republic of the good w?nch is im-
posed by force on all those suspected of belonging to evil.
This is the underside of the bourgeoisie’s great dream and
great preoccupation in the classical age: the laws of the
State and the laws of the heart at last identical. “Let our
politicians leave off their calculations . . . let them learn
once and for all that everything can be had for money,
except morals and citizens.”®

Is this not the dream that seems to have haunted the
founders of the house of confinement in Hamburg? One of
the directors is to see that “all in the house are properly
instructed as to religious and moral duties. . . . The
schoolmaster must instruct the children in religion, and.en—
courage them, at proper times, to learn and‘ repeat portions
of Scripture. He must also teach them reading, writing and
accounts, and a decent behaviour to those that visit _the
house. He must take care that they attend divine service,
and are orderly at it.”*® In England, the workhouse regu-
lations devote much space to the surveillance of morals and
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to religious education. Thus for the house in Plymouth, a
schoolmaster is to be appointed who will fulfill the triple
requirement of being “pious, sober, and discreet.” Every
morning and evening, at the prescribed hour, it will be his
task to preside at prayers; every Saturday afternoon and on
holidays, he will address the inmates, exhorting and in-
structing them in “the fundamental parts of the Protestant
religion, according to the doctrine of the Church of Eng-
land.” Hamburg or Plymouth, Zuchthiusern and work-
houses—throughout Protestant Europe, fortresses of moral
order were constructed, in which were taught religion and
whatever was necessary to the peace of the State.

In Catholic countries, the goal is the same but the reli-
gious imprint is a little more marked, as the work of Saint
Vincent de Paul bears witness. “The principal end for
which such persons have been removed here, out of the
storms of the great world, and introduced into this solitude
as pensioners, is entirely to keep them from the slavery of
sin, from being eternally damned, and to give them means
to rejoice in a perfect contentment in this world and in the
next; they will do all they can to worship, in this world,
Divine Providence. . . . Experience convinces us only too
unhappily that the source of the misrule triumphant today
among the young lies entirely in the lack of instruction and
of obedience in spiritual matters, since they much prefer to
follow their evil inclinations than the holy inspiration of
God and the charitable advice of their parents.”** There-
fore the pensioners must be delivered from a world which,
for their weakness, is only an invitation to sin, must be
recalled to a solitude where they will have as companions
only their “guardian angels” incarnate in the daily presence
of their warders: these latter, in fact, “render them the
same good offices that their guardian angels perform for
them invisibly: namely, instruct them, console them, and
procure their salvation.” In the houses of La Charité, the

(62)

The Great Confinement

greatest attention was paid to this ordering of life and con-
science, which throughout the eighteenth century would
more and more clearly appear as the raison d’étre of con-
finement. In 1765, new regulations were established for the
Charité of Chiteau-Thierry; it was made quite clear that
“the Prior will visit all the prisoners at least once a week,
one after the other, and separately, to console them, to
exhort them to better conduct, and to assure himself that
they are treated as they should be; the subordinate officer
will do this every day.”

All these prisons of moral order might have borne the
motto which Howard could still read on the one in Mainz:
“If wild beasts can be broken to the yoke, it must not be
despaired of correcting the man who has strayed.” For the
Catholic Church, as in the Protestant countries, confine-
ment represents, in the form of an authoritarian model, the
myth of social happiness: a police whose order will be en-
tirely transparent to the principles of religion, and a reli-
gion whose requirements will be satisfied, without restric-
tions, by the regulations of the police and the constraints
with which it can be armed. There is, in these institutions,
an attempt of a kind to demonstrate that order may be
adequate to virtue. In this sense, “confinement” conceals
both a metaphysics of government and a politics of reli-
gion; it is situated, as an effort of tyrannical synthesis, in
the vast space separating the garden of God and the cities
which men, driven from paradise, have built with their
own hands. The house of confinement in the classical age
constitutes the densest symbol of that “police” which con-
ceived of itself as the civil equivalent of religion for the
edification of a perfect city.

Confinement was an institutional creation peculiar to the
seventeenth century. It acquired from the first an impor-
tance that left it no rapport with imprisonment as practiced
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in the Middle Ages. As an economic measure and a social
precaution, it had the value of inventiveness. But in the
history of unreason, it marked a decisive event: the mo-
ment when madness was perceived on the social horizon of
poverty, of incapacity for work, of inability to integrate
with the group; the moment when madness began to rank
among the problems of the city. The new meanings as-
signed to poverty, the importance given to the obligation
to work, and all the ethica] values that are linked to labor,
ultimately determined the experience of madness and in-
flected its course.

A sensibility was born which had drawn a line and laid 2
cornerstone, and which chose—only to banish. The con-
crete space of classical society reserved a neutral region, a
blank page where the real life of the city was suspended;
here, order no longer freely confronted disorder, reason no
longer tried to make its own way among all that might
evade or seek to deny it. Here reason reigned in the pure
State, in a triumph arranged for it in advance over g fren-
zied unreason. Madness was thus torn from that imaginary
freedom which still allowed it to flourish on the Renais-
sance horizon. Not so long ago, it had floundered about in
broad daylight: in King Lear, in Don Quixote. But in less
than a half-century, it had been sequestered and, in the
fortress of confinement, bound to Reason, to the rules of
morality and to their monotonous nights.
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