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2.
  (i) What is the ‘thesis’ or main argument of the essay?
Montaigne's essay begins with the problem of 'reading' the interior of another human being (his heart, intentions, beliefs, deeds, guilt) when that human evades being read. This allows Montaigne to introduce the subject of conscience which naturally tricks, torments or shames you into telling the truth. The examination of conscience ties in to the central argument of the essay; whether it can be acceptable or effective to use torture in any humane society, even under the auspices of aiding conscience in delivering confessions of guilt.  Montaigne considers it to be a brutal, barbaric treatment of any human being.  Additionally, it is of little effect in the search of truth, since the strong can hold out against torture regardless of innocence or guilt, whilst most of us would do or say anything to make the torture stop.

 (ii) What kind(s) of evidence is used to support the claim?
 (iii) What impact does each of the chosen quotations have? Where are the quotations from?
Montaigne inserts quotes from antiquity between the passages and within the passages themselves, for example Juvenal, Virgil, Ovid, Hesiod and Plato, all classical Greek or Roman poets and philosophers predating Montaigne by some 1500-1800 years. One passage, concerning conscience, is devoted to the historical example of Scipio; wrongly accused but with a clear conscience and thus able to behave with confidence and assurance. And another short piece, connected to torture, mentions Philotas who was twice accused of treason, only confessed guilt when tortured and was put to death by Alexander the Great, it is not clear if he was guilty of the offences.
 The quotes not only lend weight to Montaigne's arguments due to their learned opinion but because both the opinion, and the historical references, are so old. The ancient quotes give the argument an eternal feel, this is not Montaigne merely plucking these ideas out of the aether.

 (iv) What is the general tone, style, rhythm of piece? Select and focus on a short passage to explore these factors in detail.
The general tone of the piece is conversational, the first passage is personal and reflective, engaging the reader so they are more likely to be receptive to Montaigne's suggestions/opinions as the essay progresses. There is also a shared childhood story, Montaigne's opinion on conscience, a passage from antiquity, and the brutality of torture. These passages are punctuated by quotes which sharpen the pace as they alternate with the slower pace of the passages.
Once the audience has reached the passage "The putting of men to the rack is a dangerous invention" conscience has been established as that which should naturally provoke a confession of guilt; the 'dangerous invention' is already unnatural. The tone hopes for an ally in the reader as personal reflection becomes opinion. Montaigne uses a logical, humane and conversational tone when arguing that the strong, guilty or innocent, could endure torture, whilst the rest of us, even if innocent, could not.  In fact, the guilty are the most motivated to endure for "so fair a reward as life". 
Montaigne returns to conscience at this point, understanding the machinery of torture as its aide, but exposes the weakness of the tool as he reverts to his position concerning, not just torture’s brutality, but its ineffectiveness "what would a man not say, what would a man not do, to avoid so intolerable torments?"

 (v) What are the characteristics of this kind of writing?
The characteristics of Montaigne's writing are creating text that seems to be a natural thought process, albeit a well written, educated and logical one illuminated with quotes from antiquity. The natural, discursive quality allows the audience to seem part of the conversation and allows for the conclusions drawn from the piece to seem natural also.

 (vi) Why do you think it is written in this way?
It appears to have been written this way to encourage an audience to share Montaigne's opinion, via both sympathetic personal reflection and the use of archaic examples to strengthen his position.

 (vii) Who is it written for?
As it is written partly as a reflective piece it gives the impression it has been written for Montaigne himself, and indeed it may have initially been a discipline in which he explored, expressed and ordered his thoughts. However, there is the presentation of argument, and a conversational tone, which seems to be appealing to an audience of some kind. Therefore, it could be said that Montaigne was addressing someone, probably someone imagined to be able to engage in such thought, someone literate and educated.



3.
 c. Consider the discussion of torture: what does Montaigne think about the practice?
Montaigne, despite briefly acknowledging torture as having been designed as an aide to conscience in its role of exposing guilt, is clearly disturbed and appalled by torture’s brutality and futility. Conscience, he feels, is the true arbiter of guilt. However, Montaigne appears only to consider conscience in terms of a principled, if flawed, individual: one who would feel the sting of conscience and either wish to, or be duped into, revealing their guilt. Perhaps this slim concession to torture by Montaigne suggest he is somewhat aware of the restrictions of conscience. 
 None-the-less, Montaigne’s argument about torture is unequivocal: he is revolted at the cruelty and violence brought to bear on its subjects and unconvinced by its effectiveness. Torturing a stoical, tenacious criminal, he argues “who has the fortitude to endure it conceals the truth” as a “fair reward [for his] life”. Conversely, those of a less formidable character, innocent or guilty, may confess guilt regardless since “what would not a man say…to avoid so intolerable torments.”.  Montaigne fears the worst of outcomes is always possible: that a judge who has tortured to ensure the innocent aren’t executed, instead “makes him die both innocent and racked”. There is no justice in torturing an innocent man to death.
Having made his argument against the effectiveness of torture, Montaigne returns to what truly seems to disturb him: the barbarity of torture and the kind of society it fosters, a society judged worse than the most brutish who yet do not “pull a man to pieces for a fault of which they are yet in doubt”. The essay ends on a repellent episode, human life is treated despicably and with disdain. Splitting a human’s belly open to prove or disprove the theft of food (even if the food was taken from starving children) has nothing to do with truth or judgement, but everything to do with power, control and the increasing pleasure in violence. “An instructive sentence” indeed.











