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ix

introduct ion

Samuel Pufendorf (1632–94) began his academic career at the University

of Heidelberg in 1661 in the arts (i.e., philosophy) faculty as a professor

of international law (ius gentium ) and philology. He received this ap-

pointment on the basis of his first jurisprudential work, the Elements of
Universal Jurisprudence (1660),1 which he had dedicated to the Palatine

elector, Karl Ludwig. At Heidelberg, Pufendorf set about the revision

of his immature effort, as he later called it, through a series of academic

dissertations2 that culminated in his massive On the Law of Nature and
of Nations (1672) and its pedagogical distillation The Whole Duty of Man
(1673), both of which soon made him famous throughout Europe. In

1667, a year before assuming a professorship at the newly created Uni-

versity of Lund, in Sweden, he published the infamous On the State of
the German Empire under the pseudonym Severinus de Monzambano,

a fictive Italian writing to his brother, Laelius, about his travels through

Germany. This comparatively slight volume on German constitutional

law generated intense interest, and the academic controversy it ignited

easily equalled the famous “Scandinavian quarrel” that arose later over

Pufendorf ’s main natural law writings.3

Much less known today than these works, the Monzambano, as it was

soon called, seems like an occasional tract relevant only to the circum-

1. See the bibliography for the original titles of works.
2. Dissertationes academicae selectiores (Lund, 1675). This collection was reprinted

four more times: in 1677, 1678, 1679 (as Politica inculpata ), and 1698 (as Analecta
politica ).

3. Eris Scandica (Frankfurt, 1686). For a modern edition, see Pufendorf, Eris Scan-
dica und andere polemische Schriften, ed. Palladini. On the earlier controversy, see
Palladini, “Discussioni sul Monzambano.”
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stances of its origin. Even so, its influence lasted for more than half a

century, and it became part of the historiography that was integral to

natural law as a genre.4 More significantly, though, the piece has a strong

philosophical subtext and shares basic features with many of Pufendorf ’s

other writings: the mutuality of theory and practice, a strongempiricism

or realism, and opposition to scholastic categorization and argument—

all characteristic of his “modern” natural law.5 Moreover, its historical

sweep and detail match Pufendorf ’s national histories of Sweden and

Brandenburg and the broader An Introduction to the History of the Prin-
cipal Kingdoms and States of Europe (1682), which he wrote after 1677

upon leaving academia to become Swedish state historian and, in 1688,

official historiographer of Brandenburg. Finally, its controversial re-

marks on religion and politics point ahead to Pufendorf ’s Of the Nature
and Qualification of Religion in Reference to Civil Society (1687) and The
Divine Feudal Law (1695). It seems appropriate, therefore, that Mon-
zambano was both an early and a late work of Pufendorf, the latter in

the form of a second edition carefully prepared by him shortly before

his death and published posthumously in 1706. It is perhaps the most

representative item in his entire corpus.

Background, Political Setting,
and Publication Details

Pufendorf ’s reasons for this description of the empire’s history and con-

stitution remain unclear. One explanation found in some early biogra-

phies and, through Heinrich von Treitschke, used as the basis of many

later accounts must be ruled out: that he wrote the work after being

passed over for a position in the more prestigious law faculty at Heidel-

4. See Hochstrasser, Natural Law Theories, especially pp. 1–39. The Monzambano
debate became a standard part of many Pufendorf biographies and histories of nat-
ural law. For instance, see Glafey, Vollständige Geschichte, §125, pp. 203–4.

5. See Tuck, “ ‘Modern’ Theory”; Hunter, “Natural Law”; and Haakonssen,
“Protestant Natural Law Theory.”
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berg, attempting to prove that he was in fact the more deserving can-

didate.6 There was no such vacancy at the time, and Pufendorf would

have been unqualified for and uninterested in it had there been one.7

Still, this false account of his intentions may have skewed the reception

of the work in later periods.

Internal evidence such as the Imperial Diet of 1663 and the dismissal

in 1664 of Baron von Boineburg (chief minister in Mainz and an early

supporter of Pufendorf ’s)8 places the supposed journey of the work’s

fictive Italian narrator in the period 1663–64. These years also saw a re-

newed Turkish threat against the empire and a heightening (in 1665) of

the so-called Wildfangstreit (alluded to several times in the work). This

was a bitter, sometimes violent, dispute between the Palatinate and sev-

eral of its neighbors over the former’s vigorous exercise of a historical

claim to limited jurisdiction over illegitimate and stateless persons, not

only in its own but also in surrounding territories. Given the demo-

graphic and financial stakes involved for Karl Ludwig, whose territories

had been devastated and depopulated by the Thirty Years’ War, Pufen-

dorf and other Heidelberg professors were enlisted in the heated pam-

phlet war that accompanied the actual hostilities. For his part,Pufendorf

issued a short response to a tract by the famous polyhistor Johann Hein-

rich Bökler, who was in the service of Mainz; and around the same time,

he composed the Monzambano, which Karl Ludwig was variously said

to have encouraged, assisted, or even coauthored.9 Though mainly a re-

6. Treitschke, “Samuel Pufendorf,” 220–21, cites the second (after Gundling’s)
preface to the posthumous edition, even though there is some doubt that it was writ-
ten by Pufendorf himself. The story was repeated in other early accounts, including
the extended history of the Monzambano (“Vorrede des Übersetzers, samt der Re-
marquablen Historie dieses Buches”) preceding Adlemansthal’s [i.e., Dahlmann’s]
1710 German translation of the work, Samuels Freyhrn. von Puffendorff . . . Bericht.

7. See Döring, “Untersuchungen.” Also essential for understanding the back-
ground of the work are Döring, “Heilige Römische Reich” and “Westfälische
Frieden.”

8. Both events are mentioned in Pufendorf ’s 1667 preface. See pp. 5–7 and notes
9, 10, and 12 there.

9. See Kleine Vorträge und Schriften, ed. Döring, for the text of Pufendorf ’s Prod-
romus solidae et copiosae Confutationis mox secuturae scripti nuper evulgati (187–93)and
Döring’s extensive introduction (158–86). Pufendorf apparently wrote the piece—a
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gional dispute, the conflict had broader import because it involved legal

claims based on historical precedent, the relations of territorial sover-

eigns to one another and to the emperor, and appeals to external powers.

(The emperor supported Mainz, while Karl Ludwig sought the support

of France and Sweden, the formal guarantors of the Peace of Westpha-

lia.) All the while, the empire as a whole confronted a serious, external

danger from the Ottoman forces. Although the Monzambano did not

address the specific conflict directly, it dealt with the underlying struc-

tural issues that created it, not just in historical and constitutional terms

but also according to the natural law theory developed in Pufendorf ’s

dissertations before and after this period.

Unlike Pufendorf ’s shorter polemic, the Monzambano was contro-

versial because it challenged long-established views that undergirded

complex and hard-won arrangements within the empire. Indeed, it can

be read as a brusque complaint about the pointlessness or practical use-

lessness of those views. This perspective, as well as the work’s indepen-

dent, aggressive, and disrespectful demeanor (which many readers en-

joyed), meant that it could not be published in Germany and that it was

safer to issue it under a pseudonym. So the manuscript went to Paris (in

late 1666), where Samuel’s brother Esaias, then acting as the Swedish

liaison, arranged for a printer. The latter in turn consulted the French

historian Mézeray, whose brief response was reprinted by Gundling in

the 1706 edition (see below). Mézeray praised the piece, which he called

a work of politics, not history, but thought it too dangerous to approve

because of passages potentially offensive to the French and certainly to

the clergy. Therefore, like other refugees of the age, the book migrated

to the Netherlands and was published at The Hague in early 1667 by

Adrian Vlacq, who had previously issued Pufendorf ’s Elements (1660).

mere prodromus (forerunner, preliminary response)—only because he was so ordered.
The main task had been assigned to Johann Friedrich Böckelmann, professor pri-
marius of the law faculty, who was more familiar with the dispute and whose pro-
motion to the law chair, supposedly in place of Pufendorf, was said to have motivated
the latter to compose the Monzambano. On the Wildfangstreit, also see Dotzauer,
“Kurpfälzische Wildfangstreit”; and Palladini, “Un nemico,” 144–48.
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Even then it seemed prudent to purport Geneva as the place of publi-

cation to mislead anticipated critics.

Despite its irreverent, populist tone, Monzambano was immediately

recognized as a substantial critique of the empire and its theorists or

publicists, as they were called. Since the printer could not meet demand,

especially in Germany, the book was frequently pirated. An imperial

prohibition and confiscation order, on account of the work’s treatment

of Austria and Catholicism, merely whetted appetites and increased the

circulation. Few works had seen so many editions, according to a 1710

editor, who estimated a total distribution of over three hundred thou-

sand copies.10 Even if the figure is exaggerated, the book was clearly a

seventeenth-century best-seller, achieving a notoriety that lasted for de-

cades. Indeed, even its critics contributed to the book’s success by some-

times republishing it with their own commentaries and refutations.11

In the broadest terms, the pseudonymous author—whose detailed

knowledge of German affairs belied his purported Italian persona—was

accused of undermining the empire by attacking its unifying self-

conception: that is, critics charged, he lacked patriotism (Reichspatri-
otismus ). This was not an anti-intellectual, timid, or merely dogmatic

response but a reaction to the boldness of Pufendorf ’s critique and its

10. The figure comes from Adlemansthal [Dahlmann] (1710), “Remarquable His-
torie.” It is also found in Johann Jacob Moser, Bibliotheca juris publici S.R. German.
Imperii (Stuttgardt, 1729), 550–51, who suggested removing a zero. Salomon, “Ein-
leitung,” p. 3, called the figure “substantially exaggerated,” while granting the general
claim and noting that there were eighteen Latin editions before 1734. In the same
work Salomon details the complex publication history, particularly the distinction
among the various editions and translations, some of which are unreliable because
of unauthorized insertions by others.

11. A well-known example is Philipp Andreas Oldenburger [Pacificus a Lapide,
pseud.], Dominus de Mozambano Illustratus et Restrictus; sive: Severini de Mozambano
Veronensis de Statu Imperii Germanici ad Laelium Fratrem Liber unus. Discursibus
Juridico-Politicis Explicatus et Restrictus (1668), which was reprinted for a number of
years. For an analysis of Oldenburger’s “Discourses” on Monzambano, see Palladini,
“Discussioni sul Monzambano,” 116–24. Another edition accompanied Ulrich Ob-
recht’s In Severini de Monzambano Veronensis De Statu Imperii Germanici Librum,
Exercitationum Academicarum Specimen (1684). Such reprints have sometimes been
mistaken by later readers for authorized versions.
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concrete implications. Indeed, the outcry against the work was so wide-

spread and intense precisely because Monzambano took on everyone

who had written on the empire; it did not ally itself with any particular

interpretation or school but mockingly dismissed them all. This “purely

negative criticism”12 left the work without any established allies and

made it seem wholly destructive.

The hunt for the brazen author began almost immediately, with Sam-

uel himself and his brother Esaias, along with Hermann Conring, Karl

Ludwig, and von Boineburg on the short list of suspects—the last three

because they were favorably mentioned in the book. Boineburg was par-

ticularly embarrassed by the suggestion because he seemed to have a mo-

tive (dismissal from Mainz, in 1664) and happened, inconveniently, to

be in Vienna, the imperial center, after the book appeared.13 However,

more observant minds soon focused on Samuel, not only because of

private reports from Heidelberg but also because of similar content in

several of his earlier dissertations.14 Indeed, he confirmed these suspi-

cions by a detailed defense in the following year (1668). On Irregular
States (De republica irregulari ) was Pufendorf ’s first publication atLund:

it provided a systematic analysis of this key notion in Monzambano and

specific refutations of the book’s early critics.15 From then on his au-

thorship was essentially an open secret, though he denied it until the end

of his life.16

12. Jastrow, “Pufendorfs Lehre,” 381–82.
13. Henrich August Francke, Notitia uberior variorum sumtibus Gabrielis Trogii,

in De fatis methodo fine et obiecto iuris publici sac. Rom. imp. celeberrimorum aliquo
scriptorum collectio (Leipzig, 1739), 38, note u; and Moser, Bibliotheca, no. 35, 537–
43. Boineburg complained to Bökler as late as 1672 about the problems he faced be-
cause of his presumed authorship of Monzambano. See the 1667 preface, note 12.

14. Christoph August Heumann, De libris anonymis ac pseudonymis schediasma
( Jena, 1711), p. 122, §XVII. Pufendorf ’s De rebus gestis Philippi Amyntae filio ( June
1664) and De systematibus civitatum (December 1667) both dealt with regular and
irregular states and with state systems or confederations.

15. De republica irregulari (Lund, 1668) was reissued several more times by itself,
in 1669, 1671, 1673, and 1682, in addition to its inclusion in Pufendorf ’s Dissertationes
academicae selectiores (1675). An unattributed German translation, titled Samuels von
Puffendorff Gründliche Untersuchung von der Art und Eigenschaft eines Irregulairen
Staats, was packaged with Adlemansthal’s 1710 translation of Monzambano.

16. On April 9, 1692, Pufendorf told Christian Thomasius that he had finished
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Critiques of Monzambano began appearing almost immediately and

kept coming for decades. Of varying length and competence, they typ-

ically expressed outrage and insult as well as scholarly disagreement.

Some addressed specific elements of the work (including factual claims),

others attempted broader defenses of positions Pufendorf had panned,

and still others offered extensive commentaries on the whole. Most were

in the scholastic mode that Pufendorf so despised: merely reiterating

traditional categories to schematize the empirical realities of the em-

pire.17 Their authors ranged from young doctoral candidates still cutting

their teeth to accomplished scholars and diplomats.18 Pufendorf himself

continued to engage his critics indirectly until about 1675, when he in-

serted into the collective edition of his dissertations two lengthy sup-

plements—Additions—to On Irregular States;19 and he continued to en-

joy the reactions that the work provoked, even as he prepared the second

edition.20

his revision of the Monzambano but that he was still not ready to acknowledge his
authorship of the work. See Briefwechsel, letter 218, p. 340. Also, Gundling (Samuelis,
ed. Gundling) reports in his preface that Pufendorf ordered the editio posthuma to
be published anonymously (sine persona ).

17. In his prefatory “Remarquable Historie,” Adlemansthal makes the clever com-
ment that Pufendorf wrote his “monstrous” (i.e., irregular; see below) work against
the formulaic views of the scholastics. Jastrow (“Pufendorfs Lehre,” 376–79) points
to a dissertation by one of Conring’s students, Ludolf Hugo’s De statu regionum
Germaniae liber unus (Helmstedt, 1661); and Michael Stolleis (“Textor und Pufen-
dorf ”) to Johann Wolfgang Textor’s Tractatus juris publici de vera et varia ratione
status Germaniae modernae (Nuremberg, 1667), as other unconventional treatments
of the empire with which Monzambano had certain unacknowledged affinities.

18. For a detailed analysis of these critiques of Monzambano, see Roeck, “Reichs-
system,” 36–57, and Palladini, “Discussioni sul Monzambano,” 111–62. Leibniz’s first
response to Monzambano offers an example of the scholastic, syllogistic method. See
“In Severinum de Monzambano” (1668–72), in Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz,Politische
Schriften, Reihe 4 of Sämtliche Schriften und Briefe, ed. Preussische Akademie der
Wissenschaften (Darmstadt: Otto Reichl, 1931), 1:500–502. This brief, private reac-
tion did not become part of the public debate.

19. See notes 2 and 15, above.
20. Christian Thomasius lectured on Monzambano at Halle in the summer of

1692. Writing to him on April 9, 1692, Pufendorf relished the thought of his “dan-
gerous Monzambano” now being publicly read and scandalizing some of its earlier
opponents. See Briefwechsel, letter 218, p. 340.
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Conceptual Context

Accused by his enemies in Sweden of defending Monzambano and seek-

ing to destroy the German political order, Pufendorf replied that he (i.e.,

Monzambano) actually sought to preserve the Westphalian settlement

and to protect the liberty of the German estates and the security of the

Protestant religion.21 That is, as the additions to the second edition (es-

pecially in chapter VIII) make even more apparent, the work was mo-

tivated by the very patriotism that its critics found wanting.22 Theempire

could not serve its purpose if it misconceived itself and failed to rec-

ognize the concrete obstacles to its proper functioning. The title of the

book, “On the State [status ] of the German Empire,” is suggestively

ambiguous in this respect, by both announcing a description of actual

political conditions in Germany and suggesting an assessment of the

empire in terms of the general criteria for statehood. The failure of the

descriptive and normative aspects to coincide implied not condemna-

tion but the need for meliorative adaptation. That is, any destructiveness

at work was thoroughly Cartesian.23

21. “Epistola ad amicos suos per Germaniam” [A letter to his friends in Germany]
(1676), in Eris scandica und andere polemische Schriften, ed. Palladini, 92. Pufendorf
had lectured on Monzambano at Lund, mocking the German constitutional system
to the point that students there called him the “laughing professor.” See Modéer,
“From Samuel Pufendorf,” 8.

22. On Pufendorf ’s notion of patriotism, see the articles by Horst Dreitzel, “Zehn
Jahre ‘Patria’ in der politischen Theorie in Deutschland”; and Michael J. Seidler,
“ ‘Wer mir gutes thut, den liebe ich,’ ” in “Patria” und “Patrioten” vor dem Patri-
otismus.

23. Pufendorf was attracted to Descartes because of his antischolastic method, his
refusal to accept older authorities without proof. See Specimen controversiarum circa
jus naturae ipsi nuper motarum (Osnabrug [Leipzig], 1678), in Eris scandica und andere
polemische Schriften, ed. Palladini, 130–31. Also see Pufendorf ’s strong defense of Des-
cartes against the Swedish clergy, on similar grounds, in “Unvorgreifflich Bedencken
über der Deputirten von der Priesterschafft requeste wegen abschaffung der Carte-
sianischen Philosophie” (1688), in Kleine Vorträge und Schriften, ed. Döring, 433–34.
On Pufendorf and Cartesianism, see Döring’s introduction to Kleine Vorträge und
Schriften, 388–431; and Simone De Angelis, “Pufendorf und der Cartesianismus,”
Internationales Archiv für Sozialgeschichte der deutschen Literatur, 129–72.
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The great amount of previous theorizing about the empire24 that Sev-

erinus de Monzambano mentions dismissively in the preface had gen-

erally taken place within an Aristotelian framework according to which

there are three correct forms of state (kingship/monarchy, aristocracy,

polity/republic) and three deviant or degenerate ones (tyranny, oligar-

chy, democracy). Most attempts to characterize and diagnose the empire

had used these categories. For example, Jean Bodin (Six livres de la re-
publique, 1576) had declared the empire an aristocracy on account of the

power of the territorial estates, particularly the electors; so did Hippol-

ithus a Lapide (i.e., Bogislaw Philipp Chemnitz, in Dissertatio de ratione
status in imperio nostro Romano-Germanico, 1640), whose position is ex-

tensively criticized by Pufendorf (VIII.1–3). Others, such as Dietrich

Reinkingk (Tractatus de regimine seculari et ecclesiastico, 1619), had em-

phasized the position of the emperor and presented the empire as a mon-

archy. Although it was clearly not a polity or republic (see VI.3), there

were those, such as Johannes Althusius (Politica methodice digesta, 1603),

who emphasized the popular origins of political power, even in the em-

pire as a whole. However, Althusius himself saw the best state as a com-

bination of all three forms and thus belongs rather to the so-called mix-

ture theorists, who combined different forms in order to explain the

phenomena. Simple or mixed, Pufendorf thought all such explana-

tions—including the distinctions invented to make them plausible, such

as real versus personal sovereignty or majesty—inadequate to the actual

complexities of the empire.

Following Bodin and Hobbes, Pufendorf emphasized sovereignty

(summum imperium ) as the defining characteristic of a state, and he dis-

tinguished regular from irregular states in terms of whether sovereignty

was unified and effective or not.25 Whatever particular form a statemight

24. For the theoretical context of Pufendorf ’s Monzambano, see Jastrow, “Pu-
fendorfs Lehre,” 370–88; Riklin, “Gemischte oder monströse Verfassung”; Denzer,
“Samuel Pufendorf und die Verfassungsgeschichte”; and Schröder, “Constitution”
and “Reich versus Territorien?”

25. Jean Bodin, Six livres de la republique [Six books on the state] (Paris, 1576);
and Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (1651, 1668), part 2, chapter 22. See Pufendorf ’s On
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have was irrelevant so long as king, council, or people had sole and suf-

ficient power to direct the state as a single entity, governed “by one Soul”

(VI.8; VII.7). When regular, states could realize their goals: protection

of individuals from one another, both singly and in groups, and relief

of the general insecurity of human affairs; when irregular, they could

not.26 According to these criteria, which were carefully elaborated in On
Irregular States and On the Law of Nature and of Nations, the empire

was an irregular, dysfunctional state. In fact, it did not seem like a state

at all, but more like a hybrid or chimera, produced by a gradual, un-

planned, and unsystematic devolution from an originally regular state/

status.27

One of Monzambano’s most notorious passages occurs in chapter VI,

which was widely considered the most important in the work and

prompted the most criticism. Appealing to his basic notions of moral

entities and collective personae,28 Pufendorf said there that “Germany
is an Irregular Body, and like some mis-shapen Monster, if . . . it be

measured by the common Rules of Politicks and Civil Prudence” (VI.9,

first edition). The term monstrum was perceived as deeply offensive by

many of the empire’s apologists, even though it also had a rather ordi-

nary, descriptive sense.29 In fact, Pufendorf clarified the term as simply

the Law of Nature and of Nations, VII.4 (on the parts of supreme sovereignty) and
VII.5 (on the forms of the state, including regular and irregular states).

26. On the Law of Nature and of Nations, VII.1.7–8.
27. In De republica irregulari, §1, Pufendorf says that it is valuable to study irreg-

ular and imperfect states, just as natural scientists find it useful to study rare and
uncommon plants and stones. He may have been influenced in this by Francis Bacon,
some of whose works he owned, since one of Bacon’s methods of inquiry focused
on abnormal specimens of nature.

28. On the Law of Nature and of Nations, I.1.12–13; VII.2.13, 21–23.
29. On Pufendorf ’s notion of monstrum, see De rebus gestis Philippi Amyntae filio

(1664), §3, and Addenda to De republica irregulari, in Dissertationes academicae se-
lectiores (Lund, 1675), 729. Moser, Bibliotheca, 548, said that it was unfair to censure
Pufendorf for using the term monstrum, since this could refer to anything special,
unusual, or irregular, including something valued and respected. Thus, one could
refer to an unusually learned person as “a monster of erudition.” According to
Zedler’s Universal-Lexikon (Leipzig and Halle, 1745), vol. 21, monstrum meant “that
which is or is born against nature” or “that which hides or changes the true origin of
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equivalent to “irregular.” Because of the carelessness of the emperorsand

the ambition of princes and clerics, the empire had degenerated over

many centuries from a regular kingdom to the point where it was no

longer even a limited kingdom (i.e., a state with limited sovereignty).

Nor was it, exactly speaking, a system of independent states united in a

league or confederacy. Instead, he claimed, it was “something . . . that

fluctuates between these two” and whose irregularity subjects it to “in-

extricable and incurable Disease, and many internal Convulsions”

(VI.9). The original provocation of the term was probably intentional;

however, to avoid further misunderstanding or offense, Pufendorf si-

lently omitted it from the second edition, which he tamed in other ways

as well.

After criticizing Hippolithus a Lapide’s radical cures,30 Pufendorf

tentatively offered some remedies of his own (VIII.4). These are sur-

prisingly modest in view of his dire diagnosis, and they barely go beyond

a reaffirmation of the post-Westphalian status quo.31 Perhaps this is be-

cause the empire seemed to him like a harp, as he later observed: even

after much tuning, any harmony inevitably devolves intodiscordagain.32

Nonetheless, Pufendorf acknowledged, the empire contained a balance

that needed to be preserved, or reestablished if lost, not least because

there was no obvious alternative. Thus, despite the idea’s abstract at-

tractiveness, it would be unrealistic and lead “to the utter ruin of the

nation” (VIII.4) to attempt a reduction of the empire to a regular mon-

archy again. Instead, since it already approximated a system or confed-

eration of unequals (VI.9; VIII.4), it was best to accept the fact and, by

its birth by assuming a foreign shape.” Knoppers and Landes, Monstrous Bodies, show
how widespread the political use of monstrum was, especially in a British context, but
seem unaware of the chief instance of that usage on the Continent.

30. Strongly anti-Austrian, Lapide regarded the empire as an aristocracy whose
power lay in the collectivity of the estates rather than in the emperor. His “cures” for
the empire’s ills (VIII.3) were seen by Pufendorf as unrealistic or self-defeating (e.g.,
complete elimination of grounds for religious controversy, destruction of the House
of Austria and confiscation of its domains).

31. Schröder, “Constitution,” 971–72.
32. On the Law of Nature and of Nations, VII.5.15.
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reference to historical precedents and current instances, explore how it

might be effectively maintained.33

This was both an outward- and an inward-looking strategy, for a func-

tional system protects its members from external threats but also de-

mands from them a strict adherence to cooperative agreements. The

weakness in the scheme, as Pufendorf realized, was that it lacked a locus

of supreme sovereignty and a reliable source of compulsion to induce

the members to compromise and cooperate.34 This was, of course, the

basic problem of the state of nature and how to exit from it—only now

on the collective, interstate level that may have been paradigmatic for

the notion in the first place. After his early work on systems of states,

which preceded Monzambano, Pufendorf turned more closely to the

internal mechanism of the state, particularly the role of sovereignty.

However, if sovereignty within states were to become less feasible or

attractive, as it might be already on the international level, the problem

of systemic unity would arise again and a return to Monzambano might

be indicated.

Chapter Synopses

Despite the controversy over Monzambano as a philosophical and po-

litical work, there was general acclaim for its mastery of German history

and its economical portrayal of the complex institutions of the empire.

This alone ensured its success, since many, such as the English translator

Edmund Bohun, were looking for a clear and comprehensive account.

The work consists of eight chapters varying in length. The first five de-

scribe the historical origins and concrete workings of the empire and

33. Pufendorf was thinking of the ancient Greek Amphyctionic and Achaean
Leagues, which he discussed in De rebus gestis Philippi Amyntae filio (1664) and De
systematibus civitatum (1667), and of the Dutch and Swiss Confederations in Europe.

34. Wrede, “Kaiser,” describes the general effect of a principle of “negative in-
tegration” (115) in view of the Turkish and French threats to the empire. Even so,
Jastrow, “Pufendorfs Lehre,” 362, notes the important alteration at VIII.4, between
the first and second editions of Monzambano: the former still allowed confederates
to force a noncompliant member, while the latter—arguably in more dire circum-
stances—relied on the “intervention of common friends” alone.
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thus constitute a unit. The last three focus on more distinctive intellec-

tual questions, albeit not without practical import.

Chapter I traces German origins back to the Franks, and the begin-

nings of the empire to Charlemagne and his heirs. It also raises the im-

portant question of the empire’s claimed continuity with ancientRome.

Here, as well as later in the work, Pufendorf rejects the translatio imperii
(transmission of empire) thesis so dear to monarchists, and according

to which Germany—as Rome’s inheritor—was the fourth great empire

prophesied in the book of Daniel.35 Pufendorf ’s dismissal of this idea—

consistent with his “secular” approach to history and natural law—de-

prived the empire of a genetic, historical self-justification, one with re-

ligious or apocalyptic warrant. Chapter II reviews the so-called members

of the empire, including particular noble families and houses as well as

the different ranks of nobility in general, both secular and sacred. Chap-

ter III details the powers and privileges of these so-called estates and how

they were acquired over time.36 This leads to the critical question of the

emperor’s status and authority vis-à-vis the other estates, as well as the

controversial role of the papacy in the appointment or confirmation of

emperors (i.e., the “holy” in Holy Roman Empire). These topics are

treated in chapter IV, which also describes the transition from a hered-

itary to an elective imperiate, and the role and privileges of the electors

in selecting, deposing, and representing an emperor (during an inter-

regnum). Chapter V (the longest in the work) develops these topics and

discusses specific limitations on the emperor’s powers, including the so-

called capitulars imposed at his election. It also examines the Imperial

Diet, the emperor’s authority over religious affairs and clergy, and the

legal structure and judicial machinery brought into play by disputes at

or between various levels of this complex whole.

Chapter VI contains Pufendorf ’s discussion of the constitutional

35. See Koch, Europa, and Lübbe-Wolff, “Bedeutung.” The idea had been effec-
tively undermined already by Hermann Conring, who demonstrated in De origine
iuris Germanici (1643) that the “Lotharian legend” about Roman law’s formal intro-
duction into Germany in 1135 a.d. was false.

36. See III.4 and note 7, p. 86, on Pufendorf ’s controversial feuda oblata
hypothesis.
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form of the empire, in which he argues that it is not a democracy, ar-

istocracy, monarchy (even limited), or some mixed form, but rather an

irregular system of sovereign states.37 This irregular structureentailsvari-

ous specific weaknesses or diseases (in line with the corporative imagery),

which are the subject of chapter VII. There Pufendorf describes the

geographical, physical, economic, and human resources of Germany in

comparison with other European countries (and the Ottoman Empire)

and determines that Germany is by no means inferior. Its weakness is

due rather to its constitutional structure, which prevents it from using

its natural advantages successfully. This chapter served as the foundation

of Pufendorf ’s later work An Introduction to the History of the Principal
Kingdoms and States of Europe (1682), which greatly expanded these in-

terstate comparisons and their relevance to determining the true “inter-

ests” (ratio, reason) of particular states. Chapter VIII turns explicitly to

the notion of “state interest” or “reason of state” and uses it to explore

possible remedies for the empire’s maladies. After a detailed critique of

the recommendations of Lapide (see above), Pufendorf offers (inVIII.4)

his own modest suggestions for reform. The latter, and greater, portion

of the chapter (VIII.5–10) addresses the problem of religious diversity

and its impact on politics. It compares the political interests and impacts

of Lutheranism, Calvinism, and Catholicism, the last of which comes

in for special criticism. These controversial comments—ironically

placed in the mouths of Catholic clerics and allowed expression by a

papal nuncio—were entirely omitted from the second edition of Mon-
zambano, partly because of changes in the political landscape of Europe

and partly because they had already been treated more extensively by

Pufendorf in several intervening works, which also took their origin

from Monzambano.38

37. On the distinction between regular and irregular systems, see On the Law of
Nature and of Nations, VII.5.20, in which Pufendorf says that an irregular system is
one in which the majority obligates and compels a minority. Also see Denzer, “Samuel
Pufendorf,” 303–7; Dufour, “Federalisme et raison d’état” and “Pufendorfs föderal-
istisches Denken,” 109–15; and Schröder, “Constitution,” 968–71.

38. The History of Popedom, which Pufendorf incorporated (as chapter 12) into
An Introduction to the History of the Principal Kingdoms and States of Europe; Of the




