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THIRD PART®

Influence of Democracy on
Mores Properly So Called

a. Action of equality on mores and reaction of mores on equality./

After doing a book that pointed out the influence exercised by equality of con-
ditions on ideas, customs and mores, another one would have to be done that showed
the influence exercised by ideas, customs and mores on equality of conditions. For
these two things have a reciprocal action on each other. And to take just one example,
the comparatively democratic social state of European peoples in the XVIth century
allowed the doctrines of Protestantism, based in part on the theory of intellectual
equality, to arise and spread; and on the other hand, you cannot deny that these
doctrines, once accepted, singularly hastened the leveling of conditions. If Iexamined
separately the first of these influences, without concerning myself with the second,
it is not that I did not know and appreciate the extent and the power of the latter.
But I believed that in a subject so difficult and so complicated, it was already a lot to
study separately one of the parts, to put the parts separately in relief, leaving to more
skillful hands the task of exposing the entire tableau to view all at once (YT'C, CVk,
1, pp- 48—49). Tocqueville finishes the third part of this volume at Baugy in April
1838.

See Jean-Louis Benoit, Zocqueville moraliste (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2004),
Pp- 309-442.
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CHAPTER I?

How Movres Become Milder
as Conditions Become Equal

We have noticed for several centuries that conditions are becoming equal,
and we have found at the same time that mores are becoming milder.b Are

a. 1. Equality makes mores milder in an ndirect manner, by giving the taste for well-
being, love for peace and for all the professions that need peace.
2. It makes them milder directly.

When men are divided into castes, they have a fraternal sentiment for the members
of their caste, but they scarcely regard all the others as men. Great (illegible word)
and great categories.

When all men are similar, what happens within them alerts them to what must
happen in all the others, and they cannot be insensitive to any misery. They are not
devoted, but they are mild.

Example of the Americans (YI'C, CVH, pp. 36-37).

b. Two peoples have the same origin, they have lived for a long time under the same
laws; they have kept the same language and the same habits of life, but they are not
similar; what causes that?

[In the margin: At the head of civil society. Transition from political society to
civil society. Influence of laws on character.

Influence of democracy in America on mores. Everything is modeled on the peo-
ple. The rich man must grow up with the people, must travel with them, must take
his enjoyments with them. He can scarcely protect himself from them in the refuge
of the domestic hearth.

At home the rich man is under permanent suspicion. And he must in a way be
poor or once have been poor to aspire to honors.]

The one is eager to change, the past displeases him, the present tires him, only the
future seems to him to merit his thought. He scorns age and scoffs at experience. He
makes, undoes, remakes his laws without ceasing. Everything changes and is modified
by his indefatigable activity, even the earth that supports him. Superiorities of all
kinds offend and wound him. He even sees the plebeian privileges of wealth only
with disfavor.

987



HOW MORES BECOME MILDER 988

these two things only contemporaneous, or does some secret link exist be-
tween them, so that the one cannot go ahead without making the other
move?

Several causes can work together to make the mores of a people less
harsh; but, among all these causes, the most powerful one seems to me to
be equality of conditions. So in my view equality of conditions and mores
becoming mild are not only contemporaneous events, but also correlative
facts.c

[#Equality of conditions leads men toward industrial and commercial
professions, which need peace in order for men to devote themselves to
those professions. Equality of conditions suggests to men the taste for ma-
terial enjoyments; it distances them imperceptibly from war and violent

His vanity is constantly uneasy. He seeks praise. There is no flattery so small that
he does not receive it with joy. If he fails in his efforts to obtain it, he praises himself
and becomes intoxicated with the incense that his hands have prepared. The laws are
democratic.

The other is prostrated before the past, he mixes everything that comes from an-
tiquity in his idolatry and esteems things not so much because they are good, but
because they are old. So he takes care to change nothing in his laws or, if the irresistible
march of time forces him to deviate on certain points, there are no ingenious sub-
tleties to which he will not resort in order to persuade himself that he has only found
in the work of his fathers what was already there and only developed a thought that
had formerly occurred to their minds. Do not hope to get him to acknowledge that
he is an innovator; although a very strong logician otherwise, he will agree to go to
the absurd rather than admit himself guilty of such a great crime. Full of veneration
for superiorities of all kinds, he seems to consider birth and wealth as so many natural
and imprescriptible rights [v: privileges] that call certain men to govern society [v. in
the margin: wealth as a virtue and birth as an imprescriptible right]. With him, the
poor man is scarcely considered as a man. Full, moreover, of an immense pride, he
thinks he is sufficiently sure of his grandeur not to ask the common people to ac-
knowledge it, and he judges himself so above praise that he does not need to give it.
The laws are aristocratic.

There are men who say that this is the American spirit and I say that it is the
democratic spirit. What is taken for the English spirit is the aristocratic spirit (YT'C,
CVKk, 1, pp. 14-16). The copyist, Bonnel, indicates that one part of this piece is not
in Tocqueville’s hand. See p. 437 of the second volume.

c. In the margin: “#You cannot hide from the fact that the natural place of warwould
be there, for it is only in the absence of wars or in the manner in which it is conducted
that the subject of this chapter is proved.#”
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revolutions. I have already said a portion of these things; I will show the
others in the course of this work.d

Those are the indirect effects of equality of conditions; its direct effects
are not less.#]

When writers of fables want to interest us in the actions of the animals,
they give them human ideas and passions. Poets do the same when they
speak about spirits and angels.¢ No miseries are so deep, or joys so pure that
they cannot capture our minds and take hold of our hearts, if we are pre-
sented to ourselves under other features.

This applies very well to the subject that occupies us presently.

When all men are arranged in an irrevocable manner, according to their
profession, their property and their birth, within an aristocratic society,
the members of each class, all considering themselves as children of the
same family, experience for each other a continual and active sympathyf

d. Equality of conditions leads citizens toward industrial and commercial professions
and makes them love peace, which they need in order to devote themselves to those
professions. Equality of conditions thus imperceptibly little by little takes away from
the citizens the love of violent emotions and suggests to them the taste for tranquil
enjoyments. As conditions become equal, the imagination of men therefore turns
imperceptibly away from the cruel pictures offered by war and feeds more readily on
the mild images presented by well-being. Human passions are not extinguished, they
change objects and become less fierce. Accustomed to the charms of a well-ordered
and prosperous life, you are afraid of being saddened by making your fellows suffer
and you fear the sight of the pain almost as much as the pain itself.

[In the margin: I do not believe that this piece should be introduced, however to
consult./

The things it contains are true and important, but they prevent the unity of the
chapter.]

This is how equality of conditions leads indirectly to the mildness of mores. The
direct effects are not less.

When writers of fables. .. (YI'C, CVk, 1, pp. 5-6).

e. In the margin: “and Milton would never have succeeded in interesting us in the

fate of [a blank (ed.)] if he had not given human feelings to the devils and to the angels.”
. Sympathy.|

It is a democratic word. You have real sympathy only for those similar to you and

your equals. The humanity that we notice today is due in part to men being closer

to each other. When there were only great lords and men of the people, men were
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that can never be found to the same degree among the citizens of a de-
mocracy.

But it is not the same with the different classes vis-a-vis each other.

Among an aristocratic people, each caste has its opinions, its sentiments,
its rights, its mores, its separate existence. Thus, the men who compose each
caste are not similar to any of the others; they do not have the same way
of thinking or of feeling, and they scarcely believe that they are part of the
same humanity.

So they cannot understand well what the others experience, or judge the
latter by themselves.

Yet you sometimes see them lend themselves with fervor to mutual aid;
but that is not contrary to what precedes.

These same aristocratic institutions, which had made beings of the same
species so different, had nevertheless joined them by a very close political
bond.

Although the serf was not naturally interested in the fate of the nobles,
he believed himself no less obligated to devote himself to the one among
the nobles who was his leader; and although the noble believed himself of
another nature than the serf, he nonetheless judged that his duty and his
honor forced him to defend, at the risk of his own life, those who lived on
his domains.

Itis clear that these mutual obligations did not arise out of natural right,
but political right, and that society obtained more than humanity alone
was able to do. It was not to the man that you believed yourself obliged to
lend support, it was to the vassal or to the lord. Feudal institutions made
very tangible the misfortunes of certain men, not the miseries of the human

strangers to each other and above all different; no one could judge by himself what
others felt. So there could not be true sympathy, and mores were hard.

[In the margin: Aristocracy gives birth to great devotions and great hatreds. De-
mocracy leads all men to a sort of tranquil benevolence./

Sympathy less but general.]

17 October 1836.

These classes were indifferent to each other’s fate not because they were enemies,
but simply because they were different. Sympathy from two Greek words, I believe,
meaning zo feel with (Rubish, 2).



HOW MORES BECOME MILDER 991

species. They gave to mores generosity rather than mildness, and although
they suggested great attachments, they did not give birth to true sympa-
thies; for there are real sympathies only between similar people; and in
aristocratic centuries, you see people similar to you only in the members
of your caste.

When the chroniclers of the Middle Ages, who all, by their birth or their
habits, belonged to the aristocracy, report the tragic end of a nobleman,
there are infinite sorrows; while they recount in one breath and without
batting an eye the massacre and tortures of the men of the people.

It is not that these writers felt a habitual hatred or a systematic disdain
for the people. The war between the various classes of the State had not
yet been declared. They obeyed an instinct rather than a passion; as they
did not form a clear idea of the sufferings of the poor, they were little in-
terested in their fate.

It was the same with the men of the people, as soon as the feudal bond
was broken. These same centuries, which saw so much heroic devotion on
the part of the vassals for their lords, had witnessed unheard of cruelties
exercised from time to time by the lower classes against the upper classes.8

You must not believe that this mutual insensitivity is due only to the
absence of order and enlightenment; for you again find its trace in the fol-
lowing centuries that, even while becoming well-ordered and enlightened,
still remained aristocratic.

In the year 1675, the lower classes of Brittany were roused by a new tax.
This tumultuous movement was put down with unparalleled atrocity. Here
is how Madame de Sévigné, witness to these horrors, informed her daughter
about them:

Aux Rochers, 30 October 1675.

My heavens, my daughter, how amusing your letter from Aix is! At least
reread your letters before sending them. Allow yourself to be caught up
in their charm, and with this pleasure, console yourself for the burden you
have of writing so many of them. So have you kissed all of Provence?
There would be no satisfaction in kissing all of Brittany, unless you loved
to smell of wine. [... (ed.) ...] Do you want to know the news from
Rennes? [. . . (ed.) .. .] A tax of one hundred thousand écus was imposed,

g. In the margin, in pencil: “#Example, Jacquerie.#”
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and if this amount was not found within twenty-four hours, it would be
doubled and would be collected by soldiers. One entire great street was
chased away and banished, and the inhabitants were forbidden to come
back under pain of death; so that all these miserable people, new mothers,
old people, children, wandered in tears outside this city, without knowing
where to go, without food or anywhere to sleep. The day before yesterday
the violinist who began the dance and the theft of the stamped paper was
broken on the wheel; he was quartered, and the four parts were displayed
in the four corners of the city. [. .. (ed.) . ..] Sixty bourgeois were taken
and tomorrow they will begin to be hanged. This province isa good example
to the others, above all to respect governors and the wives of governors, and
not to throw stones into their gardens.!

Yesterday Madame de Tarente was in her woods in delightful weather.
It is not a question of either staying there or eating there. She goes in by
the gate and comes out the same way . . .

In another letter she adds:

You talk to me very amusingly about our miseries; we are no longer
broken on the wheel so much; one in eight days in order to uphold justice.
It is true that hanging now seems refreshing to me. I have an entirely dif-
ferent idea of justice since being in this country. Your men condemned to
the galleys seem to me to be a society of honest men who have withdrawn
from the world in order to lead a pleasant life.

We would be wrong to believe that Madame de Sévigné, who wrote these
lines, was an egotistical and barbarous creature; she passionately loved her
children and showed herself very sensitive to the misfortunes of her friends;
and we even notice, reading her, that she treated her vassals and her servants
with kindness and indulgence. But Madame de Sévigné did not clearly un-
derstand what suffering was when you were not a gentleman.

Today, the harshest man, writing to the most insensitive person, would
not dare to give himself to the cruel banter that I have just reproduced, and
even when his particular mores would permit him to do so, the general
mores of the nation would forbid him.

1. 10 sense the pertinence of this final joke, you must recall that Madame de Grignan was
the wife of the Governor of Provence.
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What causes that? Are we more sensitive than our fathers? I do not knows;
but certainly our sensibility falls on more things.

When ranks are nearly equal among a people, since all men have more
or less the same way of thinking and feeling, each one of them can judge
in a moment the sensations of all the others; he glances quickly at himself;
that is sufficient. So there is no misery that he cannot easily imagine and
whose extent is not revealed to him by a secret instinct. Whether it concerns
strangers or enemies, imagination immediately puts him in their place. It
mingles something personal in his pity, and makes him suffer as the body
of his fellow man is torn apart.

In democratic centuries, men rarely sacrifice themselves for each other;
but they show a general compassion for all the members of the human
species. You do not see them inflict useless evils, and when, without
hurting themselves very much, they can relieve the sufferings of others,
they take pleasure in doing so; they are not disinterested, but they are
mild.

Although the Americans have so to speak reduced egoism to a so-
cial and political theory, they have shown themselves no less very open to
pity.

There is no country in which criminal justice is administered more be-
nignly than in the United States. While the English seem to want to pre-
serve carefully in their penal legislation the bloody traces of the Middle
Ages, the Americans have almost made the death penalty disappear from
their legal order.

North America is, I think, the only country on earth where, for the
last fifty years, the life of not a single citizen has been taken for political
crimes.

What finally proves that this singular mildness of the Americans comes
principally from their social state, is the manner in which they treat their
slaves.

Perhaps, everything considered, there is no European colony in the New
World in which the physical condition of the Blacks is less harsh than in
the United States. But slaves there still experience dreadful miseries and are
constantly exposed to very cruel punishments.

It is easy to discover that the fate of these unfortunates inspires little pity
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in their masters, and that they see in slavery not only a fact from which they
profit, but also an evil that scarcely touches them. Thus, the same man who
is full of humanity for his fellows when the latter are at the same time his
equals, becomes insensitive to their sufferings from the moment when
equality ceases. So his mildness must be attributed to this equality still more
than to civilization and enlightenment.

What I have just said about individuals applies to a certain degree to
peoples.

When each nation has its separate opinions, beliefs, laws and customs,
it considers itself as forming by itself the whole of humanity, and feels
touched only by its own sufferings. If war comes to break out between two
peoples so inclined, it cannot fail to be conducted with barbarism.

At the time of their greatest enlightenment, the Romans cut the throats
of enemy generals, after dragging them in triumph behind a chariot, and
delivered prisoners to the beasts for the amusement of the people. Cicero,
who raises such loud cries at the idea of a citizen crucified, finds nothing
to say about these atrocious abuses of victory. It is clear that in his eyes a
foreigner is not of the same human species as a Roman.h

On the contrary, as peoples become more similar to each other, they
show themselves reciprocally more compassionate toward their misfor-

tunes, and the law of nations becomes milder.

h. Something analogous is seen from one people to another. When peoples are very
different from each other, separated by opinions, beliefs, opposite customs, they seem
as well to be outside of the same humanity. Moreover, aristocratic sentiments also
become established between them. They believe themselves not only different but
also superior to each other. That would lead naturally to a law of nations horrible in
times of war.

Romans. Jugurtha.

Now wars between peoples are like civil wars in antiquity (Rubish, 2).
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CHAPTER 27

How Democracy Makes the
Habitual Relations of the Americans
Simpler and Easier®

Democracy does not bind men closely together, but it makes their habitual
relationships easier.

Two Englishmen meet by chance at the far ends of the earth; they are
surrounded by strangers whose language and mores they hardly know.

[<I think that they are going to run eagerly toward each other. What
more is needed to draw men closer in a far-away land than a native land in
common?>]

The two men at first consider each other very curiously and with a sort

a. In aristocracies based solely on birth, since no one is able to climb or descend, the
relationships between men are infrequent, but not constrained.

In aristocracies based principally on money such as the English, aristocratic pride
remains, but since the limits of the aristocracy have become doubtful, each man fears
that his familiarity will be abused. You avoid contact with someone unknown or you
remain icy before him.

When there are no more privileges of birth or privileges of money as in America,
men readily mingle and greet each other familiarly (YT'C, CV{, p. 37).

b. INFLUENCE OF DEMOCRACY ON AMERICAN SOCIABILITY./

Chapter following those on egoism. Sociability, which is sacrifice in small things,
with hope to find it in turn, is very easily understood on the part of beings indepen-
dent of each other, but equally weak individually, and is not at all contrary to the
egoism that I portrayed above./

Good qualities of the Americans. Sociability, lack of susceptibility. See Beaumont,
C.N.6 (RUBISH OF THE CHAPTERS ON SOCIABILITY, Rubish, 2). The reference to
Beaumont also appears in YT'C, CVa, p. 30.

995
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of secret uneasiness; then they turn away from each other, or, if they greet
each other, they take care to speak only with a restrained and distracted air,
and to say things of little importance.©

No enmity exists between them, however; they have never seen each
other, and reciprocally regard each other as very respectable. So why do they
take such care to avoid each other?

We must go back to England in order to understand.

When birth alone, independent of wealth, classifies men, each man
knows precisely the place he occupies on the social ladder; he does not try
to climb, and is not afraid of descending. In a society organized in this way,
men of different castes communicate little with each other; but when
chance puts them in contact, they readily become engrossed, without hope
or fear of intermingling. Their relationships are not based on equality; but
they are not constrained.

When aristocracy of money follows aristocracy of birth, it is no longer
the same.

The privileges of a few are still very great, but the possibility of acquiring
them is open to all; from that it follows that those who possess them are
constantly preoccupied by the fear of losing them or of seeing them shared;
and those who do not yet have them want at any cost to possess them, or,
if they cannot succeed in that, to appear to possess them, which is not
impossible. As the social value of men is no longer fixed by blood in a clear
and permanent manner and varies infinitely depending on wealth, ranks
always exist, but you no longer see clearly and at first glance those who
occupy those ranks.

A hidden war is immediately established among all the citizens; some
try hard, by a thousand artifices, to join in reality or in appearance those
who are above them; others fight constantly to repulse these men usurping
their rights, or rather the same man does both things, and, while he is trying
to get into the upper sphere, he struggles without respite against the effort
that comes from below.

c. In the margin: “<All of this a bit affected, I think, in imitation of La Bruyere. Read
it without warning in order to see the effect.>”



HABITUAL RELATIONS OF THE AMERICANS 997

Such is the state of England today, and I think that what precedes must
be principally attributed to this state.

Since aristocratic pride is still very great among the English, and since
the boundaries of aristocracy have become doubtful, each man fears at
every moment that his familiarity will be abused. Not able to judge at first
glance what the social situation is of those you meet, you prudently avoid
entering into contact with them. You are afraid of forming despite yourself
a badly matched friendship by rendering small services; you fear good of-
fices, and you elude the indiscreet recognition of someone unknown as
carefully as his hatred.

There are many men who explain, by purely physical causes, this sin-
gular unsociability and this reserved and taciturn temperament of the
English.d I am willing to agree that blood in fact has some role; but I
believe that the social state has a much greater one. The example of the
Americans proves it.

In America, where privileges of birth have never existed, and where
wealth gives no particular right to the one who possesses it, people who do
not know each other readily get together in the same places, and find neither
advantage nor danger in freely sharing their thoughts. If they meet by
chance, they neither seek each other out nor avoid each other; so their en-
counter is natural, straightforward and open; you see that they neither hope
nor fear hardly anything from each other, and that they try no harder to

d. Today the influence exercised by race on the conduct of men is spoken about
constantly. The philosophers and men of politics of ancient times have .-.-.-.- race
explains everything in a word. It seems to me that I easily find why we resort so to
this argument that our predecessors did not use.

It is incontestable that the race that men belong to exercises some power over their
actions, and on the other hand, it is absolutely impossible to specify what the strength
and the duration of this power is; so that you can at will infinitely constrict its action
or expand it to everything depending on the needs of the discourse; precious advan-
tages in a time when you expect to reason at little cost, just as you want to grow rich
without difficulty.

[In the margin: Some men believe that this reserve of the English comes from the
blood. The example of the Americans proves the opposite.]

After a digression for which the reader will, I hope, pardon an author who rarely
makes them, I return to my subject (RUBISH OF THE CHAPTERS ON SOCIABILITY,
Rubish, 2). The manuscript says: “Race in fact has some role, but I believe . . .”
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show than to hide the place they occupy. If their countenance is often cold
and serious, it is never either haughty or stiff, and when they do not speak
to each other, it is because they are not in the mood to speak, and not that
they believe that they have a reason to remain silent.

In a foreign country, two Americans are immediately friends, by the very
fact that they are Americans. There is no prejudice that drives them apart,
and the native land in common brings them together. For two Englishmen
the same blood is not enough; the same rank must draw them together.

The Americans notice as well as we this unsociable temperament of the
English with each other, and they are no less astonished by it than we our-
selves are. But the Americans are attached to England by origin, religion,
language, and in part mores; they differ from England only by social state.
So it is permissible to say that the reserve of the English derives from the
constitution of the country much more than from the constitution of the
citizens [<the reserve of the English is not English, but aristocratic>].* ¢

[*]. Form that I believe I have already used; be careful.
e. Relationships of men with each other. Lofty and reserved manners./

Baden, this 14 August 1836./

To put with the good effects of a democratic social state./ One of the characteristic
and most known traits of the English is the care with which they try to isolate them-
selves from each other and the perpetual fear that clearly preoccupies them of pro-
tecting themselves from contact with men who may occupy a position inferior to the
one that they occupy themselves. In a foreign country above all this is carried to an
extreme of which we have no idea.

This fault is infinitely less noticeable in countries in which an aristocracy of birth
dominates and in those in which there is no aristocracy at all.

In the first, since ranks are never doubtful and since privileges are linked to an
inalienable and uncontestable advantage, #hat of blood, each man remains in his place
and no one fears meeting an intruder who wants to put himself in your place, or
descending without noticing to the lower rank of someone unknown by keeping
company with him.

In the second, since birth or wealth give only slight advantages and do not put the
one who possesses them at a very separate or very desirable rank, connection with an
inferior is not feared.

While in an aristocracy constituted on money, like that of England, privileges are
very great and the conditions for enjoying them are always doubtful; from that comes
this continual terror of doing something that may make you fall in rank.
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This fault of the English is due so clearly to institutions and not to blood that it
shocks the Americans even more than us. Cooper in his journey to Switzerland returns
constantly to this unsociability of the English, and although he pretends to scorn it,
he speaks about it too often not to show how much it offends him.

Nothing is more opposed to continual, free, kindly relationships among men than
the frame of mind that I have just talked about (RUBISH OF THE CHAPTERS ON
SOCIABILITY, Rubish, 2). Tocqueville is referring to Excursions in Switzerland by
James Fenimore Cooper, published in 1836 in Paris by A.W. Calignani and Co., and
by Baudry (see, for example, p. 71 and p. 143 of these editions).
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CHAPTER 3?

Why the Americans Have So Little
Susceptibility in Their Country and
Show Such Susceptibility in Ours®

The Americans have a vindictive temperament like all solemn and serious-
minded peoples. They almost never forget an insult; but it is not easy to
insult them, and their resentment is as slow to flare up as to go out.

In aristocratic societies, where a small number of individuals directs ev-
erything, the external relationships of men with each other are subject to
more or less fixed conventions. Each man then believes that he knows, in
a precise way, by what sign it is suitable to show his respect or to indicate
his goodwill, and etiquette is a science of which everyone is presumed to
be aware.

These customs of the first class then serve as a model for all the other
classes, and in addition each one of the latter makes a separate code, to

a. When men of diverse education and fortune meet in the same places, the laws of
good manners are no longer fixed; you observe those laws badly vis-a-vis other men
and you are not hurt when they are not observed in your regard. That is above all
true of free democratic societies in which men, busy together with great affairs, easily
forget the outward aspect of actions in order to consider only the actions themselves.

That explains the tolerance and simplicity of the Americans toward each other.

But why are these same Americans intolerant and self-conscious in Europe? Be-
cause the remnants of rules and fragments of etiquette remain among us. The Amer-
icans, not knowing how to find their bearings in a society so different from theirs,
are constantly at a loss, touchy, proud (YT'C, CVT, p. 38).

b. On the jacket of the manuscript: “Read this chapter to several people and study
whether it has the effect of being mannered and affected”

I000
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which all its members are bound to conform [and finally there is a certain
particular ceremonial that is used only between men of different classes].

The rules of good manners thus form a complicated set of laws, which
is difficult to master completely, yet from which you are not allowed to
deviate without risk; so that each day men constantly are involuntarily ex-
posed to giving or receiving cruel wounds.

But, as ranks fade, as men diverse in their education and birth mix and
mingle in the same places, it is almost impossible to agree on the rules of
good manners. Since the laws are uncertain, to disobey them is not a crime
even in the eyes of those who know them; so you are attached to the sub-
stance of actions rather than to the form, and you are at the very same time
less courteous and less quarrelsome.

There is a host of small considerations that an American does not care
about; he judges that he is not owed them or he supposes that you are
unaware that he is owed them. So he does not notice that he is slighted, or
he pardons the slight; his manners become less courteous, and his mores
simpler and more manly.

This reciprocal indulgence shown by the Americans and this manly con-
fidence that they display result also from a more general and more profound
cause.

I already pointed it out in the preceding chapter.

In the United States, ranks differ only very little in civil society and do
not differ at all in the political world; so an American does not believe him-
self bound to give particular considerations to any of his fellows, nor does
he think about requiring them for himself. As he does not see that his in-
terest is ardently to seek out the company of some of his fellow citizens,
he imagines with difficulty that someone is rejecting his; not despising any-
one because of condition, he does not imagine that anyone despises him
because of the same reason, and until he has clearly noticed the insult, he
does not believe that someone wants to offend him.

The social state [v: equality] naturally disposes the Americans not to
become easily offended in small things. And, on the other hand, the dem-
ocratic liberty that they enjoy finally makes this indulgence pass into the
national mores.

Political institutions in the United States constantly put citizens of all
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classes in contact and force them to follow great enterprises together. Men
thus occupied hardly have the time to think about the details of etiquette,
and moreover they have too much interest in living together harmoniously
to stop over those details. So they become easily accustomed to considering,
in the men they meet, sentiments and ideas rather than manners, and they
do not allow themselves to be excited over trifles.

I noticed many times that, in the United States, it is not an easy thing
to make a man understand that his presence is bothersome. To reach that
point, indirect paths are not always sufficient.

I contradict an American at every point, in order to make him sense that
his speeches fatigue me; and at every instant I see him make new efforts to
persuade me; I keep a stubborn silence, and he imagines that I am reflecting
profoundly on the truths that he is presenting; and when finally I suddenly
escape from his pursuit, he assumes that a pressing matter calls me else-
where. This man will not comprehend that he exasperates me unless I tell
him so, and I will be able to save myself from him only by becoming his
mortal enemy.

What is surprising at first is that this same man transported to Europe
suddenly becomes punctilious and difficult to deal with [<he attaches him-
self stubbornly to the slightest details of etiquette and often he even creates
imaginary ones that apply only to him>], to the point that often I have as
much difficulty in not offending him as I found in displeasing him. These
two so different effects are produced by the same cause.

Democratic institutions in general give men a vast idea of their country
and of themselves.

The American leaves his country with his heart puffed up with pride.
He arrives in Europe and notices first that we are not as preoccupied as he
imagined with the United States and with the great people that inhabits
them. This begins to upset him.¢

He has heard it said that conditions are not equal in our hemisphere.
He notices, in fact, that among the nations of Europe, the trace of ranks

c. “Because with a great deal of national pride, they are still not sure about the rank
that they hold among nations, and because claiming the first rank, they are not sure that
it is granted to them” (Rubish, 2).
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is not entirely erased; that wealth and birth retain uncertain privileges that
are as difficult for him to ignore as to define. This spectacle surprises him
and makes him uneasy, because it is entirely new to him; nothing that he
has seen in his country helps him to understand it. So he is deeply unaware
of what place it is suitable to occupy in this half-destroyed hierarchy,among
those classes that are distinct enough to hate and despise each other, and
close enough for him to be always ready to confuse them. He is afraid of
putting himself too high, and above all of being ranked too low; thisdouble
danger constantly troubles his mind and continually hinders his actions,
like his conversation.

Tradition taught him that in Europe things ceremonial varied infinitely
depending on conditions; this memory of another time really disturbs him,
and he fears all the more not gaining the considerations that are due to him
since he does not know precisely what they consist of. So he is always walk-
ing like a man surrounded by traps; society for him is not a relaxation, but
a serious work. He weighs your slightest moves, questions your looks and
carefully analyzes all your words, for fear that they contain some hidden
allusions that injure him. I do not know if there has ever been a country
gentleman more punctilious than he in the matter of good manners; he
works hard to obey the least laws of etiquette himself, and he does not put
up with anyone neglecting any of those laws in his regard; he is at the very
same time full of scruples and demands; he would like to do enough, but
is afraid of doing too much, and as he does not know very well the limits
of either, he holds himself in an uneasy and haughty reserve.

This is still not all, and here is another twist of the human heart.

An American speaks every day about the admirable equality that reigns
in the United States; he boasts out loud about it concerning his country;
but he is secretly distressed about it concerning himself, and he aspires to
show that, as for him, he is an exception to the general order that he
advocates.

You hardly meet an Americand who does not want to be connected a bit

d. You find, with the manuscript of the chapter, a jacket on which you read: “ruB1su
THAT 1 LEAVE WITH THE CHAPTER IN ORDER TO EXAMINE IT ONE LAST TIME.”

Inside Tocqueville specifies: . . . an American {of New England} who . ..”
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by his birth to the first settlers of the colonies, and, as for branches of the
great families of England, America seemed to me totally covered by them.

When an opulent American comes to Europe, his first concern is to sur-
round himself with all the riches of luxury; and he is so afraid thatsomeone
will take him for a simple citizen of a democracy that he twists and turns
in a hundred ways in order to present before you every day a new image of
his wealth. He usually finds lodging in the most conspicuous area of the
city; he has numerous servants who surround him constantly. [Still he will
notice that he is badly served and frequently gets worked up against these
people who become familiar with their masters.]

I heard an American complain that, in the principal salons of Paris, you
met only mixed society. The taste reigning there did not seem pure enough
to him, and he adroitly let it be understood that in his opinion, manners
there lacked distinction. He was not used to seeing wit hide in this way
under common forms.

Such contrasts should not be surprising. [The same cause gives birth to
them.]

If the trace of old aristocratic distinctions were not so completely erased
in the United States, the Americans would appear less simple and less tol-
erant in their country, less demanding and less ill-at-ease in ours.



(B P I . S Vo S Ve S

CHAPTER 4*

Consequences of the Three Preceding Chapters

When men feel a natural pity for each other’s misfortunes, when easy and
frequent relationships draw them closer each day withoutany susceptibility
dividing them, it is easy to understand that they will, as needed, mutually
lend each other their aid. When an American asks for the help of his fellows,
it is very rare for the latter to refuse it to him, and I have often observed
that they grant it to him spontaneously with great zeal.

If some unforeseen accident takes place on the public road, people rush
from all directions to the one who is the victim; if some great unexpected
misfortune strikes a family, the purses of a thousand strangers open without
difficulty; modest, but very numerous gifts come to the aid of the family’s
misery.

It frequently happens, among the most civilized nations of the globe,
that someone unfortunate finds himself as isolated in the middle of the
crowd as the savage in the woods; that is hardly ever seen in the United
States. The Americans, who are always cold in their manners and often
crude, hardly ever appear insensitive, and, if they do not hasten to offer
their services, they do not refuse to render them.

All of this is not contrary to what I said before regarding individualism.
I even see that these things, far from being in conflict, are in agreement.

a. Men of democracies naturally show pity for each other; having frequent and easy
relationships together, not easily becoming irritated with each other, it is natural that
they like to help each other in their needs. This is what happens in the United States.
In democracies great services are rarely accorded, but good offices are rendered con-
stantly. It is rare that a man appears devoted to service, but all are willing to help
(YTC, CVf, pp. 38-39). There is no rubish for this chapter.
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Equality of conditions, at the same time that it makes men feel their
independence, shows them their weakness; they are free, but exposed to a
thousand accidents, and experience does not take long to teach them that,
although they do not habitually need the help of others, some moment
almost always occurs when they cannot do without that help.

We see every day in Europe that men of the same profession readily help
each other; they are all exposed to the same evils; that is enough for them
to try mutually to protect themselves from those evils, however hard or
egotistical they are elsewhere. So whenever one of them is in danger, and
when, by a small temporary sacrifice or a sudden impulse, the others can
shield him, they do not fail to attempt it. It is not that they are profoundly
interested in his fate; for if, by chance, the efforts that they make to help
him are useless, they immediately forget him and return to themselves; but
a sort of tacit and almost involuntary agreement has been made between
them, according to which each one owes to the othersa momentary support
that, in his turn, he will be able to ask for himself.

Extend to a people what I say about only a class, and you will understand
my thought.

There exists, in fact, among all the citizens of a democracy, a convention
analogous to the one that I am talking about; everyone feels subject to the
same weakness and to the same dangers, and their interest, as well as their
sympathy, makes it a law for them to lend each other mutual assistance as
needed.

The more similar conditions become, the more men exhibit this recip-
rocal disposition for mutual obligation.

In democracies, where great services are scarcely accorded, good offices
are rendered constantly. It is rare that a man appears devoted to service, but

all are willing to help.
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CHAPTER §*

How Democracy Modifies the
Relationships of Servant and Master

An American,b who had traveled for a long time in Europe, said to me one
day:

a. 1. Character of domestic service in aristocratic centuries.

1. Servants form a separate class that has its gradations, its prejudices, its public
opinion.

2. The perpetuity and immobility of classes make it that there are families of ser-
vants who remain for centuries next to families of masters. From that arises a con-
fusion of sentiments, opinions, and interests between them.

3. In that time it is easy to obtain a respectful, prompt and easy obedience, because
each master presses on the will of his servants with all the weight of the aristocracy.

2. Character of democratic domestic service. No devoted loyalty, but an exact obe-
dience arising not from a general superiority of the master over the servant, but from
a contract freely accepted.

3. Transitional domestic service, where everything is confused. The master wants
to find in his servants the devoted loyalty that arose from the aristocratic social state,
and the servants do not even want to grant the obedience that they promised (YT'C,
CV{, pp. 39—40). In the rubish you find traces of a first chapter bearing the title: THE
MASTER AND THE TENANT FARMER IN DEMOCRACIES.

b. Conversation with Mr. Robinson, an American engineer of great talents. 22 March
1837./

[In the margin: Perhaps introduce this conversation in the text.]

Mr. Robinson told me that the English treated their servants with a contempt, a
haughtiness and with absolute manners that singularly surprised an American.

On the other hand, he remarked that the French often used with their domestics
a familiarity and a courtesy that did not seem less extraordinary to him. He had heard
a lady say to a domestic who informed her about the execution of an order: Tam very
much obliged, so and so. This form seems strange to him. I see some French, headded,
call a porter, Monsieur. It is something I could never do.

1007
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The English treat their servants with a haughtiness and with absolute
manners that surprise us; but, on the other hand, the French sometimes
use a familiarity with theirs, or reveal in their regard a courtesy that we
cannot imagine. You would say that they are afraid of giving orders. The
position of superior and inferior is badly kept.

This remark is correct, and I have made it myself many times.¢

I have always considered England as the country in the world where,
today, the bond of domestic service is the tightest and France the country
on earth where it is most loose. Nowhere has the master appeared to me
higher or lower than in these two countries.

The Americans are placed between these extremes.

That is the superficial and apparent fact. We must go much further in
order to discover its causes.

We have not yet seen societies in which conditions were so equal that
neither rich nor poor were found, and consequently, neither masters nor
servants.

Democracy does not prevent these two classes of men from existing; but
it changes their spirit and modifies their relationships.

[It is easy to see that all classes that compose a society are so naturally
bound together that all must move at the same time or remain immobile.
It is enough to hold one of them in place for all the others to stop by
themselves.

So from the moment when I find a caste of perpetual masters composed
of the same families, I understand without difficulty that there exists a caste

This same Mr. Robinson, said finally: in the United States domestic servants be-
lieve themselves obliged to do only what is in the contract. They are very independent
and little .-.-.-.-.- relationships with the master, the position of superior and inferior
is always kept.

This conversation gets very much, it seems to me, into the meaning of my chapter
(Rubish, 2). The person speaking to Tocqueville is unidentified.

c. In the margin: “<If this remark is correct, the American of the preceding chapter
was therefore not wrong. Clearly to delete either this or the sentence from the other
chapter. That jumps out.>”
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of servants formed in the same way, and I foresee that this perpetuity is
going to produce similar effects from both sides.]d

Among aristocratic peoples, servants form a particular class that does
not vary any more than that of the masters. A fixed order does not take
long to arise; in the first as in the second, you soon see a hierarchy, nu-
merous classifications, marked ranks, and the generations follow each
other without the positions changing. Servants and masters are two so-
cieties superimposed on each other, always distinct, but governed by anal-
ogous principles.©

This aristocratic constitution influences the ideas and mores of the ser-
vants scarcely less than those of the masters, and although the effects may
be different, it is easy to recognize the same cause.

Both form small nations amid the large one; and in the end, in their
midst, certain permanent notions about right and wrong are born. The
different actions of human life are seen in a particular light that does not
change. In the society of servants as in that of the masters, men exercise a
great influence on each other. They acknowledge fixed rules, and lacking a
law, they encounter a public opinion that directs them; well-regulated hab-
its and an order reign there.

These men, whose destiny is to obey, undoubtedly do not understand
glory, virtue, integrity, honor, in the same way as the masters. But they have
developed a glory, virtues, and an integrity of servants, and they imagine,
if T can express myself in this way, a sort of servants’ honor.!

Because a class is low, you must not believe that all those who are part

d. In the margin: “<Good sentence, but to delete. This piece must be pruned rather
than added to.>”

e. “In a society all classes go together. They all move at the same time or all remain
immobile. When a single class becomes immobile all the others stop by themselves.

I stop the wheel of a clock and everything stops” (Rubish, 2).

1. If you come to examine closely and in detail the principal opinions that direct these men,
the analogy appears still more striking, and you are astonished to find among them, as well
as among the most haughty members of a feudal hierarchy, pride of birth, respect for one’s
ancestors and descendents, scorn for the inferior, fear of contact, taste for etiquette, for the
traditions of antiquity.
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of it have a base heart. That would be a great error. However inferior the
class may be, the man who is first in it and who has no idea of leaving that
class, finds himself in an aristocratic position that suggests to him elevated
sentiments, a noble pride and a respect for himself, which makes him fit
for great virtues and uncommon actions.

Among aristocratic peoples, it was not rare to find, in the service of the
great, noble and vigorous souls who bore servitude without feeling it, and
who submitted to the will of their master without fearing his anger.

But it was hardly ever like this in the lower ranks of the domestic class.
[<The first were placed higher in the scale of beings than the modern ser-
vant, the second fell below.>] You conceive that the one who holds the
lowest place of a hierarchy of valets is very low.

The French had created a word expressly for this lowest of the servants
of the aristocracy. They called him a lackey.

[<#The lackey was this man abandoned by fate who was born, lived,
died in a hereditary shame, despised and laughed at by all. #>]

The word lackey served as an extreme word, when any other was missing,
to represent human baseness; under the old monarchy, when you wanted
at some moment to portray a vile and degraded being, you said of him that
he had the sou! of a lackey. That alone sufficed. The meaning was complete
and understood.f

Permanent inequality of conditions not only gives servants certain par-
ticular virtues and certain particular vices; it also places them in a particular
position vis-a-vis the masters.

Among aristocratic peoples, the poor man is trained, from birth, with
the idea of being commanded. In whatever direction he turns his eyes, he
immediately sees the image of hierarchy and the sight of obedience.

(If this man, prepared in this way, consecrates himself to the service of
one of his fellows, he will not fail to bring to this particular state the general

f. In the margin: “#When Mirabeau, this democrat still so full of the striking vices
and virtues of the aristocracy, wanted to portray in his energetic style a cowardly and
nasty being [interrupted text (ed.)].#”
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notions that the view of society suggests to him. <#The image of the large
society will be reproduced in the small one.#>]8

So in countries where permanent inequality of conditions reigns, the
master easily obtains from his servants a prompt, complete, respectful and
easy obedience, because the latter revere in him, not only the master, but
the class of masters. He presses on their will with all the weight of the
aristocracy.

He commands their actions; to a certain degree he even directs their
thoughts. The master, in aristocracies, often exercises, even without his
knowing it, a prodigious sway over the opinions, habits, and mores of those
who obey him; and his influence extends very much further than even his
authority.h

In aristocratic societies,] not only are there hereditary families of valets,
as well as hereditary families of masters; but also the same families of valets
remain, over several generations, at the side of the same families of masters
(they are like parallel lines that never meet or separate); this prodigiously
modifies the mutual relationships of these two orders of persons.

Thus, although, under aristocracy, the master and the servant have be-
tween them no mutual resemblance; although fortune, education, opin-
ions, rights place them, on the contrary, at an immense distance on the
scale of beings, time nevertheless ends up binding them together. A long
community of memories ties them together, and, however different they
may be, they assimilate; while, in democracies, where they are naturally
almost the same, they always remain strangers to each other. [A few slight
differences in conditions separate men, great permanent differences bind
them together.]

So among aristocratic peoples, the master comes to envisage his servants

g. In the margin: “<Perhaps delete this.>”

h. Variant: “<Not only does he direct them without difficulty in everything that re-
lates to him, but his influence extends to the entire ensemble of theiractions. Hisexample
or his lessons naturally lead their minds toward certain beliefs and open their hearts, as
he pleases, to certain tastes. He modifies in a thousand ways their ideas and their mores,
and even when he ceases to be their master, he remains in a way their tutor.>”

j- The manuscript says: “In aristocratic centuries . . .”
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like an inferior and secondary part of himself, and he often interests himself
in their fate, by a final effort of egoism.

On their side, the servants are not far from considering themselves from
the same point of view, and they sometimes identify with the person of the
master, so that they finally become an accessory, in their own eyes, as in his.

In aristocracies, the servant occupies a subordinate position that he can-
not leave; near him is found another man, who holds a superior rank that
he cannot lose. On the one hand, obscurity, poverty, obedience forever; on
the other, glory, wealth, command forever. These conditions are always dif-
ferent and always close, and the bond that unites them is as durable as are
the conditions.

In this extreme, the servant ends by becoming disinterested in himself;
he turns away from himself; he deserts himself in a way, or rather he trans-
fers himself entirely to his master; there he creates an imaginary personality.
He cloaks himself with satisfaction with the riches of those who command
him; he takes pride in their glory, raises himself with their nobility, and
feeds constantly on a borrowed grandeur, on which he sometimes puts more
value than those who possess it fully and truly.

There is something at once touching and ridiculous in such a strange
confusion of two existences.

These passions of masters carried into the souls of valets take the natural
dimensions of the place that they occupy; they shrink and become lower.
What was pride with the first becomes childish vanity and miserable pre-
tension with the others. The servants of a great nobleman usually show
themselves very particular about what is owed to him, and they are more
attached to his least privileges than he is.

You still sometimes meet among us one of those old servants of the

aristocracy; he outlives his race and will soon disappear with it.k

k. In the margin: “#Caleb.#”

In the rubish: “Caleb. The portrait of this man could only be drawn in an aristocratic
country and can only be understood in a country that was so. The Americans will never
know what Caleb means” (Rubish, 2).
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In the United States I saw no one who resembled him. Not only do the
Americans not know this man, but you have great difficulty making them
understand that he exists. They find it hardly less difficult to conceive it
than we ourselves have to imagine what a slave was among the Romans, or
aserf in the Middle Ages. All of these men are in fact, although to different
degrees, the products of the same cause. Together they withdraw far from
our sight and flee daily into the obscurity of the past with the social state
that gave them birth.

Equality of conditions makes new beings of the servant and of the mas-
ter, and establishes new relationships between them.

When conditions are nearly equal, men constantly change place; there
is still a class of valets and a class of masters; but it is not always the same
individuals, or above all the same families that compose it; and there is not
more permanence in command than in obedience.

Servants, not forming a separate people, do not have customs, prejudices
or mores that are their own; you do not notice among them a certain turn
of spirit or a particular way of feeling; they know neither the vices nor the
virtues of a condition, but they share the enlightenment, ideas, sentiments,
virtues and vices of their contemporaries; and they are decent or knavish
just as the masters are.

Conditions are no less equal among the servants than among the
masters.

As you do not find marked ranks or permanent hierarchy in the class of
servants, you must not expect to find the baseness and the grandeur that
are displayed in the aristocracies of valets as well as in all the others.

I never saw in the United States anything that could have reminded me
of the idea of the elite servant, an idea of which we in Europe have kept

In another place: “I have sometimes met Caleb amid the ruins of our aristocratic
society” (Rubish, 2). This concerns Balderstone Caleb, the faithful and devoted servant
of the landowner of Ravenswood in 7he Bride of Lammermoor of Walter Scott.

When he reread this chapter in September 1839, Tocqueville found it too theoretical.
He asked Ampere to provide him with some examples, something the latter seems not
to have done (Correspondance avec Ampeére, OC, X1, pp. 129-31).
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the memory; but neither did I find in the United States the idea of the
lackey. The trace of the one as well as the other is lost there.

In democracies, servants are not only equal among themselves; you can
say that they are, in a way, equal to their masters.

This needs to be explained in order to make it well understood.

At every instant, the servant can become the master and aspires to be-
come so; the servant is not therefore a man different from his master.

So why does the first have the right to command and what forces the
second to obey? The temporary and free agreement of their two wills. They
are not naturally inferior to each other; they become so temporarily only
as a result of the contract. Within the limits of this contract, one is the
servant and the other the master; outside, they are two citizens, two men.

What I beg the reader to understand well is that this is not only the
notion that the servants themselves form of their state. The masters con-
sider domestic service in the same light, and the precise limits of command
and obedience are as well fixed in the mind of the one as in that of the
other.™

m. In the drafts you find several pages on the relations of master and servant. They
are contained in a jacket with the title: CHAPTER 4, SOME IDEAS RELATIVE TO THE
INFLUENCE EXERCISED ON THE MORES OF THE AMERICANS BY THEIR PHILO-
sopHICAL METHOD (YTC, CVKk, 2, p. 29).

On one of these pages in this jacket you can read:

[In the margin: It is clear that this entire piece beginning here and ending at the
bottom of sheet 5 can only with difficulty be included in the consequences of just
the philosophical method of the Americans. To reexamine./

This fits into another order of ideas. To equality of conditions itself which makes
the servant higher and the master lower than in Europe, and not to the philosophical
consequences that result from this equality. To putin the place where I will see general
causes.

To keep but to transfer I think to another place this entire piece up to in aristocratic
countries . . .|

If, after examining the relationships of the son with the father, I consider those of
the servant with the master, I no longer discover any analogy between the Americans
and the English.

England is assuredly the country in the world where the two men are placed the
farthest from each other, and America the place on earth where they are the closest
and yet the most independent of each other.
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When most citizens have for a long time attained a more or less similar
condition, and when equality is an old and accepted fact, public under-
standing, never influenced by the exceptions, assigns in a general way to
the value of man certain limits above or below which it is difficult for any
man to remain for long.

In vain do wealth and poverty, command and obedience putaccidentally
great distances between two men; public opinion, which is founded on the
usual order of things, brings them closer to the common level and creates
between them a sort of imaginary equality, despite the real inequality of
their conditions.

This omnipotent opinion ends up penetrating the souls even of those
whose interest could fortify them against it; it modifies their judgment at
the same time that it subjugates their will.

At the bottom of their souls, the master and the servant no longer see a
profound dissimilarity between them, and they neither hope nor fear ever
to find one. So they are without disdain and without anger, and they find
themselves neither humble nor proud when they look at each other.

The master judges that the contract is the only source of his power, and
the servant finds in it the only cause of his obedience. They do not argue
with each other over the reciprocal position that they occupy; instead each
one easily sees his own position and sticks to it. [You do not see arising
between these two men ardent or deep affections, but as they have <con-
stantly a limited need for each other, they look upon each other with a sort
of tranquil benevolence.>]

In our [{democratic}] armies, the soldier is more or less taken from the
same classes as the officers and can reach the same posts; outside of military
ranks, the soldier considers himself as perfectly equal to his leaders, and he
is in fact; but when in military service, he has no difficulty obeying, and

That is due to several causes that I want to seek although interest in my subject
does not absolutely oblige me to do so.

When among a people you find a very small number of great fortunes, a small
number of destitute situations, and a multitude of comfortable fortunes, the result
would seem to have to be that the rich feel stronger there and the poor weaker than
anywhere else, but it is not so. When most citizens have attained . . . (YT'C, CVk, 2,
pp- 30-31). See note a of p. 696.
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his obedience, although voluntary and well-defined, is no less prompt, clear
and easy.

This gives an idea of what happens in democratic societies between the
servant and the master.

It would be insane to believe that there could ever arise between these
two men any of those ardent and deep affections that are sometimes lit
within aristocratic domestic service, or that striking examples of devotion
should be seen to appear.

In aristocracies, the servant and the master see each other only from time
to time, and they often speak only by intermediary. But they usually depend
closely on one another.

Among democratic peoples, the servant and the master are very close;
their bodies are constantly in contact, their souls do not mingle; they have
shared occupations, they almost never have shared interests.

Among these peoples, the servant always considers himself as a passer-
by in the house of his masters. He has not known their ancestors and will
not see their descendants; he has nothing lasting to expect from them. Why
would he confuse his existence with theirs, and from where would this sin-
gular self-abandonment come? The reciprocal position has changed; the
relationship must do so.

I would like to be able to support all that precedes with the example of
the Americans; but I cannot do so without carefully distinguishing peoples
and places.

In the south of the Union, slavery exists. So all that I have just said
cannot apply.

In the North, most servants are emancipated slaves or the sons of those
emancipated. These men occupy a disputed position in public esteem; the
law brings them closer to the level of their master, mores stubbornly push
them away. They themselves do not clearly discern their place, and they
appear almost always insolent or cringing.

But, in these same provinces of the North, particularly in New England,
you find a fairly large number of whites who consent, in return for a salary,
to subject themselves temporarily to the will of their fellows. I have heard
it said that the servants usually fulfill the duties of their condition with
exactitude and intelligence, and that, without believing themselves natu-



RELATIONSHIPS OF SERVANT AND MASTER 1017

rally inferior to the one who is giving them orders, they easily submit to
obeying him.

It seemed to me that those servants brought to their service some of the
manly habits given birth by independence and equality. Once having cho-
sen a hard condition, they did not look for indirect ways to escape from it,
and they respect themselves enough not to refuse to their masters an obe-
dience that they have freely promised.

On their side, the masters demand of their servants only faithful and
strict execution of the contract; they do not ask them for respect; they do
not claim their love or their devotion; it is enough to find them punctual
and honest.

So it would not be true to say that, under democracy, the relationships
of servant and master are disorderly; they are organized in another manner;
the rule is different, but there is a rule.

I do not have to search here if this new state that I have just described
is inferior to that which preceded, or if it is only different. It is enough for
me that it is well-ordered and fixed; for what is most important to find
among men is not a certain order, but order.

But what will I say about those sad and turbulent periods during which
equality is being founded amid the tumult of a revolution, while democ-
racy, after being established in the social state, is still struggling with dif-
ficulty against prejudices and mores?

The law and, in part, opinion already proclaim that no natural and per-
manent inferiority exists between servant and master. But this new faith
has not yet deeply penetrated the mind of the latter, or rather his heart
rejects it. In the secrecy of his soul, the master still considers that he is a
particular and superior species; but he does not dare to say so, and he allows
himself to be drawn trembling toward the standard level. His command
becomes at the very same time timid and hard; already he no longer feels
for his servants the protective and benevolent sentiments that always arise
from a long-standing, uncontested power, and he is astonished that having
himself changed, his servant changes. He wants his servant, who is only so
to speak passing through domestic service, to contract regular and per-
manent habits, to show himself satisfied with and proud of a servile po-

sition, from which he must sooner or later emerge; he wants his servant to
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devote himself to a man who can neither protect nor ruin him, and to
become attached finally, by an eternal bond, to beings who resemble him
and who do not last any longer than he does.

Among aristocratic peoples, it often happens that the condition of do-
mestic service does not debase the souls of those who submit to it, because
they do not know and do not imagine any others, and because the prodi-
gious inequality that is exhibited between them and the master seems to
them the necessary and inevitable result of some hidden law of Providence.

Under democracy, the condition of domestic service has nothing de-
grading about it, because it is freely chosen, temporarily adopted, because
public opinion does not condemn it, and because it creates no permanent
inequality between the servant and the master.”

But, during the passage from one social condition to another, a moment
almost always comes when the minds of men vacillate between the aris-
tocratic notion of subjection and the democratic notion of obedience.

Obedience then loses its morality in the eyes of the one who obeys; he
no longer considers it as an obligation in a way divine, and he does not yet
see it in its purely human aspect; in his eyes it is neither holy or just, and
he submits to it as to a degrading and useful fact.

At that moment, the confused and incomplete image of equality pres-
ents itself to the mind of the servants; they do not at first discern if it is in
the very condition of domestic service or outside of it that this equality to
which they have a right is found, and at the bottom of their hearts they
revolt against an inferiority to which they have subjected themselves and
from which they profit. They consent to serve, and they are ashamed to
obey [<and while the masters still refuse to acknowledge equality outside
of domestic service, the second want to find it even within these very
limits>]; they love the advantages of servitude, but not the master, or, to
say it better, they are not sure if they should not be the masters, and they
are disposed to consider the one who commands them as the unjust usurper

of their right.

n. In the margin, with a bracket that includes this paragraph and one part of the
preceding one: “<This is, I believe, the return of an idea already expressed in the chapter.
See.>”
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That is when you see in the house of each citizen something analogous
to the sad spectacle that political society presents. A hidden and internal
war goes on constantly between always suspicious and rival powers. The
master shows himself ill-willed and soft, the servant ill-willed and intrac-
table; the one wants to shirk constantly, by dishonest limitations, the ob-
ligation to protect and to pay, the other wants to shirk the obligation to
obey. Between them the reins of domestic administration hang loose, and
each one tries hard to seize them. The lines that divide authority from tyr-
anny, liberty from license, right from fact, seem in their eyes muddled and
confused, and no one knows precisely what he is, or what he can do, or

what he should do.

Such a state is not democratic, but revolutionary.®

o. At the end of the manuscript:

Opinion of Louis on the chapter./

Praise.

The chapter contains a very large number of new ideas. The style is good.

Criticism.

The first pages do not grab the mind of the reader. In general all of the aristocratic
domestic service is of less intense interest than the rest. That is due not to the fact that
the ideas are known, but to the theoretical way of presenting them.

According to Louis, I have made the moral condition of the servant in aristocracy
worse than it was. But is he right?

The same reproach applies, although to a lesser degree, to the whole piece.

It is done to please philosophical minds. It does not get down enough to the level
of ordinary minds. The subject is such however to interest all minds. It is a chapter
that all readers will like to read and will believe themselves able to understand. So it
must be put within their reach or in relief, and it can be done so only by getting a bit
into facts, examples, details and by keeping myself less in abstractions than I do.

In summary this chapter is a very good piece that must be kept with the idea that
it needs to be revised./

The general order of the piece must be kept./

Observation of Edouard.

He finds the piece good, but he thinks that new efforts must be made to put in
relief my ideas relative to democratic domestic service, to fix more firmly by stylistic
artifices the mind of the reader on this point, to bring out better than I do what is
gained and what is lost in this new state.

Edouard would like me to use more the example of the Americans to demonstrate,
by example, what should happen in a society where the master and the domestic
servant find themselves together in the same electoral college.

The difficulty is that I know only very imperfectly what they want me to say.
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CHAPTER 62

How Democratic Institutions and
Movres Tend to Raise the Cost and Shorten
the Length of Leases

What I said about servants and masters applies to a certain point to land-
owners and tenant farmers. The subject merits, however, to be considered
separately.

In America, there are, so to speak, no tenant farmers; every man owns
the field that he cultivates.

It must be recognized that democratic laws tend powerfully to increase
the number of landowners and to decrease that of tenant farmers. None-
theless, what is happening in the United States must be attributed much
less to the new institutions of the country than to the country itself. In
America land costs little, and everyone becomes a landowner easily. The
land yields little, and its products can be shared by a landowner and a tenant
farmer only with difficulty.

a. In aristocracies farm rents are paid not only in money, but in respect, in affection,
in services. Under democracy they are paid only in money.

Since a permanent bond no longer exists between families and the land, the land-
owner and the tenant farmer are strangers who meet by chance to discuss a matter.

Since fortunes are becoming divided, the landowner always has a desire to acquire
and fears losing. He rigorously stipulates everything to which he has a right.

The landowner and the tenant farmer have analogous habits of mind and an anal-
ogous social situation. Between two equal citizens in straitened circumstances, the
object of a rental contract cannot be anything other than money.

When you have one hundred tenant farmers, you readily make pecuniary sacrifices
to gain their goodwill. You do not care about the goodwill of a single tenant farmer.

When democracy has made the idea of instability penetrate all minds, you have
an instinctive horror for a contract, even an advantageous one, that has to last a long
time (YTC, CV{, pp. 40—41).

1020
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So America is unique in this as in other things; and it would be an error
to take it as an example.

I think that in democratic countries as well as in aristocracies, landown-
ers and tenant farmers will be found; but landowners and tenant farmers
will not be bound together in the same way.

In aristocracies, farm rents are paid not only in money, butalso in respect,
in affection and in services. In democratic countries, they are paid only in
money.> When patrimonies divide and change hands, and when the per-
manent relationship that existed between families and the land disappears,
it is no longer anything except chance that puts the landowner and the

b. There are no drafts of this chapter in the Rubish. In the manuscript, on the other
hand, you find a jacket with various notes and fragments. The first page specifies:

“Pieces that began the chapter and that I believe must be deleted; they had the purpose
of explaining what happened under aristocracy. I was afraid that this perpetual return
to two social states was monotonous.

“To review one last time.” This jacket contains another version of the chapter, iden-
tical enough, except for the beginning:

In aristocracies in which great estates exist and in which custom and law fix the own-
ership of these estates in the same families, the landowner, by renting his fields, does
not have as his only goal, or even sometimes as his principal goal, to enrich himself.
Several other concerns share his soul. The tenant farmers with whom he deals are not
strangers in his eyes. Their ancestors lived with his; his children will grow up amid
theirs. They are tied to him and he to them by a long chain of memories and hopes.
So the landowner wants to have his rights not only to the rent that they promised
him, but also to their respect and their love; and he thinks that he owes it to himself
not to impose obligations which are too hard on these men among whom he lives
every day and whose well-being or miseries are necessarily before his eyes; and he is
able to do so, for he enjoys an immense superfluity.

The richest and most powerful landowner of an aristocratic country cannot do
without zealous friends and faithful servants, tenants ready to serve him. All those
men are like instruments by the aid of which he seizes the surrounding population
and handles it as he wills. It is through them that he succeeds in enjoying the greatest
non-material advantages that wealth assures. Thus their support must be bought.

So in an aristocratic country the price of lands [v: tenant farms] is not paid only
in money, but in respect, in affection, in services.

It ceases to be so as patrimonies are divided, as fortunes become equal, as the bond
that united the upper and the lower classes comes to loosen <and as the relationship
that existed between political power and possession of the land comes to disappear.>

When patrimonies . . .
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tenant farmer in contact. They join together for a moment to debate the
conditions of the contract, and afterward lose sight of each other. They are
two strangers brought together by interest who rigorously discuss a matter
that concerns only money.

As property is divided and wealth is dispersed here and there over the
whole surface of the country, the State fills with men whose old wealth is
in decline and with the newly rich whose needs increase faster than their
resources. For all of them, the least profit is of consequence, and no one
among them feels disposed to allow any one of his advantages to escape,
or to lose any portion whatsoever of his income.

Since ranks are mingling and the very greatest as well as the very smallest
fortunes are becoming rarer, there is less distance every day between the
social condition of the landowner and that of the tenant farmer; the one
does not naturally have an undisputed superiority over the other. Now,
between two equal men in straitened circumstances, what can the subject
of a rental contract be, if not money?©

A man whose property is an entire district and who owns one hundred
small farms understands that it is a matter of winning the hearts of several
thousand men at the same time; this seems to him to merit his efforts. To
attain such a great objective, he easily makes sacrifices.

The one who owns a hundred acres is not burdened by such concerns;
it is hardly important for him to win the particular goodwill of his tenant.

An aristocracy does not die like a man, in a day. Its principle is destroyed
slowly deep within souls, before being attacked in the laws. So a long time
before war breaks out against an aristocracy, you see the bond that until
then united the upper classes to the lower loosen little by little. Indifference
and scorn betray one side; jealousy and hate, the other. Relations between
the poor and the rich become rarer and less mild; the cost of leases rises. It
is not yet the result of the democratic revolution, but it is the sure sign of
it. For an aristocracy that has allowed the heart of the people to escape

c. “In the work of Candolle on the subjects of gold and silver, there are on the long
leases of feudal times curious remarks that prove that leases rise and become shorter as
equality increases. As conditions become equal, the costs of leases rise” (YT'C, CVa,

p- 31).
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definitively from its hands, is like a tree with dead roots; the higher it is,
the more easily is it toppled by the winds.

For fifty years, the cost of farm rents has grown prodigiously, not only
in France, but in most of Europe. The singular progress made by agricul-
ture and industry during the same period is not enough, in my mind, to
explain this phenomenon. You must resort to some other more powerful
and more hidden cause. I think that this cause must be sought in the dem-
ocratic institutions that several European peoples have adopted and in the
democratic passions that more or less agitate all the others.

I have often heard great English landowners congratulate themselves
that, in our times, they draw much more money from their estates than
their fathers did.d

Perhaps they are right to be pleased; but certainly they do not know what
they are pleased about. They think they are making a clear profit, and they
are only making an exchange. It is their influence that they are giving up
for cash; and what they gain in money, they are soon going to lose in power.

There is still another sign by which you can easily recognize that a great
democratic revolution is being accomplished or is being prepared.

In the Middle Ages, nearly all the land was rented in perpetuity, or at
least at very long term. When you study the domestic economy of that
time, you see that leases of ninety-nine years were more frequent than those
of twelve years are today.

Everyone believed then in the immortality of families; conditions
seemed fixed forever, and the whole society appeared so immobile that no
one imagined that anything ever had to move within it.

d. Inside the jacket of the manuscript that contains the drafts:

In aristocracies, the clauses of the lease are generally debated between a poor man to
whom necessity has taught the importance of the smallest details, and a rich man
who is accustomed to seeing everything broadly and to scorning small gains. The one
treats the affair with all the fierceness given by need, and the other with the noncha-
lance suggested in such matters by a great superfluity. It is easy to foresee that the
interest of the rich man must succumb in this unequal struggle.

In democracy, on the contrary, the landowner and the tenant bring the same needs
and same desires.
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In centuries of equality, the human mind takes a different turn. It easily
believes that nothing is unchanging. The idea of instability possesses it.

In this frame of mind, the landowner and the tenant himself feel a sort
of instinctive horror for long-term obligations; they fear being limited one
day by an agreement that they profit from today. They vaguely expect some
sudden and unforeseen change in their condition. They are afraid of them-
selves; they fear that, when their taste changes, they will be distressed by
not being able to leave what was the object of their desires, and they are
right to fear it; for in democratic centuries, what is most changeable, amid
the movement of things, is the heart of man.
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CHAPTER 7°

Influence of Democracy on Salaries

Most of the remarks that I made previously, when talking about servants
and masters, can be applied to masters and workers.P

a. Democracy has a general and permanent tendency to bring the worker and master
closer and to equalize their profits more and more.

[In the margin: Chapter that it is not certain that I will include.]

This is the general rule, but in industry, such as it is constituted today in some of
its parts, the opposite is seen.

That is an exceptional fact, but very formidable and that much more formidable
as it is exceptional (YT'C, CVf, p. 41).

On the jacket of the manuscript:

The question of knowing whether I should let this chapter remain is still doubtful
and needs to be asked of Bleaumont (ed.)]. and L{ouis (ed.)]./

The subject can seem known and yet redundant because of chapter 34 quarto
where the matter is already treated./

This chapter has the disadvantage of posing the greatest question of our time with-
out even trying to resolve it. You are disappointed after reading it.

Chapter 34 quarto corresponds to chapter 20 of the second part of volume III, on the
industrial aristocracy.
b. What I say about the servant always more or less applies to the worker. But de-
mocracy tends, more and more, to isolate the latter from the master, and while sepa-
rating him from the master, to raise him to the same level.
Tendency of democracy to raise salaries, to make the worker share in the profits.
How in the current state of commercial science and habits there is an opposite
tendency that accumulates capital in the hands of a few great manufacturers and
reduces the workers to the greatest dependency and to the most extreme poverty.
That this tendency is already noticeable in the United States, although in a much
less pronounced way than in France, and above all in England. To find out why? That
it is there -.---.m.-.- democracy that fills the world. It is the only door open in the
future to the re-formation of an aristocratic society.

1025



SALARIES 1026

As [<{conditions become equal}; as ranks blend and>] the rules of so-
cial hierarchy are less observed, while the great descend, the small rise and
poverty as well as wealth ceases to be hereditary, you see the distance that
separates the worker from the master decrease every day in fact and in
opinion.

The worker conceives a higher idea of his rights, of his future, of himself;
a new ambition, new desires fill him, new needs assail him. At every mo-
ment, he casts eyes full of covetousness on the profits of those who employ
him; in order to come to share them, he tries hard to set his work at the
highest price, and he usually ends by succeeding in doing so.

[Thus equality of conditions tends to lead to the gradual elevation of
salaries, and in turn, the elevation of salaries constantly increases equality
of conditions. So the slow and progressive augmentation of salaries seems
to me one of the general laws that govern democratic societies.

But, in our times, a great and unfortunate exception presents itself.

I showed in the first part of this work how « few of the principles of
aristocracy, after being chased away from political society found refuge in
the industrial world. This profoundly modifies, but only in some points,
the general truth that I announced above.]¢

In democratic countries, as elsewhere, most industries are conducted at
little cost by men not placed by wealth and enlightenment above the com-
mon level of those they employ. These entrepreneurs of industry are very
numerous; their interests differ; [their number varies and is constantly re-

Democracy pushes toward commerce and commerce remakes an aristocracy.

This danger cannot be averted except by the discovery of means (associations or
others) by the aid of which you could do commerce without accumulating as much
capital in the same hands.

Immense question.

I believe that I would do well to touch upon these questions, to cast the most
penetrating glance that I could at them, but without stopping there. They demand
a book themselves (Rubish, 2).

c. In the margin: “<Perhaps instead of putting the general ideas separately in the first
volume, they should energetically and in a few words be explained here. The more I
think aboutit, the more I am of this opinion. I am leaving the notes for this part nearby.>”
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newed] so they cannot easily agree among themselves and combine their
efforts.

On the other side, almost all the workers have some assured resources
that allow them to refuse their services when someone does not want to
give them what they consider as just payment for their work.

In the continual struggle that these two classes wage over salaries,
strength is therefore divided; successes alternate.

It is even to be believed that in the long run the interest of the workers
must prevail; for the high salaries that they have already gained make them
less dependent every day on their masters, and the more independent they
are, the more easily they can gain an increase in salaries.

I will take as example the industry that today is still the most practiced
among us, as among nearly all the nations of the world: the cultivation of
the land.

In France, most of those who rent their services to cultivate the soil
themselves possess a few parcels, which if necessary, allow them to subsist
without working for others. When the latter come to offer their hands to
the great landowner or to a neighboring farmer, and they refuse to give them
a certain salary, they withdraw to their small domain and wait for another
occasion to present itself.d

I think that by taking these things as a whole, you can say that the slow
and progressive elevation of salaries is one of the general laws that govern
democratic societies. As conditions become more equal, salaries rise, and
the higher salaries are, the more equal conditions become.

But, in our times, a great and unfortunate exception is found.

d. The four paragraphs that follow are missing in the manuscript. In their place you
find the following paragraph:

But there are in our times certain very important industries that must from the start
be undertaken as /arge, with great capital, numerous relationships and a great credit,
in order to pursue them profitably. In these industries, the master provides at grear
expense the raw material and the tools; the workers give only their /abor. You un-
derstand from the first that the industrial entrepreneurs should necessarily expect
great profits, for without that, they would remain idle and would not risk their ac-
quired wealth for a small gain.
As it is necessary to be already . . .



SALARIES 1028

I showed, in a preceding chapter,® how aristocracy, chased from political
society, withdrew into certain parts of the industrial world, and there es-
tablished its dominion under another form.

This powerfully influences the level of salaries.f

As it is necessary to be already very rich in order to undertake the great
industries I am talking about, the number of those who undertake them is
very small. Being few, they can easily be in league with each other, and set
the price that they please for work.8

e. In a first version, in the rubish, you find here this note: “This chapter is the [blank
(ed.)] of the first volume. It was not found in the edition of 1834 [sic] and was only
inserted since” (Rubish, 2).

f. “All societies that are born begin by organizing themselves aristocratically. Industry
is subject to this law at this moment.

“Industry today shows all the advantages and all the disadvantages inherent in
aristocracy.”

“June 1838” (YT'C, CVk, 1, p. 12). See note b of p. 980.

g. 1. Why can I call the constitution of a certain industry aristocratic?

2. Why does this constitution tend to drive down salaries? What it has of aristocratic.

It can only be exercised by a small number of men, because in order to profit from
this industry, you must have great capital, a great credit, very extensive relationships.

It places a few owners called manufacturers opposite a multitude of proletarians
called workers who work in the factory as the agricultural population cultivated the
land three centuries ago, without spirit of ownership and without gradual partici-
pation in the profits./

No permanent bond between poor and rich./

The poor become rich with difficulty, but the rich become poor easily, and if they
remained rich, they would not always be in contact with the same poor./

.~.-.-.- Since the manufacturers are very few, they can easily come to an agreement
and pay only a certain price for work and, if anyone refuses the conditions they pro-
pose, they can wait without ruining themselves. While the workers can reach such
an agreement only with difficulty; and they die of hunger if they do not succeed in
their project at the first blow./

Moreover, these are labors of a particular type that give to the body special habits
that make it unsuitable to something else./

What it has of democratic.

Wealth accumulated in this way does not establish family. It forms an exception
in the general system and does not take long to submit to the common law. There
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Their workers are, on the contrary, in very great number, and the quan-
tity grows constantly; for extraordinary prosperity arrives from time to time
during which salaries rise beyond measure and attract the surrounding
population to manufacturing. Now, once men have entered this career, we
have seen that they cannot come out of it, because they do not take long
to contract the habits of body and mind that make them unsuited to any
other labor.P These men in general have little enlightenment, industry and
resources; so they are almost at the mercy of their master. When compe-
tition or other fortuitous circumstances make the gains of the latter de-
crease, he can restrict their salaries almost at will, and easily regain from
them what fortune has taken away from him.

If by common agreement they refuse work, the master, who is a rich
man, can easily wait, without ruining himself, until necessity leads them
back to him; but they must work every day in order to live, for they have
hardly any other property except their hands. Oppression has already for a
long time impoverished them, and they are easier to oppress as they become
poorer. It is a vicious circle from which they can in no way emerge.

[Thus, while in the rest of society ranks mingle each day and conditions
become closer, an immense distance, greater every day, separates the servant
and the master here. Their position, their future, their tastes, their mores
differ profoundly. Nothing in their lot is similar. Between these two men,
contact is purely material; their souls do not know each other. <The master
has only a confused idea of the needs, the sufferings and the joys of the
worker. So he can feel for him only a little sympathy; in his eyes, the worker
is not his fellow, not even his neighbor, for Christian charity hardly warms

are great manufacturing fortunes, but there are no manufacturing families, nor even
a manufacturing class that has its separate spirit, traditions, tastes.

If the children of the rich manufacturer constantly fall back into the crowd, every
day out of the crowd arise men who take their place; thus there is never any classi-
fication or immobility in the social body, which forms nonetheless the characteristics
(Rubish, 2).

h. “In a textile mill, on the contrary, the worker is a poor devil who owns only his
hands and who needs them every day” (Rubish, 2).
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hearts in our time.> So in these industries, the master finds himself with
regard to his workers in a position analogous to the one formerly occupied
by the great landed proprietor vis-a-vis the agricultural class. With this dif-
ference, nonetheless, that the aristocracy based on trade establishes no solid
bond of memory, affection, and interest with the population thatsurrounds
it; that it hardly ever settles in a permanent manner amid the surrounding
population and that its goal is not to govern that population, but to make
use of it.J)

So you should not be astonished if salaries, after sometimes rising
suddenly, go down here in a permanent way, while in other professions,
the cost of labor, which in general grows only little by little, increases
constantly.

This state of dependence and misery in which a part of the industrial
population finds itself in our time is an exceptional fact contrary to all that
surrounds it; but for this very reason, there is no fact more serious, or one
that better deserves to attract the particular attention of the legislator; for
it is difficult, when the whole society moves, to hold one class immobile,
and it is difficult, when the greatest number constantly open new roads to
fortune, to make a few endure their needs and their desires in peace.

j- In the margin: “<I am afraid that I said almost the same things in the same words
in another place. 70 verify.>”
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CHAPTER §2

Influence of Democracy on the Family"®

I have just examined how, among democratic peoples, and in particular
among the Americans, equality of conditions modifies the relationships of
citizens with each other.

a. After showing how equality modified the relationships of citizens, I want to pen-
etrate further and show how it acts on the relationships of family members.

The father in the aristocratic family is not only the author of the family, he is its
political head, the pontiff. . . .

Democracy destroys everything political and conventional that there was in his
authority, but it does not destroy this authority; it only gives it another character.

The magistrate has disappeared, the father remains.

The same thing with brothers, the artificial bond that united brothers in the aris-
tocratic family is destroyed. The natural bond becomes stronger.

This is applicable to all associations based on natural sentiments. Democracy re-
laxes social bonds, it tightens natural bonds (YT'C, CV{, pp. 41—42).

b. On a jacket containing the manuscript of this chapter:

This chapter seems to me to contain some good things, but it was done by fits and
starts, languidly and slowly. It demands to be reviewed all at once in order for the
thought to circulate more easily. Review the rubish carefully./

Development a bit didactic and a bit heavy. If I could delete the aristocratic as
much as possible and allow the mind of the reader to re-do what I remove. That
would be much better.”

Note in the rubish: “The difficulty is that I do not know well what the intimate re-
lationships of father and sons and of brothers among themselves are in America and that
I can hardly speak except about France. I believe these relationships not hostile, but very
cold in America” (Rubish, 2). On the family as antidote to the “democratic disease” see
E L. Morton, “Sexual Equality and the Family in Tocqueville’s Democracy in America,”
Canadian _Journal of Political Science XV1I, no. 2 (1984): 309—24; and Laura Janara, De-
mocracy Growing Up. Authority, Autonomy and Passion in Tocqueville’s “Democracy in
America” (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2002).
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I want to penetrate further, and enter the bosom of the family. My goal
here is not to look for new truths, but to show how facts already known are
related to my subject.

Everyone has noticed that in our time new relationships have been es-
tablished among the different members of the family, that the distance that
formerly separated the father from his son has diminished, and that paternal
authority has been, if not destroyed, at least altered.

Something analogous, but still more striking, is seen in the United
States.

In America, the family, taking this word in its Roman and aristocratic
sense, does not exist.© Some remnants are found only during the first years
following the birth of the children. The father then exercises, without op-
position, the domestic dictatorship that the weakness of his sons requires
and that their interest, as well as his incontestable superiority, justifies.d

c. Former beginning of the chapter in the rubish:

There is a perpetual reaction of mores on the mind and of the mind on mores.

If you carefully studied the private [v: interior and exterior] life of the Americans,
you would not fail to discover in a multitude of details the more or less distant effects
of the philosophical method that they have adopted.

But such a study would take me too far away. I want to limit myself to providing
a small number [of (ed.)] examples. I will show a few links, the detached mind of
the reader will grasp the chain.

When men have accepted as general principle that it is good to judge everything
by yourself, taking the opinion of others as information and not as rule, the rela-
tionship of the father with his children, of the master with his servants, and generally
of the superior with the inferior finds itself changed.

[In the margin: Religion is a refuge where the human mind rests.

Politics forms an arena in which in the United States the majority, despite its de-
sires, binds it and tires it out by its very inaction.]

Nothing is more visible than this in America.

In the United States, the family . . .

This fragment belongs to the single sheet found in a jacket on which you can read on
the cover: “<S>

“It would be good to leave this small chapter after philosophical method in order to
show its consequences. I would say at the end that what I had said about the relationship
of the father and the sons extends to that of servants and masters and in general to all
superiors and inferiors, as we will see elsewhere. This chapter is good” (Rubish, 2).

d. The manuscript says “legitimates.”
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But from the moment when the young American approaches manhood,
the bonds of filial obedience loosen day by day. Master of his thoughts,
the young American is soon master of his conduct. In America, there is no
adolescence strictly speaking. Coming out of childhood, the man is re-
vealed and begins to follow his own path.

You would be wrong to believe that this happens following a domestic
struggle, in which the son gained, by a kind of moral violence, the liberty
that his father refused to him. The same habits, the same principles that
push the son to seize independence, dispose the other to consider the use
of that independence as an incontestable right.

So you notice in the first none of these wild passions, full of hatred, that
agitate men for a long time after they have escaped from an established
power. The second does not feel those regrets, full of bitterness and anger,
that usually outlast the deposed power. The father saw from afar the limits
at which his authority had to expire; and when time has brought him to
those limits, he abdicates without difficulty. The son foresaw in advance
the precise period when his own will would become his rule, and he takes
hold of liberty without rushing and without effort, as a good that he is due
and that no one seeks to take away from him.!

1. The Americans, however, have not yet imagined, as we have in France, removing from
Jathers one of the principal elements of power, by taking away from them their liberty to
dispose of their property after death. In the United States, the right to make out your will is
unlimited.

In that as in all the rest, it is easy to notice that, if the political legislation of the Americans
is much more democratic than ours, our civil legislation is infinitely more democratic than
theirs. That is easily understood.

The author of our civil legislation was a man who saw his interest in satisfying the dem-
ocratic passions of his contemporaries in everything that was not directly and immediately
hostile to his power. He willingly allowed a few popular principles ro rule property and govern
Jamilies, provided that you did not want to introduce them into the conduct of the State.
While the democratic torrent filled the civil laws, he hoped to keep himself easily sheltered
behind the political laws. This view is at the same time full of cleverness and egoism; but such
a compromise could not last. For, in the long run, political society cannot fail to become the
expression and the image of civil society; and it is in this sense that you can say that there is
nothing more political among a people than the civil legislation.

e. In the manuscript this note appears above, at the word “path.” At this place you
find, instead, this other note:
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Pieces that probably must be put in notes at the bottom of the pages of this
chapter./

Note (B)./

I know that something analogous to what I have just said shows itself in England,
one of the countries in the world where until today aristocracy has preserved the most
dominion, and paternal authority the least power. From this juxtaposition you could
conclude that the sentiment of independence in children is more English than dem-
ocratic, and that it is due less to the habits of equality that have been contracted in
the United States than to the political liberty that reigns there.

I do not think that it is so.

The bonds that hold together the various elements of the family seem to me still
much less tightamong the Americans than among the English, and theyloosen visibly
among the latter as their laws and their mores become more democratic. The result,
it seems to me, is that if it is true that a certain sentiment of independence can exist
within a family without equality reigning in the State, at least it must be recognized
that democracy favors and develops it.

You must not forget, moreover, that England is a very aristocratic country in the
middle of which a great number of democratic ideas have circulated from time im-
memorial and whose laws have always been intermingled with some institutions ap-
propriate only to democracy.

What is the sovereign rule of public [v: national] opinion to which all the English
of the last [century (ed.)] constantly declared that you must submit, if not a still
obscure notion of the democratic dogma of the sovereignty of the people?

What does this general principle mean that the money of those paying taxes, who-
ever they are, can only be taxed when the latter have themselves or by their represen-
tatives voted the tax, if not the explicit recognition of the democratic right of all to
participate in the government?

If I glance generally at English society, I see clearly that the aristocracy leads the
State and directs the provinces, butif I look within the administration of the parishes,
I discover that there at least the entire society governs itself; I see thateverything comes
from it [v: the people] and returns to it.! I notice officers who, freely elected by the
universality of citizens, are occupied with the poor, inspect the roads, direct the affairs
of the church, administer in an almost sovereign way common property. The au-
thority created in this way is very limited, I admit, but it is essentially democratic.
Expand the circle of attributions and you will believe yourself suddenly transported
to one of the towns of Massachusetts {New England}.

These reflections, which came in relation to a detail, could serve to explain many
important things that are happening at this moment before our eyes.

So nothing that is taking place today among the English is an entirely new devel-
opment. The English are not creating democracy, they are expanding in England the
democratic spirit and democratic customs.

(1) <Here a note. Ask Reeve.>
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It is perhaps useful to demonstrate how these changes that took place in
the family are closely tied to the social and political revolution thatis finally
being accomplished before our eyes.f

There are certain great social principles that a people apply everywhere
or allow to subsist nowhere.

In countries organized aristocratically and hierarchically, power never
addresses itself directly to the whole of the governed. Since men depend
on each other, you limit yourself to leading the first ones. The rest follow.
This applies to the family, as to all associations that have a head. Among
aristocratic peoples, society knows, strictly speaking, only the father. It
holds onto the sons only by the hands of the father; it governs him and he
governs them. So the father has not only a natural right. He is given a po-
litical right to command. He is the author and the sustainer of the family;
he is also its magistrate.

In democracies, where the arm of the government goes to find each man
in particular in the middle of the crowd in order to bend him separately
to the common laws, there is no need for such an intermediary; the father
is, in the eyes of the law, only a citizen older and richer than his sons.

When most conditions are very unequal, and when inequality of con-
ditions is permanent, the idea of the superior grows in the imagination of
men; should the law not grant him prerogatives, custom and opinion con-
cede them to him.8 When, on the contrary, men differ little from each other
and do not always remain dissimilar, the general notion of the superior

See the letter of Henry Reeve to Tocqueville (London, 29 March 1836, YI'C, CVa,
pp- 41—44); published by James T. Schleifer in “Tocqueville and Centralization: Four
Previously Unpublished Manuscripts,” Yale University Library Gazette 58, nos. 12 (1983):
33—36; and Tocqueville’s response (Correspondance anglaise, OC, V1, 1, pp. 29—30).

f. The following paragraph replaces this passage of the manuscript: “Thusat the same
time that great changes are taking place today in society, changes no less great are taking
place in the family.

“Itis perhaps useful to demonstrate how these two things are connected and to show
what the causes and the limits are of the democratic revolution that is finally being ac-
complished before our eyes.”

g. In the margin: “<Should this sentence be included?/

“The great power that the father exercises in aristocratic countries takes its source not
only in a law and in a custom. The spirit {the ensemble} of all the customs and all the
laws comes to his aid.>”
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becomes weaker and less clear; in vain does the will of the legislator try hard
to place the one who obeys far below the one who commands; mores bring
these two men closer to each other and draw them every day toward the
same level.

So if I do not see, in the legislation of an aristocratic people, particular
privileges accorded to the head of the family, I will not fail to be assured
that his power is very respected and more extensive than within a democ-
racy; for [ know that, whatever the laws, the superior will always seem higher
and the inferior lower in aristocracies than among democratic peoples.

When men live in the memory of what was rather than in the preoc-
cupation with what is, and when they are much more concerned about what
their ancestors thought than about trying to think for themselves, the father
is the natural and necessary bond between the past and the present, the link
where these two chains end and join together.h In aristocracies, the father
is therefore not only the political head of the family; he is the organ of
traditions, the interpreter of customs, the arbiter of mores. You listen to
him with deference; you approach him only with respect, and the love that
you give him is always tempered by fear.

When the social state becomes democratic, and men adopt as general
principle that it is good and legitimate to judge everything for yourself
while taking ancient beliefs as information and not as a rule, the power of
opinion exercised by the father over the sons, as well as his legal power,
becomes less great.

The division of patrimonies that democracy brings contributes perhaps
more than all the rest to changing the relationships of father and children.

When the father of the family has little property, his son and he live
constantly in the same place and are busy together with the same work.

h. “T saw a commune in France in which the inhabitants did not go to church on
Sunday. But they filled the cemetery on All Souls’ Day; their beliefs revived suddenly at
the memory of the family members they had lost; and they felt the need to pray for them,
even when they forgot to do it for themselves.

“To put in the place where I say that democracy makes the sentiments of family
milder. If I must say so, a touching tableau can be made there in a few words” (YT'C,

CVKk, 1, p. 18).
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Habit and need draw them closer and force them to communicate with
each other at every moment; so a sort of familial intimacy cannot fail to be
established between them, which makes authority less absolute, and which
is badly adapted to external forms of respect.

Now, among democratic peoples, the class that possesses these small for-
tunes is precisely the one that empowers ideas and shapes mores. It at the
same time makes its opinions, like its will, prevail everywhere, and even
those who are most inclined to resist its commands end up letting them-
selves be led by its examples. I have seen fiery enemies of democracy who
had their children address them with #« [the familiar form].

Thus, at the same time that power is escaping from aristocracy, you see
disappear what there was of [the] austere, conventional and legal in pa-
ternal power, and a kind of equality becomes established around the do-
mestic hearth.

I do not know if, everything considered, society loses with this change;
but I am led to believe that the individual gains. I think that as mores and
laws are more democratic, the relationships of father and son become more
intimate and milder; rule and authority are encountered less often; confi-
dence and affection are often greater, and it seems that the natural bond
tightens, while the social bond loosens.

In the democratic family, the father exercises hardly any power other
than the one that you are pleased to grant to the tenderness and experience
of an old man. His orders would perhaps be unrecognized; but his advice
is usually full of power. If he is not surrounded by official respect, his sons
at least approach him with confidence. There is no recognized formula for
speaking to him; but he is spoken to constantly and readily consulted every
day. The master and the magistrate have disappeared; the father remains.

It is sufhicient, to judge the difference between these two social states on
this point, to skim through the domestic correspondence that aristocracies

j- In a variant: “The relationships of a rich man with his family are rare and solemn.
He only appears surrounded by a sort of domestic pomp; his sons see him only from
afar. Business, pleasures, a tutor and valets separate him from them. Now, in aristocracy,
the rich form a separate corps and a permanent association, and they regulate customs
as well as laws.”
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have left us. The style is always correct, ceremonial, rigid, and so cold that
the natural warmth of the heart can hardly be felt through the words.

There reigns, in contrast, in all the words that a son addresses to his
father, among democratic peoples, something free, familiar, and tender at
the same time that reveals at first glance that new relationships have been
established within the family.

[Here, moreover, as elsewhere, the democratic revolution is accompa-
nied and sometimes followed by great excesses.

When the barriers that separated the different members of the family
go down, before new limits are yet fixed and well-known, it often happens
that the father and the children mix in a kind of unnatural equality and
gross familiarity. The father is then no longer a tender, bur grave and a bit
austere friend; he is a joyful companion of pleasure and sometimes a vile
comrade of debauchery. He does not work to elevate the reason of his sons
to the level of his. To please them better, he reduces his maturity to the
level of their juvenile passions.

This is anarchy and corruption, and not democracy.]k

An analogous revolution modifies the mutual relationships of the
children.

In an aristocratic family, as well as in aristocratic society, all the places
are marked. Not only does the father there occupy a separate rank and enjoy
immense privileges; the children themselves are not equal to each other; age
and gender fix irrevocably for each his rank and assure him certain prerog-
atives. Democracy overturns or reduces most of these barriers.

In the aristocratic family, the eldest of the sons, since he inherits the
greatest part of the property and almost all the rights, becomes the head
and to a certain point the master of his brothers. Greatness and power are
his; mediocrity and dependence are theirs. Nonetheless, it would be a mis-
take to believe that, among aristocratic peoples, the privileges of the eldest
were advantages to him alone, and that they excited around him only envy
and hate.

k. In the margin: “<Piece not to include, I believe, because it reproduces in a mo-
notonous way the idea of the transitional period that is found in several chapters and
notably in the preceding chapter.>”
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The eldest usually tries hard to obtain wealth and power for his brothers,
because the general splendor of the house is reflected on the one who rep-
resents it; and the younger brothers try to facilitate all the enterprises of
the eldest, because the grandeur and strength of the head of the family
make him more and more able to elevate all the branches.

So the various members of the aristocratic family are very tightly bound
together; their interests go together, their minds are in agreement; but it is
rare that their hearts understand each other.

Democracy also joins the brothers to each other; but it goes about it in
another way.

Under democratic laws, the children are perfectly equal, consequently
independent; nothing necessarily draws them closer together, butalso noth-
ing pushes them apart; and since they have a common origin, grow up
under the same roof, are the object of the same concerns, and since no
particular prerogative differentiates or separates them, you see arising easily
among them the sweet and youthful intimacy of childhood. With the bond
thus formed at the beginning of life, occasions for breaking that bond
hardly present themselves, for fraternity draws them closer each day without
hampering them.

So it is not by interests, it is by the community of memories and the free
sympathy of opinions and tastes that democracy attaches brothers to each
other. It divides their inheritance, but it allows their souls to blend.

The sweet pleasure of these democratic mores is so great that the par-
tisans of aristocracy themselves allow themselves to adopt it, and after en-
joying it for a time, they are not tempted to return to the respectful and
cold forms of the aristocratic family. They willingly keep the domestic hab-
its of democracy, provided that they can reject its social state and its laws.
But these things go together, and you cannot enjoy the first without un-
dergoing the others.

What I have just said about filial love and fraternal tenderness must be
understood about all the passions that spontaneously have their sources in
nature itself.

When a certain way of thinking or of feeling is the product of a partic-
ular state of humanity, once this state changes, nothing remains. Thus, the
law can tie two citizens very closely together; once the law is abolished, they
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separate [and again become strangers]. There was nothing tighter than the
knot that joined the vassal to the lord in the feudal world. Now these two
men no longer know each other. The fear, the recognition and the love that
formerly bound them have disappeared. You do not find a trace of them.

But it is not so with the natural sentiments of the human species. It is
rare that the law, by trying hard to bend those sentiments in a certain way,
does not weaken them, that by wanting to add to them, the law does not
take something away from them, and that, left to themselves, those senti-
ments are not always stronger.

Democracy, which destroys or obscures nearly all the old social conven-
tions and prevents men from stopping easily at new ones, makes most of
the sentiments that arise from these conventions disappear entirely. But it
only modifies the others, and often it gives them an energy and a sweetness
that they did not have.

I think that it is not impossible to contain in a single sentence the entire
meaning of this chapter and of several others that precede it. Democracy
loosens social bonds, but it tightens natural bonds. It brings family mem-
bers closer together at the same time that it separates citizens.

[This in my view is one of the most incontestable advantages of dem-
ocratic institutions. When men are naturally strangers [v: far apart], it can
be good to draw them toward each other and tie them together in an ar-
tificial way. But when they are naturally close and keep together, the science
of the legislator rarely adds to their union and can harm it.]™m

m. In the margin: “<That is not the place.>”
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CHAPTER 9?

Education of Young Girls in the United States®

There have never been free societies without morals, and as I said in the
first part of this work, it is the woman who molds the morals. So everything
that influences the condition of women, their habits and their opinions,
has a great political interest in my view.¢

a. “Liberty of young girls in the United States.

“Firmness and coldness of their reason. They have pure morals rather than chaste
minds.

“The Americans wanted them to regulate themselves. They made a constant appeal
to their individual reason.

“Democratic education necessary to keep women from the dangers that arise from
democratic mores” (YI'C, CV1, p. 42). The ideas of this chapter appear almost literally
in Marie (1, pp. 18—32). Tocqueville had already sketched the general features of the chap-
ter on American women in a letter of 28 November 1831 to his sister-in-law, Emilie (YTC,
Bla2). The question had been considered as well at the time of his conversations with
Lieber and Gallatin (non-alphabetic notebooks 1, 2 and 3, YT'C, Blla, and Voyage, OC,
V, 1, pp. 61and 93).

b. On the jacket which contains the manuscript: “Perhaps join 43 and 44 in the same
chapter.” This chapter bears number 43 in the manuscript. Number 44 corresponds to
the following chapter. The notes and drafts of this chapter and the following ones are
scattered in several jackets of the Rubish.

c. At first this chapter began thus:

Nothing struck me more [v: I was strongly] [In the margin: <I have already said that
several times.>] in America than the condition of women and I ask permission of
the reader to stop a few moments at this subject. There have never been free societies
without morals, and, as I said in the first part of this work, it is the woman who molds
the morals. So everything that influences the condition of women, their habits and
their opinions, has a great political interest in my view.

The Protestant religion professes higher esteem for the wisdom of man than Cath-
olicism does. It shows a much greater confidence in the light of individual reason.

Protestantism is a democratic doctrine that preceded and facilitated the establish-

1041
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Among nearly all the Protestant nations, young gitls are infinitely more
in control of their actions than among Catholic peoples.

This independence is still greater in Protestant countries that, like En-
gland, have kept or acquired the right to govern themselves. Liberty then
penetrates the family by political habits and by religious beliefs.

In the United States, the doctrines of Protestantism come to combine
with avery free constitution and a very democratic social state; and nowhere
is the young girl more quickly or more completely left to herself.

A long time before the young American girl has reached nubile age, she
begins to be freed little by little from maternal protection; she has not yet
entirely left childhood when already she thinks by herself, speaks freely and
acts alone; the great world scene is exposed constantly before her; far from
trying to hide it from her view, it is laid bare more and more every day
before her sight, and she is taught to consider it with a firm and calm eye.
Thus, the vices and perils presented by society do not take long to be re-
vealed to her; she sees them clearly, judges them without illusion and faces
them without fear; for she is full of confidence in her strength, and her
confidence seems shared by all those who surround her.

So you must almost never expect to find with the American young girl
this virginal guilelessness amid awakening desires, anymore than these naive
and ingenuous graces that usually accompany the European girl in the pas-
sage from childhood to youth. It is rare that the American, whatever her
age, shows puerile timidity and ignorance. Like the European young girl,
she wants to please, but she knows the cost precisely. If she does not give

ment of social and political equality. Men have, if I can say so, made democracy pass
by heaven before establishing it on earth.

The practical differences of these different religious theories make themselves seen
principally by the way in which the education of women is directed. For it is always
in the circle of the family and domestic affairs that religion exercises the most
dominion.

[In the margin, with a bracket that includes the last three paragraphs and the fol-
lowing three: <Probably delete this. It is dangerous ground on which I should go only
by necessity.>]

Among nearlyall . . .
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herself to evil, at least she knows about it; she has pure morals, rather than
a chaste mind.

I was often surprised and almost frightened by seeing the singular dex-
terity and happy boldness with which the American young girls knew how
to direct their thoughts and their words amid the pitfalls of a lively con-
versation; a philosopher would have stumbled a hundred times on the nar-
row path that they traveled without accident and without difficulty.

It is easy in fact to recognize that, even amid the independence of her
earliest youth, the American girl never entirely ceases to be in control of
herself; she enjoys all permitted pleasures without abandoning herself to
any one of them, and her reason never relinquishes the reins, although it
often seems to let them hang loosely.d

In France, where we still mix in such a strange way the debris of all the
ages in our opinions and in our tastes, it often happens that we give women
a timid, secluded and almost monastic education, as in the time of aris-
tocracy; and we then abandon them suddenly, without guide and without
help, amid the disorders inseparable from a democratic society.

The Americans are in better harmony with themselves.

They have seen that, within ademocracy, individual independence could
not fail to be very great, youth precocious, tastes badly restrained, custom
changeable, public opinion often uncertain or powerless, paternal authority
weak and marital power in question.®

In this state of things, they judged that there was little chance of being
able to repress in the woman the most tyrannical passions of the human
heart, and that it was surer to teach her the art of combatting them herself.
As they could not prevent her virtue from often being in danger, they
wanted her to know how to defend her virtue, and they counted more on
the free effort of her will than on weakened or destroyed barriers. So instead
of keeping her distrustful of herself, they try constantly to increase her

d. In the margin, beside an earlier version: “<#Philosophers have argued among
themselves for six thousand years to determine the precise limits that separate licentious-
ness from an innocent liberty, but here is a young girl who seems to have discovered this
precise [v: delicate] point by herself and who settles herself there.#>”

e. In the manuscript you find the word “limited.”
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confidence in her own strength. Having neither the possibility nor the de-
sire to keep the young girl in a perpetual and complete ignorance, they
hastened to give her a precocious knowledge of everything. Far from hiding
the corrupt things of the world from her, they wanted her to see them first
and train herself to flee them, and they preferred to guarantee her honesty
than to respect her innocence too much.f

Although the Americans are a strongly religious people, they did not rely
on religion alone to defend the virtue of the woman; they sought to arm
her reason. In this, as in many other circumstances, they followed the same

f. On a sheet of the manuscript which bears the title “Rubish’:

#Moreover you would be wrong to believe that in the United States reason alone is
relied on to guide and assure the first steps of the young girl [in the margin: the general
independence of the mind and the Christian faith on certain specific dogmas].

I said elsewhere how in democracies the spirit of religion and the spirit of liberty
were marvelously combined. This idea constantly presents itself to me without my
seeking it, and I find it at each turn of my subject.

In America religious belief has for a long time become a public opinion. It reigns
despotically on the mind [v: intelligence] of the majority and uses democracy itself
to limit the errors of democratic liberty in the moral world.

The Americans have made incredible efforts to get individual independence to
regulate itself and it is only when they have finally arrived at the farthest limits of
human strength that they have finally called religion to their aid and have had them-
selves sustained in its arms.#

[In the margin: This entire page seems to me of the sort to be deleted. I have already
spoken many times about the effects of religion. I will speak yet again about it when
it concerns mores. #This last idea, moreover, makes the mind suddenly and disa-
greeably enter a path for which it is not prepared. #]

In a rough draft of the Rubish the fragment continues in this way:

Thus, in whatever direction I turn my subject, I always notice the same objects at the
end of the course that I want to follow. Always I see American liberty relying on faith
and marching in concert with it. Thus I arrive by a new road at the point that I had
already reached in another part of this work, and I conclude at this time as then that
if nations subjected to an aristocracy or to a despot can, if need be, do without re-
ligious beliefs without ceasing to form a society, it cannot be the same for republican
and democratic peoples; and that if the first must want to believe in order to find an
alleviation for their miseries, the second need to believe in order to exist (RUBISH OF
THE CHAPTER ON THE REGULARITY OF MORES, Rubish, 2).
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method. They first made incredible efforts to get individual independence
to regulate itself, and it is only after arriving at the farthest limits of human
strength, that they finally called religion to their help [and made it sustain
them in its arms].8

I know that such an education is not without danger; nor am I unaware
that it tends to develop judgment at the expense of imagination, and to
make honest and cold women rather than tender wives and amiable com-
panions to man. If society is more tranquil and better ordered because of
it, private life often has fewer charms. But those are secondary evils that
must be faced because of a larger interest. Having come to the point where
we are, we are no longer allowed to make a choice. A democratic education
is needed to protect the woman from the perils with which the institutions
and mores of democracy surround her.

[Fragment of rubish that was to have served to link this chapter to the one
following.

[The beginning is missing (ed.)] her family? To each she addresses a
word, a smile, a look. Young men who met her in a public gathering ap-
proach her; and while walking, she converses familiarly with them. By the
freedom of all her movements, you easily find that nothing in her actions
should surprise those who see her or trouble herself. Liberty and at the
same time the discreet reserve of her words show that, despite her young
age, she has already ceased to see the world through the virginal veil of
first innocence and that, if she has not yet learned at her expense to know
human perversity, the example of others has at least been enough to teach
her about it. Do not be afraid that the flow of a lively conversation will
lead her beyond the limits of propriety; she is the mistress of her thought
like all the rest, and she knows how to hold herself easily within the narrow
space that separates innocent banter from licentious speech. Philosophers
have argued among themselves for six thousand years to determine the
precise point where virtue ends and vice begins, but here is a young girl
who seems to have known how to separate them at first glance. Constantly,
you see her approach with assurance these formidable limits that she al-
MmOoSst never crosses.

g. In the margin: “<Must that be left?>”
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Do you want more? Do you desire to know her better still? Follow her
in these brilliant circles where, perhaps alone, she is going this evening,.
There you will be able to contemplate her in the full use of her indepen-
dence and in all the splendor of triumph. That is where she enjoys beyond
measure, you could almost say that she abuses without regret, the triple
dominion given by spirit, youth and beauty. She carries along in her wake,
she enlivens those around her. You say to her that she is beautiful, and she
does not try to hide that she is pleased to receive these tributes that ad-
miration lavishes on her. Some come forward to listen to her, others draw
her aside in order to enjoy alone the pleasure of hearing her. She speaks
about literature, politics, clothes, morals, love, religion, the fine arts, fol-
lowing the occasion of the moment and her desires. Sometimes she herself
seems intoxicated by her own words.

But then where is her father? Enclosed in a dusty corner of his house,
he is calculating . . . [large blank (ed.)]

And her mother? Her mother consecrates every instant to the care of
a still young family; perhaps at this moment she is breast-feeding a twelfth
infant just sent to her by Providence. The one, like the other, is little con-
cerned about the actions of their daughter. Do not conclude that they are
indifferent to her fate; they trust more in her precocious reason than in
their surveillance.

<I am in truth sorry to find fortuitously a connection between some-
thing as gracious and as light as the emerging coquetry [v: innocentliberty]
of ayoung girl and a matter as grave and as austere as philosophy, but the
necessity of my subject forces me.

So I think, since it must be said, that it is in the philosophical method
of the Americans that you must seek one of the first causes of this great
liberty left to youth by a common [v: tacit] agreement.

The inhabitants of the United States have accepted in a general manner
that it was good not to chain the human mind by precedents and customs,
that you must not bind the mind to form or enslave it to means, but that
to a certain point it must be left to its natural independence, and you must
allow each person to march toward truth by his own path.

Starting from this doctrine, they are not afraid to base society on foun-
dations unknown to their predecessors. They have imposed new rules on
commlerce (ed.)] and uncovered new resources for human industry.

It is by virtue of this same doctrine that young American girls remain
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themselves and can without shame obey the free impulses of their nature
in everything that is not criminal.>

It is true that in America the independence of the woman becomes
lost ... (In the jacket entitled TO PROFIT FROM THE IDEAS OF THIS
CHAPTER (IF I HAVE NOT ALREADY DONE IT) BY SEEING AGAIN THE
CHAPTERS ON THE WOMAN, Rubish, 2).]
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CHAPTER 10%

How the Young Girl Is Found Again
in the Features of the Wife

In America, the independence of the woman becomes irretrievably lost
amid the bonds of marriage. If the young girl is less restrained there than
anywhere else, the wife submits to the most strict obligations. The one
makes the paternal home a place of liberty and pleasure, the other lives in
the house of her husband as in a cloister.®

These two conditions so different are perhaps not so contrary as you
suppose, and it is natural that American women pass by the one in order
to reach the other.

Religious peoples and industrial nations have a particularly serious idea
of marriage. The first consider the regularity of the life of a woman as
the best guarantee and the most certain sign of the purity of her morals.
The others see in it the sure proof of the order and the prosperity of the
house.

The Americans form at the very same time a Puritan nation and a com-
mercial people; so their religious beliefs, as well as their industrial habits,

a. The American woman makes the house of her parents a place of liberty and plea-
sure. She leads a monastic life in the house of her husband.

These two conditions so different are less contrary than you imagine. American
women pass naturally by the one in order to reach the other.

It is in the independence of their first youth and in the manly education that they
then received that they have acquired the experience, the power over themselves and
the (illegible word) with which they submitwithouthesitation and withoutcomplaint
to the exigencies of the marriage state (YIT'C, CVT, p. 43).

b. To the side, in a first version: “An analogous spectacle is seen in England, with this
difference nonetheless that the young girl there is less free and the woman less constrained
than in the United States.”

1048
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lead them to require from the woman an abnegation of herself and a con-
tinual sacrifice of her pleasures to her business, which it is rare to ask of
her in Europe. Thus, an inexorable public opinion reigns in the United
States that carefully encloses the woman in the small circle of domestic
interests and duties, and that forbids her to go beyond it.c

Coming into the world, the young American woman finds these notions
firmly established; she sees the rules that derive from them; she does not
take long to be convinced that she cannot escape one moment from the
customs of her contemporaries without immediately endangering her tran-
quillity, her honor and even her social existence, and in the firmness of her
reason and in the manly habits that her education gave her, she finds the
energy to submit.

You can say that it is from the practice of independence that she drew
the courage to endure the sacrifice without struggle and without complaint,
when the moment has come to impose it on herself.

The American woman, moreover, never falls into the bonds of marriage
as into a trap set for her simplicity and ignorance. She has been taught in
advance what is expected of her, and it is by herself and freely that she puts
herself under the yoke. She courageously bears her new condition because
she has chosen it.

As in America paternal discipline is very lax and the conjugal bond is
very strict, it is only with circumspection and with fear that a young girl
incurs it. Premature unions are scarcely seen. So American women marry
only when their reason is trained and developed; while elsewhere most
women begin to train and to develop their reason only in marriage.

I am, moreover, very far from believing that this great change that takes
place in all the habits of women in the United States, as soon as they are
married, must be attributed only to the constraint of publicopinion. Often
they impose it on themselves solely by the effort of their will.

When the time has arrived to choose a husband, this cold and austere

c. “From the momentwhen the world becomes commercial, the household is nothing
more than a house of commerce, a name of a firm. K[ergorlay (ed.)]” (In the rubish of
the chapter on the family, Rubish, 2).
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reason, which the free view of the world has enlightened and strengthened,
indicates to the American woman that a light and independent spirit in the
bonds of marriage is a matter of eternal trouble, not of pleasure; that the
amusements of the young girl cannot become the diversions of the wife,
and that for the woman the sources of happiness are in the conjugal home.
Seeing in advance and clearly the only road that can lead to domestic felicity,
she takes it with her first steps, and follows it to the end without trying to
go back.

This same vigor of will that the young wives of America display, by
bowing suddenly and without complaint to the austere duties of their new
state, is found as well in all the great trials of their life.

There is no country in the world where particular fortunes are more
unstable than in the United States. It is not rare that, in the course of his
existence, the same man climbs and again descends all the degrees that lead
from opulence to poverty.

The women of America bear these [sudden] revolutions with a tranquil
and indomitable energy. You would say that their desires narrow with their
fortune, as easily as they expand.

Most of the adventurers who go each year to people the uninhabited
areas of the west belong, as I said in my first work,d to the old Anglo-
American race of the North. Several of these men who run with such
boldness toward wealth already enjoyed comfort in their country. They
lead their companions with them and make them share the innumerable
perils and miseries that always signal the beginning of such enterprises. I
often met at the limits of the wilderness young women who, after being
raised amid all of the refinements of the great cities of New England, had
passed, almost without transition, from the rich homes of their parents
to a badly sealed hut in the middle of a wood. Fever, solitude, boredom
had not broken the main springs of their courage. Their features seemed
altered and faded, but their view was firm. They appeared at once sad and
resolute.

d. See p. 458 of the second volume.
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I do not doubt that these young American women had amassed, in their
first education, this internal strength that they then used.

So the young girl in the United States is still found in the features of the
wife; the role has changed, the habits differ, the spirit is the same.
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CHAPTER I1?

How Equality of Conditions Contributes to
Maintaining Good Morals in America

There are philosophers and historians who have said, or implied, that
women were more or less severe in their morals depending on whether they
lived farther from or closer to the equator. That is getting out of the matter
cheaply, and in this case, a globe and a compass would suffice to resolve in
an instant one of the most difficult problems that humanity presents.

I do not see that this materialistic doctrine is established by the facts.

The same nations have shown themselves, in different periods of their
history, chaste or dissolute. So the regularity or the disorderliness of their

a. Climate, race and religion are not enough to explain the great regularity of morals
in the United States.

You must resort to the social and political state.

How democracy favors the regularity of morals.

1. It prevents disorderliness before marriage, because you can always marry.
2. It prevents it afterward.

1. Because you have loved and chosen each other and because it is to be believed
that you suit each other.

2. Because if you were mistaken, public opinion no longer accepts that you fail to
fulfill freely accepted commitments.

3. Other causes:

1. Continual occupation of men and women.
2. Nature of these occupations that removes the taste as well as the time to give
themselves without restraint to their passions.

4. Why what is happening in Europe and in France is contrary to this, and this
makes our morals become more lax as our social state more democratic (YT'C, CVf,

Pp- 43—44).
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morals is due to a few changeable causes, and not only to the nature of the
country, which did not change.

I will not deny that, in certain climates, the passions that arise from the
mutual attraction of the sexes are particularly ardent; but I think that this
natural ardor can always be excited or restrained by the social state and the
political institutions.

Although the travelers who have visited North America differ among
themselves on several points, they all agree in noting that morals there are
infinitely more severe than anywhere else.

It is clear that, on this point, the Americans are very superior to their
fathers, the English. A superficial view of the two nations is enough to show
ic.b

In England, as in all the other countries of Europe, public spite is con-
stantly brought to bear on the weaknesses of women. You often hear phi-
losophers and statesmen complain that morals are not regular enough, and

literature assumes it every day.

b. Good morals./
Democracy is favorable to good morals, even apart from religious beliefs. This is
proved in two ways:

1. In England, same beliefs, but not the same morals. Recall on this subject the
remark that I made in a letter to Basil Hall in which I said that, without allowing
myself to judge alone the morals of American women and English women, I was
however led to believe the first superior to the second. In America, no one allows
himself to say a single word about the honor of women. Foreigners themselves keep
quiet about it. I have even seen some corrupt enough to regret the purity of morals.
All books, even novels, assume chaste women. In England, the dandies talk about
getting lucky, philosophers complain that the morality of women is decreasing, for-
eigners tell racy escapades and books (illegible word) leave it to be assumed.

2. An aristocracy without beliefs (like that of France, for example, or that of En-
gland under Charles II). Nothing more excessive .-[you (ed.)].- then see what .-[the
(ed.)].- aristocracy can do when it goes in the same direction as passions. The French
aristocracy even when it was enlightened was still infinitely less regular than the Amer-
ican democracy.

[In the margin] Horrible excesses of the Roman aristocracy. See Properce (Rubish,
2). The letter to Basil Hall is cited in note d of p. 819.
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In America, all books, without excepting novels, assume women to be
chaste, and no one tells racy escapades.

This great regularity of American morals is undoubtedly due in part to
the country, to race, to religion.¢ But all these causes, which are found else-
where, are still not enough to explain it. For that you must resort to some
particular reason.

This reason appears to me to be equality and the institutions that derive
from it.

Equality of conditions does not by itself alone produce regularity of
morals; but you cannot doubt that it facilitates and augments it.

Among aristocratic peoples, birth and fortune often make men and
women beings so different that they can never succeed in uniting. Passions
draw them together, but the social state and the ideas that the social state
suggests prevent them from joining in a permanent and open way. From
that a great number of fleeting and clandestine unions necessarily arise.
Nature compensates in secret for the constraint that the laws impose.

The same thing does not happen when equality of conditions has made
all the imaginary or real barriers that separate the man from the woman
fall. There is then no young woman who does not believe herself able to
become the wife of the man she prefers; this makes disorderliness in morals
before marriage very difficult. For, whatever the credulity of passions, there
is hardly any way for a woman to be persuaded that someone loves her when
he is perfectly free to marry her and does not do so.

The same cause acts, although in a more indirect manner, in marriage.

Nothing serves better to legitimate illegitimate love in the eyes of those
who feel it or in the eyes of the crowd who contemplate it, than forced
unions or unions made by chance.!

c. “#A believing democracy will always be more regular in its morals than a believing
aristocracy#” (Rubish, 2).

1. It is easy to be convinced of this truth by studying the different literatures of Europe.

When a European wants to retrace in his fiction a few of the great catastrophes that appear
5o often among us within marriage, he takes care to excite in advance the pity of the reader
by showing him beings who are badly matched or forced rogether. Although for a long time
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In a country where the woman always freely exercises her choice, and
where education has made her able to choose well, public opinion is un-
relenting about her faults.

The rigor of the Americans arises in part from that. They consider mar-
riage as an often onerous contract, but one by which you are nonetheless
bound strictly to execute all the clauses, because you were able to know
them in advance and you enjoyed complete liberty not to commit yourself
to anything.d

What makes fidelity more obligatory makes it easier.

In aristocratic countries the purpose of marriage is to join property
rather than persons; consequently it sometimes happens that the husband
is chosen while in school and the wife while in the care of a wet-nurse. It
is not surprising that the conjugal bond that holds the fortunes of the two
married individuals together allows their hearts to wander at random. That
flows naturally from the spirit of the contract.

When, on the contrary, each person always chooses his own companion,

without anything external hindering or even guiding him, it is usually only

our morals have been softened by a great tolerance, it would be difficult to succeed in interesting
us in the misfortunes of these characters if the author did not begin by excusing their failing.
This artifice does not fail to succeed. The daily spectacle that we witness prepares us from afar
to be indulgent.

American writers cannot make such excuses credible in the eyes of their readers; their
customs, their laws refuse to do so and, having no hope of making disorderliness amiable, they
do not portray it. It is, in part, to this cause that the small number of novels published in the
United States must be artributed.

d. Fragment at the end of the chapter:

To put in the place where I examine in general if democracy leads to disorderliness.
Somewhere near page 3./

It sometimes happens that in democracies men seem more corrupt than among
aristocratic nations, but here you must be very careful not to be fooled by an
appearance.

Equality of conditions does not make men immoral, but when men are immoral
at the same time that they are equal, the effects of immorality are shown more easily
on the outside.

For, among democratic peoples, since citizens have almost no action on each other,
no one takes charge of maintaining order in the society or of keeping human passions
in a certain external order.

Thus equality of conditions does not create the corruption of morals, but some-
times it exposes it.
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similarity of tastes and ideas that draw the man and the woman closer; and
this same similarity holds and settles them next to one another.

Our fathers had conceived a singular opinion in regard to marriage.

As they had noticed that the small number of marriages by inclination
that took place in their time had almost always had a disastrous outcome,
they had concluded resolutely that in such matters it was very dangerous
to consult your own heart. Chance seemed more clear-sighted than choice.

Itwas notvery difficult to see, however, that the examples they had before
their eyes proved nothing.¢

I will remark first that, if democratic peoples grant to women the right
to choose freely their husbands, they take care in advance to provide their
minds with the enlightenment, and their wills with the strength, that can
be necessary for such a choice; while the young women who, among aris-
tocratic peoples, escape furtively from paternal authority in order to throw
themselves into the arms of a man whom they have been given neither the
time to know nor the capacity to judge, lack all of these guarantees. You
cannot be surprised that they make bad use of their free will, the first time
that they use it; or that they fall into such cruel errors when, not having
received democratic education, they want to follow, in marrying, the cus-
toms of democracy.

But there is more.

When a man and a woman want to come together across the inequalities
of the aristocratic social state, they have immense obstacles to overcome.
After breaking or loosening the bonds of filial obedience, they have to es-
cape, by a final effort, the rule of custom and the tyranny of opinion; and
when finally they have reached the end of this hard undertaking, they find
themselves like strangers in the middle of their natural friends and close
relatives; the prejudice that they overcame separates them from these friends
and relatives. This situation does not take long to drain their courage and
to embitter their hearts.

So if it happens that spouses united in this way are at first unhappy, and

e. “There is no man so powerful that he is able to struggle successfully for long against
the whole of the customs and the opinions of his contemporaries, and reason will never
be right against everyone” (Rubish, 2).
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then guilty, it must not be attributed to the fact that they freely chose each
other, but rather to the fact that they live in a society that does not accept
such choices.

You must not forget, moreover, that the same effort that makes a man
departviolently from acommon delusion almost always carries him beyond
reason; that, to dare to declare a war, even a legitimate one, against the ideas
of your century and your country, the spirit must have a certain fierce and
adventurous disposition, and that men of this character, whatever direction
they take, rarely attain happiness and virtue. And, to say so in passing, this
is what explains why, in the most necessary and most holy of revolutions,
so few moderate and honest revolutionaries are found.

That, in an aristocratic century, a man dares by chance to consult, con-
cerning the conjugal union, no other preferences than his particular opin-
ion and his taste, and that disorderliness of morals and misery do not sub-
sequently take long to enter his household, must not therefore be surprising.
But, when this same way of acting is the natural and usual order of things,
when the social state facilitates it, when paternal power goes along with it
and when public opinion advocates it, you must not doubt that the internal
peace of families becomes greater and that conjugal faith is better kept.

Nearly all the men of democracies follow a political career or exercise a
profession, and on the other hand, the mediocrity of fortunes obliges the
woman there to enclose herself every day within the interior of her house,
in order to preside herself, and very closely, over the details of domestic
administration.

All these distinct and forced labors are like so many natural barriers that,
separating the sexes, make the solicitations of the one rarer and less intense,
and the resistance of the other easier.

It is not that equality of conditions can ever succeed in making men
chaste; but it gives to the disorderliness of their morals a less dangerous
character. Since no one then has any longer either the leisure or the oc-
casion to attack the virtues that want to defend themselves, you see at the
very same time a great number of courtesans and a multitude of honest

WOI’IICIl.f

f. If that gets to the point that women give themselves to the first one who comes
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Such a state of things produces deplorable individual miseries, but it
does not prevent the social body from being in good form and strong; it
does not destroy the bonds of family and does not enervate national mores.
What puts society in danger is not great corruption among a few, it is the
laxity of all. In the eyes of the legislator, prostitution is less to fear than love
affairs.

This tumultuous and constantly fretful life, which equality gives to men,
not only diverts them from love by removing the leisure to devote them-
selves to it; it also turns them away by a more secret, but more certain road.

All the men who live in democratic times contract more or less the in-
tellectual habits of the industrial and commercial classes; their minds take
a serious, calculating and positive turn; they willingly turn away from the
ideal in order to aim for some visible and immediate goal that presents itself
as the natural and necessary object of desires. Equality does not in this way
destroy imagination; but it limits it and allows it to fly only by skimming
over the earth.g

No one is less of a dreamer than the citizens of a democracy, and you

hardly see any who want to give themselves to these idle and solitary con-

along without defending themselves, a horrible corruption can result, but it can also
happen that you do not attack women from whom you expect some resistance.

It then happens that there is a multitude of streetwalkers [v: courtesans] and honest
women.

[In the margin: Men always have the time to make love, but not courtship./

Man always attacks no matter what you do. The important thing is that women
defend themselves well] (RUBISH OF THE CHAPTERS ON THE WOMAN, Rubish, 2).

g. Love in democracies./

Sentiment rarer but when .-.-.-.- more disorderly, freer from all rules than in
aristocracies.

The greatest love during the century of Louis XIV stopped before certain facts,
certain rules of language, certain ideas that would not stop it today.

[In the margin: See the Romans, the conversations of that time./

A certain moderation of language reigns amid the disorder of the senses.]

I am speaking here only about the barrier that customs present to it and not about
the barrier that virtue presents. The latter is found in all social forms. It weakens or
widens only when the core of mores is altered (RUBISH OF THE CHAPTERS ON THE
WOMAN, Rubish, 2).
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templations that ordinarily precede and that produce the great agitations
of the heart.

They put, it is true, a great value on gaining for themselves the kind of
profound, regular and peaceful affection that makes the charm and the se-
curity of life; but they do not readily run after the violent and capricious
emotions that disturb and shorten it.

I know that all that precedes is completely applicable only to America
and cannot, for now, be extended in a general way to Europe.

During the half-century that laws and habits have with an unparalleled
energy pushed several European peoples toward democracy, you do not see
that among these nations the relations of man and woman have become
more regular and more chaste. The opposite even allows itself to be seen
in some places. Certain classes are better regulated; general morality seems
more lax. I will not be afraid to note it, for I feel myself no better disposed
to flatter my contemporaries than to speak ill of them.

This spectacle must be distressing, but not surprising.

The happy influence that a democratic social state can exercise on the
regularity of habits is one of those facts that can only be seen in the long
run. If equality of conditions is favorable to good morals, the social effort,
which makes conditions equal, is very deadly to them.h

During the fifty years that France has been undergoing transformation,
we have rarely had liberty, but always disorderliness. Amid this universal
confusion of ideas and this general disturbance of opinions, among this
incoherent mixture of the just and the unjust, of the true and the false, of
the right and the fact, public virtue has become uncertain, and private mo-
rality unsteady.

But all revolutions, whatever their objective or their agents, have at first
produced similar effects. Even those that ended by tightening the bond of
morals began by loosening it.

h. “<I hardly doubt that the democratic movement of today has contributed to the
loosening that we witness, but this seems to me due particularly to our democracy and
g p y cy
not to democracy in general>” (Rubish, 2).
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So the disorders that we often witness do not seem to be an enduring
fact. Already strange signs herald it.

There is nothing more miserably corrupt than an aristocracy that keeps
its wealth while losing its power, and that, reduced to vulgar enjoyments,
still possesses immense leisure. The energetic passions and great thoughts
that formerly had animated it then disappear, and you hardly find anything
else except a multitude of small gnawing vices that attach themselves to the
aristocracy like worms to a cadaver.)

No one disputes that the French aristocracy of the last century was very
dissolute; while ancient habits and old beliefs still maintained respect for
morals in the other classes.

Nor will anyone have any difficulty coming to agreement that, in our
time, a certain severity of principles shows itself among the debris of this
same aristocracy, while disorderliness of morals has seemed to spread in the
middle and inferior ranks of society. So that the same families that ap-
peared, fifty years ago, the most lax, appear today the most exemplary, and
that democracy seems to have made only the aristocratic classes moral .k

[There are men who see in this fact a cause for fears about the future.

I find in it a reason for hope.]

The Revolution, by dividing the fortunes of the nobles, by forcing them

j. “Take away their power and they tear down all the rest themselves. In their obscene
rest, they no longer cultivate even the intellectual tastes that embellished the glorious
leisure of their fathers. But most plunge into a gross well-being and console themselves
with horses and dogs for not being able to govern the State” (YIT'C, CVg, p. 54).

“They will be like the Jews among the Christian nations of the Middle Ages [v: after
the destruction of the temple], but different from the Jews on one point; they will not
perpetuate themselves [v: like them they will await a Messiah who will not come]” (YT'C,
CVg, p. 60). This same note appears on the back of the jacket of the rubish socia-
BILITY OF THE AMERICANS. See note ¢ of pp. 1263—64.

k. “Corclelle (ed.)]. advises me (12 August 1837) to explain my thought when I say
that the loosening of morals is greater today than fifty years ago, and to make some
distinctions .-.-.-.- which such a judgment does not seem .-.-.- correct.

“His advice seems to me very difficult to follow in the text, whose rapidity does not
allow me to stop, but it can be done in a note at the bottom of the page” (RUBISH OF
THE CHAPTERS ON THE WOMAN, Rubish, 2). The Corcelles stayed at the Tocqueville
chateau from the end of July to mid-August 1837 (see Correspondance avec Corcelle, OC,
XV, 1, p. 81).



EQUALITY OF CONDITIONS AND GOOD MORALS 1061

to occupy themselves assiduously with their affairs and with their families,
by enclosing them with their children under the same roof, finally by giving
a more reasonable and more serious turn to their thoughts, suggested to
them, without their noticing it themselves, respect for religious beliefs, love
of order, of peaceful pleasures, of domestic joys and of well-being; while
the rest of the nation, which naturally had these same tastes, was carried
toward [added: moral] disorderliness by the very effort that had to be made
in order to overturn the laws and political customs.

The old French aristocracy suffered the consequences of the Revolution,
and it did not feel the revolutionary passions, or share the often anarchic
impulse that it produced; it is easy to imagine that it experiences in its mor-
als the salutary influence of this revolution even before those who brought
it about.

So it is permissible to say, although at first view it seems surprising, that,
today, it is the most anti-democratic classes of the nation who best show
the type of morality that it is reasonable to expect from democracy.

I cannot prevent myself from believing that, when we will have gained
all the effects of the democratic revolution, after emerging from the tumult
thatarose from it, what is true today only of a few will little by little become
true of all.
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CHAPTER 12%

How the Americans Understand the
Equality of Man and of Woman®

I showed how democracy destroyed or modified the various inequalities
given birth by society; butis thatall, and does democracy notsucceed finally

a. “1. The man and the woman mingle less in America than anywhere else.

“2. Marital authority is strongly respected.

“3. The Americans have, however, tried much harder than we have done in Europe
to raise the woman to the level of the man, but it is in the intellectual and moral

world” (YTC, CVT, p. 44).

b. In notebook CVk, 2 (pp. 14-25), a copy of the chapter contains this initial note:
“Chapter such as I revised it, but without being able to be satisfied about it in this form
any more than the other. The fact is that I no longer understand anything; my mind is
exhausted. (October 1839).

“Have the two versions copied and submit them to my friends” (YT'C, CVKk, 2, p. 14).

On the jacket of the manuscript, in pencil:

It must be condensed more. Remark of Ampére and Edouard.

The same thing is noted in England. Comes from the Germanic and Protestant
notion, but stronger in America because of the democratic layer. Good to say ac-
cording to Ampere./

The above ideas are original only from the perspective that they are due to aris-
tocracy or to democracy. As for portraits, they are drawn in other authors, principally
Madame de Staél./

Make more clearly felt and seen the systems called emancipation of the woman.
Do not assume that the reader knows them. This will add something piquant much
[sic] to the chapter. Cite even, either in a note or in the text, the extravagant ideas of
the Saint-Simonians and others on this point.

Tocqueville finished this chapter at the end of August 1837. The Beaumonts, who passed
several days with the Tocquevilles in Normandy, approved this chapter that Tocqueville
read to them.
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in acting on this great inequality of man and woman, which has seemed,
until today, to have its eternal foundation in nature?

I think that the social movement that brings closer to the same level the
son and the father, the servant and the master, and in general, the inferior
and the superior, elevates the woman and must more and more make her
the equal of the man.

But here, more than ever, I feel the need to be well understood; for there
is no subject on which the coarse and disorderly imagination of our century
has been given a freer rein.

There are men in Europe who, confusing the different attributes of the
sexes, claim to make the man and the woman beings, not only equal, but
similar.¢ They give to the one as to the other the same functions, impose
the same duties on them, and grant them the same rights; they mix them
in everything, work, pleasures, public affairs. It can easily be imagined that
by trying hard in this way to make one sex equal to the other, both are
degraded; and that from this crude mixture of the works of nature only
weak men and dishonest women can ever emerge.

This is not how the Americans understood the type of democraticequal-
ity that can be established between the woman and the man.d They thought
that, since nature had established such a great variation between the physi-
cal and moral constitution of the man and that of the woman, its clearly
indicated goal was to give a different use to their different faculties; and
they judged that progress did not consist of making almost the same things
out of dissimilar beings, but of having each of them fulfill his task to the
best possible degree. The Americans applied to the two sexes the great prin-
ciple of political economy that dominates industry today. They carefully
divided the functions of the man and the woman, in order that the great
work of society was better accomplished.

c. In the margin: “<In Europe women do not try to become perfect in their line, but
to encroach upon ours.>”

d. Variation in the manuscript: “. . . and man. <In America no one has ever imagined
joining the sexes in the same careers or making them contribute in the same way to social
well-being, and no one that I know has yet found that the final consequence of demo-
cratic institutions and principles was to make the woman independent of the man and
to transform her into jurist, judge or warrior.>”



EQUALITY OF MAN AND OF WOMAN 1064

America is the country in the world where the most constant care has
been taken to draw clearly separated lines of action for the two sexes, and
where the desire has been that both marched with an equal step, but always
along different paths. You do not see American women lead matters outside
of the family, conduct business, or finally enter into the political sphere;
but you also do not find any who are forced to give themselves to the hard
work of plowing or to any one of the difficult exercises that require the
development of physical strength. There are no families so poor that they
make an exception to this rule.

If the American woman cannot escape the peaceful circle of domestic
occupations, she is, on the other hand, never forced to leave it. [<She has
been enclosed in her home, but there she rules.>]

The result is that American women, who often show a male reason and
an entirely manly energy, conserve in general a very delicate appearance,
and always remain women by manners, although they reveal themselves as
men sometimes by mind and heart.

Nor have the Americans ever imagined that the consequence of dem-
ocratic principles was to overturn marital authority and to introduce con-
fusion of authority into the family.f They thought that every association,
to be effective, must have a head, and that the natural head of the conjugal
association was the man. So they do not deny to the latter the right to direct
his companion; and they believe that, in the small society of husband and
wife, as in the great political society, the goal of democracy is to regulate
necessary powers and to make them legitimate, and not to destroy all power.
[The Americans have, however, drawn the man and the woman closer than
any other people, but it is only in the moral order.]

This opinion is not particular to one sex and contested by the other.

I did not notice that American women considered conjugal authority as

e. “#All that is equally true of England, although to a lesser degree. This separation
of man and woman exists in several countries of Europe and above all in England, but
no where is it as well-marked#” (YT'C, CVK, 2, p. 16). See note j of p. 1066.

f. “Stand up somewhere against divorce and say what I heard repeated in the United
States, that it gave rise to more evils than it cured” (Rubish, 2).
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a happy usurpation of their rights, or that they believed that it was de-
grading to submit to it. I seemed to see, on the contrary, that they took a
kind of glory in the voluntary surrender of their will, and that they located
their grandeur in bending to the yoke themselves and not in escaping it.
That, at least, was the sentiment expressed by the most virtuous; the others
kept silent, and you do not hear in the United States the adulterous wife
noisily claim the rights of woman, while trampling her most holy duties
under foot.

It has often been remarked that in Europe a certain disdain is found even
amid the flatteries that men lavish on women; although the European man
often makes himself the slave of the woman, you see that he never sincerely
believes her his equal.8

In the United States, women are scarcely praised; but it is seen every day
that they are respected.

American men constantly exhibit a full confidence in the reason of their
companion, and a profound respect for her liberty. They judge that her
mind is as capable as that of man of discovering the naked truth, and her
heart firm enough to follow the truth; and they have never sought to shelter
the virtue of one more than that of the other from prejudices, ignorance
or fear.h

It seems that in Europe, where you submit so easily to the despotic rule
of women, you nonetheless refuse them some of the greatest attributes of
the human species [added: while obeying them], and that you consider
them as seductive [v: inferior] and incomplete beings; and, what you cannot
find too astonishing, women themselves finish by seeing themselves in the
same light, and they are not far from considering as a privilege the ability
that is left to them to appear frivolous, weak and fearful. American women
do not demand such rights.

g. In the margin: “This is shown—Education.”

h. “Although the Americans do not make their daughter fight in the gymnasium as
was formerly practiced in Sparta, you can no less say that they gave them a male edu-
cation, since they teach them to use in a manly way reason, which is the greatest attribute
of man. The exercises of Greece only tended to make the woman as strong as the man.
They do not try to fortify their body, but to make their soul firm” (RUBISH OF THE
CHAPTERS ON THE WOMAN, Rubish, 2).
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You would say, on the other hand, that as regards morals, we have granted
to the man a kind of singular immunity; so that there is as it were one virtue
for him, and another one for his companion; and that, according to public
opinion, the same act may be alternatively a crime or only a failing.

The Americans do notknow this iniquitous division of dutiesand rights.
Among them, [purity of morals in marriage and respect for conjugal faith
are imposed equally on the man and on the woman and] the seducer is as
dishonored as his victim.

It is true that American men rarely show to women these attentive con-
siderations with which we enjoy surrounding them in Europe; but they
always show, by their conduct, that they assume them to be virtuous and
delicate; and they have such a great respect for their moral liberty that in
their presence each man carefully watches his words, for fear that the
women may be forced to hear language that wounds them. In America, a
young girl undertakes a long journey, alone and without fear.

The legislators of the United States, who have made nearly all the pro-
visions of the penal code milder, punish rape with death; and there is no
crime that public opinion pursues with a more inexorable ardor. This can
be explained: since the Americans imagine nothing more precious than the
honor of the woman, or nothing so respectable as her independence, they
consider that there is no punishment too severe for those who take them
away from her against her will.

In France, where the same crime is struck by much milder penalties, it
is often difficult to find a jury that convicts. Would it be scorn for modesty
or scorn for the woman? I cannot prevent myself from believing that it is
both.

Thus, the Americans do not believe that man and woman have the duty
or the right to do the same things, but they show the same respect for the
role of each one of them, and they consider them as beings whose value is
equal, although their destinies differ. They do not give the courage of the
woman the same form or the same use as that of the man; but they never

j- In the margin: “All this, says Ampere, is Germanic and not democratic. It is found
in Germany and in England, as well as in America.”
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doubt her courage; and if they consider that the man and his companion
should not always use their intelligence and their reason in the same way,
they judge, as least, that the reason of the one is as certain as that of the
other, and her intelligence as clear.k

So the Americans, who have allowed the [<natural>] inferiority of the
woman to continue to exist in society, have with all their power elevated
her, in the intellectual and moral world, to the level of the man; and in this
they seem to me to have understood admirably the true notion of demo-
cratic progress. [They have not imagined for the woman a greatness similar
to that of the man, but they have imagined her as great as the man, and
they have made her their equal even when they have kept the necessary right
to command her.]

As for me, I will not hesitate to say it: although in the United States the
woman hardly leaves the domestic circle, and although she is, in certain
respects, very dependent, nowhere has her position seemed higher to me;
and if, now that I am approaching the end of this book, in which I have
shown so many considerable things done by the Americans, you asked me
to what I think the singular prosperity and growing strength of this people
must be principally attributed, I would answer that it is to the superiority
of their women.™

k. “Piece of Pascal on the greatness of the different orders, p. 93 [98? (ed.)]” (With
the notes of the chapter on mores, Rubish, 2). The edition used by Tocqueville has not
been identified.

m. “#8ay clearly somewhere that the women seem to me very superior to the men
in America®” (Rubish, 2).
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CHAPTER I13*

How Equality Divides the Americans
Naturally into a Multitude of
Small Particular Societies®

You would be led to believe that the ultimate consequence and necessary
effect of democratic institutions is to mix citizens in private life as well as
in public life, and to force them all to lead a common existence [<to mingle
them constantly in the same pleasures and in the same affairs.

Some of the legislators of antiquity had tried it and the Convention
attempted it in our times.>]

Thatis to understand in a very crude and very tyrannical way the equality
that arises from democracy.

There is no social state or laws that can make men so similar that edu-
cation, fortune and tastes do not put some difference between them, and
if different men can sometimes find it in their interest to do the same things
in common, you must believe that they will never find their pleasure in
doing so. So they will always, whatever you do, slip out of the hand of the

a. Inaristocratic countries, each class forms like a great natural friendship that obliges
men to see and to meet each other.

When there are no longer any classes that inevitably hold a certain number of men
together, there is nothing more than whim, instinct, taste that draws them together,
which multiplies particular societies infinitely.

The Americans who mingle constantly with each other in order to deal with com-
mon affairs, set themselves carefully apart with a small number of friends in order to
enjoy private life” (YIT'C, CVT, p. 45).

b. Variant of the title on the jacket of the manuscript: HOW DEMOCRACY [v: EQUAL-
ITY| AFTER DESTROYING THE GREAT BARRIERS THAT SEPARATED MEN, DIVIDES
THEM INTO A MULTITUDE OF SMALL PARTICULAR SOCIETIES.
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legislator; and escaping in some way from the circle in which you try to
enclose them, they will establish, alongside the great political society, small
private societies, whose bond will be the similarity of conditions, habits
and mores.

In the United States, citizens do not have any preeminence over each
other; they owe each other reciprocally neither obedience nor respect; they
administer justice together and govern the State, and in general they all join
together to deal with the matters that influence the common destiny; but
I never heard it said that anyone claimed to lead them all to amuse them-
selves in the same way or to enjoy themselves mixed haphazardly together
in the same places.

The Americans, who mingle so easily within political assemblies and
courtrooms, on the contrary, separate themselves with great care into small
very distinct associations, in order to enjoy the pleasures of private life all
by themselves. Each one of them readily recognizes all of his fellow citizens
as his equals, but he receives only a very small number among his friends
and guests.

That seems very natural to me. As the circle of public society expands,
it must be expected that the sphere of private relations will narrow; instead
of imagining that the citizens of new societies are going to end up living
in common, I am afraid indeed that they will finally end up by forming
nothing more than very small cliques.

Among aristocratic peoples, the different classes are like vast enclosures
which you cannot leave and which you cannot enter. The classes do not
communicate with each other; but within the interior of each one of them,
men inevitably talk to each other every day. Even when they do not naturally
suit each other, the general affinity of the same condition draws them closer.

c. When men classed within an aristocracy are all part of a hierarchy, each one, at
whatever place in the social chain where he is located, finds above and below him one
of his fellows with whom he is in daily contact. He judges that his interest as well as
his duty is to serve these two men in all encounters. But he remains a stranger and
almost an enemy to all the others.

They finish by believing that all men are not part of the same humanity.

It is not a complete insensitivity, it is a (illegible word) sensitivicy (YT'C, CVa,
pp. 6-7).



SMALL PARTICULAR SOCIETIES 1070

But, when neither law nor custom takes charge of establishing frequent
and habitual relations between certain men, the accidental similarity of
opinions and propensities decides it; which varies particular societies
infinitely.

In democracies, where citizens never differ much from one another and
are naturally so close that at each instant they can all blend into a common
mass, a multitude of artificial and arbitrary classifications is created by the
aid of which each man tries to set himself apart, for fear of being dragged
despite himself into the crowd.

It can never fail to be so; for you can change human institutions, but
not man. Whatever the general effort of a society to make citizens equal
and similar, the particular pride of individuals will always try to escape from
the level, and will want to form somewhere an inequality from which he
profits.

In aristocracies, men are separated from each other by high immobile bar-
riers; in democracies, they are divided by a multitude of small, nearly invis-
ible threads, which break at every moment and change place constantly.

Thus, whatever the progress of equality, a large number of small private
associations among democratic peoples will always be formed amid the
great political society. But none of them will resemble, in manners, the
upper class that directs aristocracies.
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CHAPTER 14%

Some Reflections on

American Manners®

There is nothing, at first view, that seems less important than the external
form of human actions, and there is nothing to which men attach more

a. Manners come from the very heart of mores and sometimes result as well from an
arbitrary convention between certain men.

Men of democratic countries do not naturally have grand manners because their
life is limited.

Moreover, they do not have studied manners because they cannot agree on the
establishment of the rule of savoir-faire. So there is always incoherence in their man-
ners, above all as long as the democratic revolution lasts.

That aristocratic manners disappear forever with aristocracy, that not even the taste
or the idea of them is preserved.

You must not be too distressed about it, but it is permitted to regret it (YT'C, CV{,

p- 45)-

The manuscript of this chapter contains another version of the beginning, contained
inajacket that explains: “Piece that began the chapter which I removed because it seemed
to me to get back into often reproduced deductions of ideas, but which I must have
copied and read.” This fragment, with the exception of the description of aristocratic
society (reproduced in note f) is not very different from the published version.

Tocqueville began the writing of this chapter at the beginning of the month of Sep-
tember 1837. “Here I am at manners, a very difficult subject for everyone, but particularly
for me, who finds himself ill at ease in the small details of private life. Consequently I
will be brief. I hope in about a week to have finished and to be able to get into the great
chapters that end the book” (Correspondance avec Corcelle, OC, XV, 1, p. 86).

b. On the jacket of the manuscript: “Courtesy, civility. Neglected words that must
be used by going over it again.”

On the jacket of the rubish: “To reexamine with more care than the other rubish. A
fairly large number of ideas that I was not able to express at first are found here in germ
or in development.

“Courtesy, civility, civil: words that I have neglected” (Rubish, 2).

In another place: “I do not think that it is unworthy of the gravity of my subject to
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value; they become accustomed to everything, except living in a society that
does not have their manners. So the influence that the social and political

state exercises on manners is worth the trouble to be examined seriously.

examine the influence that democracy can exercise on manners. Form influences more
than you think the substance of human actions” (Rubish, 2).

c. If after having considered the relationships that exist between the superior and the
inferior, I examine the relations of equals among themselves, I discover facts analogous
to those that I pointed out above.

There are a thousand means indeed to judge the social state and political laws of a
people once you have well understood what the various consequences are that flow nat-
urally from these two different things. The most trivial observations of a traveler can
lead you to truth on this point as well as the searching remarks of philosophers. Every-
thing goes together in the constitution of moral man as well as in his physical nature,
and just as Cuvier, by seeing a single organ, was able to reconstruct the whole body of
the entire animal, someone who would know one of the opinions or habits of a people
would often be able, I think, to conceive a fairly complete picture of the people itself.

If an ignorant (illegible word) of the Antipodes told me that, in the country that he
has just traveled across, certain rules of politeness are observed as immutable laws and
that the least actions of men there are subjected to a sort of ceremonial from which no
one can ever depart, I will not be afraid to assert that I already know enough about it to
assert that the inhabitants of the country that he is speaking to me about are divided
among themselves in a profound and permanent way by different and unequal
conditions.

When the human mind is delivered from the shackles that inequality of conditions
imposed on it, it does not fail to attach a certain cachet of individual originality to its
least as to its principal conceptions.

I accept without difficulty that men change their laws [v: constitution] more readily
than the customs of etiquette and that they modify the general principles of their morals
more easily than the external form of their words. I know that innovations usually begin
with the important classes of things before arriving at the least important. But finally
they arrive there, and after overturning the dominion of the rule in politics, in sciences,
in philosophy, the human mind escapes from it in the small actions of every day.

It is impossible to live for a time in the United States without discovering that a sort
of chance seems to preside in social relationships. Politeness is subjected to laws less fixed,
less detailed, more arbitrary, less complicated than in Europe. It is in some way impro-
vised each day (illegible word), each man following the utility of the moment. More
value is attached there to the intention of pleasing than to the means that are used to do
so. Custom, tone, example influence the actions of men, but they do not link their
conduct to them in as absolute a manner as in the civilized portions of the Old World.

It would be good to insert here a small portrait in the manner of Lettres persanes or
of Les Caractéres of La Bruyere. But I lack the facts. [They (ed.)] must be taken from
France.

You notice something analogous among us in Europe.
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Manners generally come from the very heart of mores; and sometimes
they result as well from an arbitrary convention between certain men. They
are at the same time natural and acquired.

When men see that they are first without question and withoutdifficulty;
when every day they have before their eyes the great matters that occupy
them, leaving the details to others, and when they live with a wealth that
they did not acquire and they are not afraid of losing, you easily imagine
that they feel a sort of superb disdain for the petty interests and material

[In the margin: Perhaps the notes of Beaumont will provide [some (ed.)].]

Among the nations of Europe where a great inequality of conditions still reigns, most
of the small daily relationships of men with each other continue to be subjected to fixed
and traditional rules that give society, despite the changes that are taking place within it,
an unchanging aspect. On the contrary, among peoples whose social state is already very
democratic, the exceptions to this rule become so numerous every day that it is difficult
to say if the rule exists or where it is found.

So if you see each man dress himself more or less as he pleases, speak or keep quiet
as he desires, accept or reject generally received formulations, subject himself to the rule
of fashion or escape from it with impunity, if each man escapes in some way from com-
mon practice and easily gets himself exempted, do not laugh; the moment has come to
think and to act. These things are trivial, but the cause that produces them is serious.
You have before your eyes the slightest symptoms of a great illness. Be sure that when each
man believes himself entitled to decide alone the form of an item of clothing or the
proprieties of language, he does not hesitate to judge all things by himself, and when
the small social conventions are so badly observed, count on the fact that an important
revolution has taken place in the great social conventions.

So these indications alone should be enough for you to understand that a great rev-
olution has already taken place in human societies, that it is good from now on to think
about tightening the social bond which on all sides is trying to become looser, and that,
no longer able to force all men to do the same things, a means must be found to lead
them to want to do so (YT'C, CVk, 2, pp. 33-37).

You find this note in the rubish:

There is in the bundle entitled: Detached piece on the philosophical method of the Amer-
icans . . . ideas and sentences that I should make use of when I review the chapters
relative to the relationships of the son with the children [sic], of the servant with the
master . . ./

Idem when 1 arrive at the customs of society. [ fine good piece./

Idem at the chapter on revolutions. Note at the head of the piece entitled new
sources of beliefs./

26 November 1838 (Rubish, 2).
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cares of life, and that they have a natural grandeur in thought that words
and manners reveal.

In democratic countries, manners usually have little grandeur, because
private life in them is very limited. Manners are often common, because
thought has only a few opportunities to rise above the preoccupation with
domestic interests.d

True dignity of manners consists of always appearing in your place, nei-
ther higher, nor lower;¢ that is within reach of the peasant as of the prince.
In democracies all places seem doubtful; as a result, it happens that man-
ners, which are often arrogant there, are rarely dignified. Moreover, they

are never either very well-ordered or very studied.f

d. To put with manners./

August 1837.

How under democracy citizens, although perfectly equal civilly and politically,
having daily relationships and no ideas of preeminence over each other, divide them-
selves however into distinct societies for the charm and usefulness of life, according
to their education and their fortune.

That the continual jumble and meeting in the same places for the same enjoyments
of dissimilar men is a crude notion of equality (Rubish, 2).

e. “I believe that good taste like beauty has its foundation in nature itself. It is or is
not, apart from the will of men; but the natural rules in the matter of good taste can
only be collected and put in order by a select society, enlightened enough and small
enough in number always to hold onto the rules that it acknowledged at one time as the
best. So there is something conventional in matters of taste, whereas there is hardly any
convention possible under democracies” (Rubish, 2).

f. So an aristocratic class not only has grand manners, but it also has well-ordered

and studied manners. Although the form of human actions originally emerged there,

as elsewhere, from the substance of sentiments and ideas, it ended over time by being
independent of sentiments and ideas; and custom there finally became an invisible
and blind force that constrains different beings to act in an analogous manner and
gives all of them a common appearance.

Among the multitude of all the small particular societies into which the greatdem-
ocratic body is divided, there is not a single one that presents a similar tableau.

There are rich men in a democracy, but there is no rich class. You find powerful
men there, but not powerful families, or those that have habitually, over several gen-
erations, hereditarily had before their eyes the great spectacle of grandeur; if by
chance there are a few of this kind, they are not naturally or solidly attached to each
other and do not form a separate body within the general society. So they cannot
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Men who live in democracies are too mobile for a certain number of
them to succeed in establishing a code of savoir-faire and to be able to make
sure that it is followed. So each man there acts more or less as he likes, and
a certain incoherence in manners always reigns, because manners conform
to the individual sentiments and ideas of each man, rather than to an ideal
model given in advance for the imitation of all.

Nonetheless, this is much more apparent at the moment when aristoc-
racy has just fallen than when it has been destroyed for a long time.

The new political institutions and the new mores then gather in the same
places men still made prodigiously dissimilar by education and habits and
often force them to live together; this makes great colorful mixtures emerge
at every moment. You still remember that a precise code of politeness ex-
isted; but you no longer know either what it contains or where it is to be
found. Men have lost the common law of manners, and they have not yet
decided to do without it; but each one tries hard to form a certain arbitrary
and changing rule out of the debris of former customs; so that manners
have neither the regularity nor the grandeur that they often exhibitamong
aristocratic peoples, nor the simple and free turn that you sometimes notice
in democracy; they are at the very same time constrained and uncon-
strained.

That is not the normal state.

When equality is complete and old, all men, having more or less the
same ideas and doing more or less the same things, have no need to agree
or to copy each other in order to act and to speak in the same way; you
constantly see a multitude of small dissimilarities in their manners; you do
not notice any great differences. They never resemble each other perfectly,
because they do not have the same model; they are never very dissimilar,

regulate in a detailed and invariable way the external actions of their members. If
they had the will to do so, time is lacking. For each day they are themselves swept
along, in spite of their efforts, in the democratic movement that sweeps everything
along.

Fragment contained in the jacket of the manuscript to which note a for p. 1262 makes
reference.
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because they share the same condition. At first view, you would say that
the manners of all Americans are exactly the same. It is only when con-
sidering them very closely that you notice the particularities by which they
all differ.8

The English have made much fun of American manners; and what is
peculiar is that most of those who have given us such an amusing portrait
belonged to the middle classes of England, to whom this same portraitvery
much applies. So that these merciless detractors usually offer the example
of what they are blaming in the United States; they do not notice that they
are scoffing at themselves, to the great delight of the aristocracy of their
country.h

Nothing harms democracy more than the external form of its mores.
Many men would readily become accustomed to its vices, who cannot bear
its manners.

I cannot, however, accept that there is nothing to praise in the manners
of democratic peoples.

Among aristocratic nations, all those who are near the first class usually
try hard to resemble it, which produces very ridiculous and very insipid
imitations. If democratic peoples do not possess the model of grand
manners, they at least escape from the obligation of seeing bad copies
every day.

In democracies, manners are never as refined as among aristocratic peo-
ples; but they also never appear as crude. You hear neither the gross words
of the populace, nor the noble and select expressions of the great lords.
There is often triviality in the mores, but not brutality or baseness.

(If it is true that the men who live among these peoples scarcely ever
offer to render small services, they readily oblige you in your needs; manners
are less polite than in aristocracies and more benevolent.]

I said that in democracies a precise code regarding savoir-faire cannot
evolve. This has its disadvantage and its advantages. In aristocracies, the

g. “You can say however that customs, mores are more well-ordered in the United
States than in France. That results from Puritan opinions that order life and from com-
mercial habits that direct it” (Rubish, 2).

h. Perhaps Tocqueville is alluding to Basil Hall.
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rules of propriety impose on each man the same appearance; they make all
the members of the same class similar, despite their particular propensities;
they adorn the natural and hide it. Among democratic peoples, manners
are neither as studied nor as well-ordered; but they are often more sincere.
They form like a light and poorly woven veil, through which the true sen-
timents and individual ideas of each man are easily seen. So the form and
the substance of human actions there often have an intimate rapport, and,
if the great tableau of humanity is less ornate, it is more true. This is why,
in a sense, you can say that the effect of democracy is not precisely to give
men certain manners, but to prevent them from having manners.

You can sometimes find again in a democracy some of the senti-
ments, passions, virtues and vices of aristocracy, but not its manners. The
latter are lost and disappear forever, when the democratic revolution is
complete.J

It seems that there is nothing more durable than the manners of an aris-
tocratic class; for it still preserves them for some time after having lost its
property and its power; nor anything as fragile, for scarcely have they dis-
appeared than any trace of them is no longer found, and it is difficult to
say what they were from the moment that they are no more. A change in
the social state works this wonder; a few generations are enough.

The principal features of aristocracy remain engraved in history when
aristocracy is destroyed, but the light and delicate forms of its mores dis-
appear from the memory of men, almost immediately after its fall. Men
cannot imagine them once they are no longer before their eyes. They escape
without men seeing or feeling it. For, in order to feel the type of refined
pleasure obtained by the distinction and the choice of manners, habitand
education must have prepared the heart, and the taste for manners is easily
lost with the practice.

Thus, not only can democratic peoples not have the manners of aris-
tocracy, but they do not conceive or desire them; they do not imagine them;

j- “In democracies individuals very distinguished in taste and manners can be found,
but such a society [v: class] is never found” (Rubish, 2).
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the manners of aristocracy are, for democratic peoples, as if they had never
been.

[You would be wrong to believe that the model of aristocratic manners
can at least be preserved among a few remnants of the old aristocracy. The
members of a fallen aristocracy can indeed preserve the prejudices of their
fathers, but not their manners.]

Too much importance must not be attached to this loss; but it is per-
mitted to regret it.k

I know that more than once it has happened that the same men have
had very distinguished mores and very vulgar sentiments; the interior of
courts has shown enough that great appearance could often hide very base
hearts. But, if the manners of aristocracy did not bring about virtue, they
sometimes ornamented virtue itself. It was not an ordinary spectacle to see
a numerous and powerful class, in which all of the external actions of life
seemed, at every instant, to reveal natural nobility of sentiments and
thoughts, refinement and consistency of tastes, and urbanity of mores.

k. #It is often by necessity as much as by taste that the rich [v: the upper classes] of
democracies copy the people’s ways of acting.# In the United States the mostopulent
citizens show haughty manners only in the intimacy of their home [v: are very careful
not to flaunt their grandeur]. . . . They readily listen to them [the people (ed.)], and
constantly speak to them.

The rich of democracies draw toward them the poor man and attach him to them-
selves by manners more than by benefits. The very greatness of the benefits, which
brings to light the difference of conditions, causes a secret irritation in those who
profit from them. But simplicity of manners has nearly irresistible charms. Their
familiarity inveigles, and even their crudeness does not always displease. This truth
penetrates only very slowly the mind of the rich.

[In the margin: They go out constantly to mingle with the people. They readily
listen to them and speak to them every day in the countries of Europe that turn to
democracy.]

They usually understand it only when it is too late to make use of it. They agree
to do good to the men of the people, but they want to continue to hold them carefully
at a distance. They believe that is enough, but they are wrong. They would ruin
themselves in this way without warming the heart of the population that surrounds
them. It is not the sacrifice of their money that is asked of them, it is that of their
pride.

[In the margin: They resist it as long as the revolution lasts and they accept it only
a long time after it has ended.]

26 September 1839 [1837? (ed.)] (YTC, CVk, 1, pp. 6—7).
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The manners of aristocracy gave beautiful illusions abouthuman nature;
and, although the tableau was often false, you experienced a noble pleasure
in looking at it.™

m. Democracy. Manners.

In France the elegant simplicity of manners is hardly found except among men
belonging to old families; the others show themselves either very affected or very
vulgar in their way of acting. That comes, I think, from the state of revolution in
which we are still. It is a time of crisis that must be borne. Amid the confusion that
reigns in all things, 7zew men do not know precisely what must be done in order to
distinguish themselves from the crowd. Some believe that the best means to show
yourself superior is to be rude and forward; others think that on the contrary you
must be particular about even the least details for fear of betraying your common
origin at some point. Both are anxious about the results of their efforts, and their
agitation betrays itself constantly amid their simulated assurance. Men who, on the
contrary, have had a long habit of being without question and by heredity the first
are not anxious about these things. They have a natural ease, and they attain without
thinking about it the goal toward which the others tend, most often without being
able to attain it. A time will come, I hope, when there will be among us a fixed and
settled model of what is suitable and in good taste, and each man will conform to it
without difficulty. Then to all well-bred men will happen what happened formerly
within the aristocracy, when there was a certain code of proprieties to which each
man submitted without discussing it and so to speak without knowing it.

You see that my tendencies are always democratic. I am a partisan of democracy
without having any illusion about its faults and without failing to recognize its dan-
gers. I am even all the more so as I believe that I see both more clearly, because I am
profoundly convinced that there is no way to prevent its triumph, and that it is only
by marching with it and by directing its progress as much as possible that you can
decrease the evils it brings and produce the good things that it promises (Rubish, 2).
This fragment is written on the writing paper of Tocqueville.
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CHAPTER I§?

Of the Gravity of Americans and Why
It Does Not Prevent Them from Often
Doing Thoughtless Things®

The men who live in democratic countries do not value those sorts of un-
sophisticated, turbulent and crude diversions to which the people devote
themselves in aristocracies; they find them childish or insipid. They show
scarcely more taste for the intellectual and refined amusements of the aris-
tocratic classes; they must have something productive and substantial in
their pleasures, and they want to mix material enjoyments with their joy.

In aristocratic societies, the people readily abandon themselves to the
impulses of a tumultuous and noisy gaiety that abruptly tears them away
from the contemplation of their miseries; the inhabitants of democracies
do not like to feel drawn violently out of themselves in this way, and they
always lose sight of themselves with regret. To these frivolous transports,
they prefer the grave and silent relaxations that resemble business affairs
and do not cause them to forget them entirely. [In this sense you can say
that gambling is an entirely democratic pastime. ]

There is an American who, instead of going during his moments of
leisure to dance joyously in the public square, as the men of his profession

a. “The Americans are grave because they are constantly occupied by serious things,
and they are thoughtless because they have only an instant of attention to give to each
one of those things” (YT'C, CVT, p. 46).

b. The rubish indicates that in the beginning the chapter was divided into three dis-
tinct chapters:

1. Gravity of the Americans.
2. Amusements in democracies.
3. Why democratic peoples despite their gravity act thoughtlessly (Rubish, 2).
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continue to do in a great part of Europe, withdraws alone deep within his
house to drink. This man enjoys two pleasures at once: he thinks about his
trade, and he gets drunk decently at home.¢

[#1 have visited peoples very ignorant, very miserable and completely
strangers to their own affairs; to me, they appeared, in general, joyous. I
have traveled across a country whose inhabitants, enlightened and rich, di-
rected themselves in everything; I always found them grave and often sad
[v: worried and taciturn].#]

I believed that the English formed the most serious nation that existed
on earth, but I saw the Americans, and I changed my opinion.d

[#The inhabitant of the United States has an austere appearance, some-
thing anxious and preoccupied reigns in his look; his manner is constrained
and you easily see that he never opens to external impressions anything
except the smallest part of his soul. He is sometimes somber and always
grave. %]

I do not want to say that temperament does not count for much in the
character of the inhabitants of the United States. I think, nonetheless, that
the political institutions contribute to it still more.

I believe that the gravity of the Americans arises in part from their pride.
In democratic countries, the poor man himself has a high idea of his per-
sonal value. He views himself with satisfaction and readily believes that
others are looking at him. In this frame of mind, he carefully watches his
words and his actions and does not let himself go, for fear of disclosing
what he lacks. He imagines that, in order to appear dignified, he must re-
main grave.

But I notice another more intimate and more powerful cause that in-
stinctively produces among the Americans this gravity that astonishes me.

Under despotism, peoples give themselves from time to time to out-
bursts of a wild joy; but, in general, they are cheerless and reserved, because
they are afraid.

In absolute monarchies, which custom and mores temper, peoples often

c. Originally, the first chapter ended here.
d. “There is also something Puritan and English in this gravity of the Americans./
“Gravity that is often due to an absence of serenity in the soul” (Rubish, 2).
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display an even-tempered and lively mood, because having some libertyand
great enough security, they are excluded from the most important cares of
life; but all free peoples are grave, because their minds are habitually ab-
sorbed by the sight of some dangerous or difficult project.

It is so above all among free peoples who are constituted as democracies.
Then, in all classes, an infinite number of men is found who are constantly
preoccupied by the serious matters of government, and those who do not
think about directing the public fortune give themselves entirely to the con-
cern of increasing their private fortune. Among such a people, gravity is no
longer particular to certain men; it becomes a national habit.

You speak about the small democracies of antiquity, whose citizens came
to the public square with crowns of roses, and who spent nearly all their
time in dances and in spectacles. I do not believe in such republics any more
than that of Plato; or, if things happened there as we are told, I am not
afraid to assert that these so-called democracies were formed out of ele-
ments very different from ours, and that they had with the latter only the
name in common.

[<As for me, I cannot prevent myself from believing that a people will
be more serious as its institutions and its mores become more democratic.>]

It must not be believed, however, that amid all their labors, the men who
live in democracies consider themselves to be pitied; the opposite is noticed.
There are no men who value their conditions as much as those men do.
They would find life without savor, if you delivered them from the cares
that torment them, and they are more attached to their concerns than aris-
tocratic peoples to their pleasures.

[Although the Americans are more serious than the English, you meet
among them far fewer melancholy men.¢ Amonga people where all citizens
work, there are sometimes great anxieties, miseries and bitter distresses, but
not melancholy.]

e. “No melancholy in America. Idea to treat separately afterward.
“[In the margin] Louis” (Rubish, 2).
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I wonder why the same democratic peoples, who are so grave, sometimes
behave in so thoughtless a way.f

The Americans, who almost always maintain a steady bearing and a cold
manner, nonetheless allow themselves often to be carried very far beyond
the limits of reason by a sudden passion or an unthinking opinion, and it
happens that they seriously commit singular blunders.

This contrast should not be surprising.

[<Amid the tumult and the thousand discordant noises that are heard
within a democracy, sometimes the voice of truth becomes lost.>]

There is a sort of ignorance that arises from extreme publicity. In des-
potic States, men do not know how to act, because they are told nothing;
among democratic nations, they often act haphazardly, because the desire
has been to tell them everything. The first do not know, and the others
forget. The principal features of each tableau disappear for them among
the multitude of details.

You are astonished by all the imprudent remarks that a public man some-
times allows himself in free States and above all in democratic States, with-
out being compromised by them; while, in absolute monarchies, a few
words that escape by chance are enough to expose him forever and ruin him
without resources.

That is explained by what precedes. When you speak in the middle of
a great crowd, many words are not heard, or are immediately erased from
the memory of those who hear; but in the silence of a mute and immobile
multitude, the slightest whispers strike the ear.

In democracies, men are never settled; a thousand chance occurrences
make them constantly change place, and almost always something unex-
pected and, so to speak, improvised reigns in their life. Consequently they
are often forced to do what they learned badly, to speak about what they
scarcely understand, and to give themselves to work for which a long ap-
prenticeship has not prepared them.

In aristocracies, each man has only a single goal that he pursues con-

stantly. But among democratic peoples, the existence of man is more com-
Y- g peop

f. The third chapter began with this paragraph.
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plicated; it is rare that the same mind there does not embrace several things
at once, and often things very foreign to each other. Since he cannot un-
derstand all of them well, he easily becomes satisfied with imperfect
notions.

When the inhabitant of democracies is not pressed by his needs, he is
at least by his desires; for among all the goods that surround him, he sees
none that is entirely out of his reach. So he does everything with haste,
contents himself with approximations, and never stops except for a mo-
ment to consider each of his actions.

His curiosity is at once insatiable and satisfied at little cost, for he values
knowing a lot quickly, rather than knowing anything well.

He hardly has time, and he soon loses the taste to go deeper.

Thus, democratic peoples are grave, because their social and political
state leads them constantly to concern themselves with serious things; and
they act thoughtlessly, because they give only a little time and attention to
each one of these things.

The habit of inattention must be considered as the greatest vice of the
democratic mind.
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CHAPTER 16?2

Why the National Vanity of the Americans

Is More Anxious and More Quarrelsome

Than That of the English®

All free peoples take pride in themselves, but national pride does notappear
among all in the same manner.

The Americans, in their relationships with foreigners, seem impatient
with the least censure and insatiable for praise. The slightest praise pleases
them, and the greatest rarely is enough to satisfy them; they badger you
every moment to get you to praise them; and, if you resist their insistent
demands, they praise themselves. You would say that, doubting their own
merit, they want to have its picture before their eyes at every instant. Their
vanity is not only greedy, it is anxious and envious. It grants nothing while
constantly asking. It seeks compliments and is quarrelsome at the same

time.

a. The national vanity of the English is measured and haughty, it neither grants or
asks anything.

[In the margin: Chapter perhaps to delete.]

That of the Americans seeks compliments, is quarrelsome and anxious.

On this point, English mores have taken the turn of ideas of the aristocracy which,
possessing incalculable and inalienable advantages, enjoys them with insoucianceand
with pride.

The Americans have equally transferred the habits of their private vanity to their
national vanity (YT'C, CVT, p. 46).

b. On the jacket of the manuscript: “I do not know if this chapter should be kept.
The eternal comparison is found there. Moreover, I have said analogous things elsewhere,
particularly in the first work, relating to the vanity that democratic institutions give to
the Americans. America is a country of liberry, vol. 11, pp. 115 and 116.” Tocqueville is
alluding to the part devoted to public spirit in the United States, pp. 116-21 of the 1835
edition (pp. 38489 of the second volume of this edition).
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I say to an American that the country that he inhabits is beautiful; he
replies: “It is true, there is no country like it in the world!” I admire the
liberty enjoyed by the inhabitants and he answers me: “What a precious
gift liberty is! But there are very few peoples who are worthy to enjoy it.”
I remark on the purity of morals that reigns in the United States: “I imag-
ine,” he says, “that a foreigner, who has been struck by the corruption that
is seen in all the other nations, is astonished by this spectacle.” I finally
abandon him to self-contemplation; but he returns to me and does notleave
until he has succeeded in making me repeat what I have just said to him.
You cannot imagine a patriotism® more troublesome and more talkative. It
tires even those who honor it.d

It is not like this with the English. The Englishman calmly enjoys the
real or imaginary advantages that in his eyes his country possesses. If he
grants nothing to other nations, he also asks nothing for his own. The dis-
approval of foreigners does not upset him and their praise hardly gratifies
him. He maintains vis-a-vis the entire world a reserve full of disdain and
ignorance. His pride does not need to be fed; it lives on itself.

That two peoples, who not long ago sprang from the same stock, ap-
pear so opposite to each other in the manner of feeling and speaking, is
remarkable.

In aristocratic countries, the great possess immense privileges, on which

their pride rests, without trying to feed on the slight advantages that are

c. “Patriotism, reasoned egoism” (YI'C, CVa, p. 4).

d. I recall that one day in New York, I found myself in the company of a young
American woman, daughter of a man whose discoveries in the art of navigation will
be famous forever. I had noticed her [v: M. F. was no less remarkable] because of her
extreme flirtatiousness as much as for her stunning beauty. Now, I happened one day
to allow myself to say to her while laughing that she was worthy to be a French
woman. Immediately her gaze became severe; the engaging smile that was usually on
her lips suddenly vanished. Full of indignation, she gave me the most ridiculous and
the mostamusing look of a prude {that I had ever seen in my life} and wrapped herself
in an impassive dignity. Do not think that what offended her so much was to be
flirtatious; she would have readily accepted condemnation on this point; it was to be
not completely American (Rubish, 2). It probably concerned Julia Fulton (see George
. Pierson, Tocqueville and Beaumont in America, p. 142).

e. To the side: “<It is the aristocracy that on this point has given the turn to the ideas
and habits of the English nation.>”
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related. Since these privileges came to them by inheritance, they consider
them, in a way, as a part of themselves, or atleast as a natural right, inherent
in their person. So they have a calm sentiment of their superiority; they do
not think about praising prerogatives that everyone notices and that no one
denies to them. They are not surprised enough by them to speak about
them. They remain immobile in their solitary grandeur, sure that everyone
sees them without their trying to show themselves, and sure that no one
will undertake to take their grandeur away from them.

When an aristocracy leads public affairs, its national pride naturally takes
this reserved, unconcerned and haughty form, and all the other classes of
the nation imitate it.

When on the contrary conditions differ little, the least advantages have
importance. Since each man sees around him a million men who possess
all the same or analogous advantages, pride becomes demanding and jeal-
ous; it becomes attached to miserable nothings and defends them stub-
bornly.

In democracies, since conditions are very mobile, men almost always
have recently acquired the advantages they possess; this makes them feel an
infinite pleasure in putting them on view, in order to show to others and
to attest to themselves that they enjoy those advantages; and since, at every
instant, these advantages can happen to escape them, they are constantly
alarmed and work hard to demonstrate that they still have them. Men who
live in democracies love their country in the same way that they love them-
selves, and they transfer the habits of their private vanity to their national
vanity.

The anxious and insatiable vanity of democratic peoples is due so much
to the equality and to the fragility of conditions, that the members of the
proudest nobility show absolutely the same passion in the small parts of
their existence where there is something unstable or disputed.

An aristocratic class always differs profoundly from the other classes of
the nation by the extent and the perpetuity of its prerogatives; but some-
times it happens that several of its members differ from each other only by
small fleeting advantages that they can lose and gain every day.

We have seen the members of a powerful aristocracy, gathered ina capital
or in a court, argue fiercely over the frivolous privileges that depend on the
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caprice of fashion or on the will of the master. They then showed toward
one another precisely the same puerile jealousies that animate the men of
democracies, the same ardor to grab the least advantages that their equals
disputed with them, and the same need to put on view to all the advantages
that they enjoyed.

If courtiers ever dared to have national pride, I do not doubt that they
would show a pride entirely similar to that of democratic peoples.
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CHAPTER 17%

How the Appearance of Society in
the United States Is at the Very Same Time
Agitated and Monotonous®

It seems that nothing is more appropriate for exciting and feeding curiosity
than the appearance of the United States. Fortunes, ideas, laws vary con-
stantly there. You would say that immobile nature itself is mobile, so much
is it transformed every day under the hand of man.

In the long run, however, the sight of so agitated a society seems mo-
notonous, and after contemplating for a while a tableau so changeable, the
spectator becomes bored.

Among aristocratic peoples, each man is more or less fixed in his sphere;
but men are prodigiously dissimilar; they have essentially different passions,
ideas, habits and tastes. Nothing stirs, everything varies.

In democracies, on the contrary, all men are similar and do more or less

similar things. They are subject, it is true, to great and continual vicissi-

a. “Theappearance of American society is agitated because men and things constantly
change place. It is monotonous because all the changes are similar.

“There is in America truly speaking only a single passion, love of wealth, which is
monotonous. For this passion to be satisfied, small regular and methodical actions are
needed, which is also monotonous” (YT'C, CVT, pp. 46—47).

b. The jacket of the chapter bears this date: “#4 January 1838.#” It contains three
loose sheets contained in a jacket on which you read: “RUBISH OF THE CHAPTER EN-
TITLED: HOW THE APPEARANCE OF SOCIETY IN THE UNITED STATES AND THE LIFE
OF MEN IS [sic] AT THE VERY SAME TIME AGITATED AND MONOTONOUS./

“This rubish contains more things than usual to see again.” Despite Tocqueville’s
remark, the notes do not present many differences with the chapter. The other rubish
also contains notes and drafts of this chapter.
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tudes; but, since the same successes and the same reverses recur continually,
only the name of the actors is different; the play is the same. The appearance
of American society is agitated, because men and things change constantly;
and it is monotonous, because all the changes are the same.

The men who live in democratic times have many passions; but most
of their passions end in the love of wealth or come from it. That is not
because their souls are smaller, but because then the importance of money
is really greater.©

When fellow citizens are all independent and indifferent, it is only by
paying that you can obtain the cooperation of each one of them; this in-
finitely multiplies the use of wealth and increases its value.

Since the prestige that was attached to ancient things has disappeared,
birth, state, profession no longer distinguish men, or scarcely distinguish
them; there remains hardly anything except money that creates very visible
differences between them and that can put a few of them beyond com-
parison. The distinction that arises from wealth is increased by the disap-
pearance and lessening of all the other distinctions.

c. Among all the passions of the Americans there is one that the influence of the
social state has made predominate over all the others and has so to speak made unique.
I am speaking about the love of wealth. The inhabitant of the United States has put
his energy and his boldness in the service of this passion, which I would not be afraid
to call central since in America all the movements of the soul end up there. Now,
love of wealth! has this singular character that, however disordered it is, it needs order
and rules to be satisfied. It is methodical even in the greatest deviations. So the same
passion that leads the American, at every moment, to risk his fortune, his reputation,
his life in order to gain well-being, forces him to subject himself to laborious and
peaceful habits and &inds his actions to certain precise and detailed 7u/es that do not
vary. It is by a succession of small, regular and uniform actions that [he (ed.)] arrives
at opulence or ruin and despair, and you can say, although at first it seems surprising,
that 7# 45 the very violence of his desires that contributes more than anything else to
making his existence monotonous. His passions disturb and compromise his life, but
do not make it varied.

(1) Edouard observes rightly that it is not all love of wealth and among all people
who have this character, but in certain circumstances and among certain nations,
among certain men, and that that must be made apparent (Rubish, 2).
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Among aristocratic peoples, money leads to only a few points on the vast
circumference of desires; in democracies, it seems to lead to all.

So love of wealth, as principal or accessory, is usually found at the bottom
of the actions of Americans; this gives all their passions a family air, and
does not take long to make the tableau tiring.

This perpetual return of the same passion is monotonous; the particular
procedures that this passion uses to become satisfied are monotonous as
well.

In asound and peaceful democracy, like that of the United States, where
you cannot become rich either by war, or by public employment, or by
political confiscations, love of wealth directs men principally toward in-
dustry. Now, industry, which often brings such great disturbances and such
great disasters, can nonetheless prosper only with the aid of very regular
habits and by a long succession of small, very uniform actions. Habits are
all the more regular and actions more uniform as the passion is more in-
tense. You can say that it is the very violence of their desires that makes the
Americans so methodical. It disturbs their soul, but it makes their life
orderly.

What I say about America applies, moreover, to nearly all the men
of our times. Variety is disappearing from the human species; the same
ways of acting, thinking and feeling are found in all the corners of the
world.d That happens not only because all peoples are frequenting each

d. Originality./

Perhaps to put with monotony./

It is necessary to be different from your fellows in order to envisage the world in
another way [v: to think differently from them].

It is necessary to feel strong and independent from them in order to dare to actin
your own way and to follow alone your own path [v: to show what you think].

These two conditions are found only where conditions are very unequal, and where
men exist who are powerful enough by themselves to dare to show without fear what
distinguishes them from the rest of men and sometimes to glory in it.

The result is that originality of mind and manners [v: of ideas and of actions] is
much more common among aristocratic peoples than among others, above allamong
aristocratic peoples who enjoy {great} {political} liberty. The political state then allows
the differences given birth by the social state to be shown.
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other more and are copying each other more faithfully, but also because in
each country men, putting aside more and more the ideas and sentiments
particular to a caste, to a profession, to a family, come simultaneously to
what is closest to the constitution of man, which is everywhere the same.¢
They thus become similar, although they do not imitate each other. They
are like travelers spread throughout a large forest in which all roads lead to
the same point. If all see the central point at the same time and turn their
steps in this direction, they come imperceptibly closer to one another, with-
out seeking each other, without seeing each other, without knowing each
other, and finally they will be surprised to see themselves gathered in the
same place.f All peoples who take as the aim of their studies and their im-
itation, not a particular man, but man himself, will end up by meeting with
the same mores, like these travelers at the center point.

Among such a people originality ends by becoming a national habit that is found
afterward among the individuals of all ranks.!

Each man ends by contracting the habit of following in everything his personal
impulses, and originality becomes a trait of the national physiognomy that is found
among all individuals.

There is no man who gives more prominence to individual [v: capricious] mood
and who pushes singularity closer to peculiar ways and extravagance than the English.
There are none #of them# who depart less from the common road than the Amer-
icans. <The most powerful confine themselves there as narrowly as the least.>

But the Americans and the English have the same origin. The social state alone
makes the difference.

20 April 1838.

1. Can you say that originality is a habit? (YT'C, CVk, 1, pp. 8-9).

e. After the prejudices of profession, caste, family have disappeared in order to yield
to generative and general ideas, men are still divided by the prejudices of nation,
which present the final obstacle to the boldness and generalization of thought, but
this classification of human thought by nation cannot endure for long if several na-
tions adopt a democratic social state at the same time. Since all these nations then
take man himself as goal of their inquiry and since man is the same everywhere, a
multitude of their ideas ends up by being similar, not because they imitate each other
(which often happens), but because they are simultaneously coming closer to the same
thing without consulting about it.

[In the margin] The destruction of small sovereignties and the destruction of castes
and of aristocratic ranks produce analogous effects; from them result a generalization
of thought and a greater boldness to conceive new thoughts (Rubish, 2).

f. “<This central point in philosophy is the study of man>” (Rubish, 2).
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CHAPTER 182

Of Honor in the United States

and in Democratic Societies'

It seems that men use two very distinct methods in the public judgment
that they make about the actions of their fellows: sometimes they judge

a. Honor derives from the particular needs of certain men. Every particular associ-
ation has its honor.

This proved by feudal honor, applicable to American honor.

What must be understood by American honor.

1. It differs from feudal honor by the nature of its prescriptions.
2. It differs from it also by the number of its prescriptions, by their clarity, their
precision; the power with which it makes them followed.

That more and more true as citizens become more similar and nations more alike

(YTC, CVf, p. 47).

The drafts of this chapter are found in three different jackets. Two of them bear the
same title as the chapter; the third bears the following title: “WHY MEN ARE MORE
UNCONCERNED ABOUT THEIR HONOR IN DEMOCRACIES. To examine separately.
Subtle and perhaps false idea.”

In pencil on the first page of an old version: “<The chapter is a bit too theoretical.
General impression of Edouards” (Rubish, 2). In the beginning, the ideas on honor seem
to have belonged to the chapters on the army (see note b of pp. 1070-71).

1. The word honor is not always taken in the same sense in French.

1. It means first the esteem, the glory, the consideration that you get from your fellows; it
is in this sense that you say win honor.

2. Honor also means the ensemble of rules by the aid of which you obrain this glory, this
esteem, and this consideration. This is how you say thata man has always conformed strictly
to the laws of honor; that he has forfeited honor. While writing the present chapter, I have
always taken the word honor in this last sense.

[The reader will perhaps find this note superfluous, but when your language is poor, you
must not be miserly with definitions.]
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them according to the simple notions of the just and the unjust, which are
spread over the whole earth; sometimes they assess them with the aid of
very particular notions that belong only to one country and to one period.
Often it happens that these two rules differ; sometimes they conflict with
each other, but never do they merge entirely or cancel each other out.b

Honor, in the time of its greatest power, governs the will more than
belief, and men, even if they submit without hesitation and without mur-
muring to its commandments, still feel, by a kind of obscure but powerful
instinct, that a more general, more ancient and more holy law exists, which
they sometimes disobey without ceasing to know it. There are actions that
have been judged upright and dishonoring at the same time. The refusal
of a duel has often been in this category.

I believe that you can explain these phenomena other than by the caprice
of certain individuals and certain peoples, as has been done until now.

[The whim of men enters into it only partly.]

Humanity feels permanent and general needs, which have given birth
to moral laws; to their disregard all men have naturally attached, in all places
and in all times, the ideas of blame and shame. They have called doing evil
to evade them, doing good to submit to them.©

Established as well, within the vast human association, are more re-
stricted associations, which are called peoples, and amid the latter, others
smaller still, which are called classes or castes.

Each one of these associations forms like a particular species within the

b. On the jacket of the manuscript: “The capital vice of this entire chapter, what
makes it sound false, is that I give to honor a unique source while it has several. Honor
is without doubt based on particular needs arising either from the social and political
state, or from the physical constitution and climate. It arises as well, whatever I say, from
the whim of men.

“Whim has a part, but it is the smallest.

« »

<Baugy, 27 January 1838.>
« : .

c. “There are certain general rules that are necessary to the existence and to the
well-being of human societies whatever the time, the place, the laws; individual con-
science points these rules out to all men and public reason forces them to conform to
them. Voluntary obedience to each of these general laws is virtue” (YT'C, CVKk, 1,

pp- 58-59).
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human race; and although it does not differ essentially from the mass of
men, it holds itself a little apart and feels needs that are its own. These are
the special needs that modify in some fashion and in certain countries the
way of envisaging human actions and the esteem that is suitable to give to
them.d

The general and permanent interest of humanity is that men do notkill
each other; but it can happen that the particular and temporary interest of
a people or of a class is, in certain cases, to excuse and even to honor the
homicide.¢

d. I must be careful, Ed[ouard (ed.)] told me, not to destroy in this way the (illegible
word) of virtue and to bring the mind of the reader to the conclusion that virtue is
not always necessary, or even useful to men. To reflect on that./

I fear being too absolute by saying that honor comes from the special needs of a
special society, and that consequently it is always useful and often necessary for its
existence, which would legitimize in a way all its immoralities and its extravagances
to the detriment of virtue. To say that honor is explained by the special constitution
of associations, that is incontestable, but to add that it is necessary for their existence,
isn’t that to go too far in a multitude of cases?

There is in honor an element different from the needs and the interests of those
who conceive it. That seems to me at least very probable upon examination.

[To the side: Use the Blacks to prove how the point of honor can become intense
(illegible word) powerful, as soon as the social state departs from nature.]

Religion, climate, race must influence the notions of honor. Perhaps it would be
necessary to grant a part to all of that. My idea would only be more correct, by be-
coming less general and less absolute.

Let us never lose sight of the fact that honor is the ensemble of opinions relating
to the judgment of human actions, in view of the glory or the shame that our fellows
attach to them. This forms a radical difference between honor and virtue, apart from
all the other differences.

[To the side] Say somewhere that an extraordinary honor announces an extraor-
dinary social state and vice versa. That generalizes the past in a useful way (YTC,
CVKk, 1, pp. 61-62).

e. There is an idea that crosses my mind at every instant; I must finally try to look
at it one moment and confront it.

I fear that the outcome of my chapter is that true and false, just and unjust, good
and evil, vice and virtue are only relative things depending on the perspective from
which you see them, a result that I would be very upset to reach, for I believe it false;
and in addition such an opinion would be in clear contradiction to the ensemble of
my opinions. I am at this moment too tired of my subject to see these questions
clearly, but I must come back to them with a fresh mind./

[In the margin: Good and evil exist apart from the blame or the praise of certain



HONOR IN THE UNITED STATES 1096

Honor is nothing other than this particular rule based on a particular

condition, with the aid of which a people or a class distributes blame or

praise.f

There is nothing more unproductive for the human mind than an ab-
stract idea. So I hasten to run toward facts. An example will cast light on
my thought.

Iwill choose the most extraordinary type of honor that has everappeared
in the world, and the one that we know the best: aristocratic honor born

men and even of humanity. What I am looking for here is not what is good or evil
in an absolute way, but what men praise or blame. This is capital.

How, moreover, to define evil, if not what is harmful to humanity, and good what
is useful to it?

Where is our (three illegible words)?

I do not want to say that there is no absolute good in human actions, but only that
the particular interests of certain men can lead them to attribute arbitrarily to certain
actions a particular value, and that this value becomes the rule of those who act with
praise or blame in view, that is, by honor.]

To act by virtue, that is to do what you believe good without other motive than
the pleasure of doing it and the idea of complying with a duty. To act by honos, that
is to act not with absolute good or evil in view, but in consideration of what our
fellows think of it and of the shame or the glory that will result from it.

The rule of the first man is within himself, it is conscience.

The rule of the other is outside, it is opinion.

The goal of this chapter is to show the origin and the effects of this opinion (YTC,
CVKk, 1, pp. 62-63).

f. The recompense of the man who follows honor is more assured and more im-
mediate than thar of the one who follows virtue. That is why men have never taught [that
(ed.)] virtue is in view of God and of yourself, honor in view of opinion. Why? So
that you can place in the other world the recompense of those who submit to the
laws of honor. Judgment, discernment, spiritual effort are necessary for virtue; only
memory is necessary to conform to honor.

[In the margin: Honor, visible rule, convenient for actions, less perfect, more sure./

Sometimes finally the rule makes an action indifferent in the eyes of virtue into
a matter of glory or of shame. Virtue, flexible; honor, inflexible] (YT'C, CVKk, 1,
p. 60).
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within feudal society. I will explain it with the aid of what precedes, and I
will explain what precedes by it.8

I do not have to search here when and how the aristocracy of the Middle
Ages was born, why it separated itself so profoundly from the rest of the
nation, what had established and consolidated its power. I find it in place,
and I seek to understand why it considered most human actions in such a
particular light.

What strikes me first is that in the feudal world actions were not always
praised or blamed by reason of their intrinsic value, but that sometimes
they happened to be valued solely in relation to the author or the subject
of the actions, which is repugnant to the general conscience of humanity.
So certain actions that dishonored a nobleman were indifferent on the part
of the commoner; others changed character depending on whether the per-
son who suffered them belonged to the aristocracy or lived outside of it.

When these different opinions were born, the nobility formed a separate
body, in the middle of the people, whom it dominated from the inaccessible
heights to which it had withdrawn. To maintain this particular position
that created its strength, it not only needed political privileges; it had to
have virtues and vices for its exclusive use [in order to continue to distin-
guish itself in all things from what was outside or below it].

That some particular virtue or some particular vice belonged to the
nobility rather than to commoners; that some particular action was neu-
tral when it involved a villein or blameworthy when it concerned a no-
bleman, that is what was often arbitrary; but that honor or shame was
attached to the actions of a man depending on his condition, that is what
resulted from the very constitution of an aristocratic society. That was
seen, in fact, in all the countries that had an aristocracy. As long as a single
vestige of it remains, these singularities are still found: to seduce a young
woman of color hardly harms the reputation of an American man; to
marry her dishonors him.h

g. A draft of what follows exists in YT'C, CVKk, 1 (pp. 64—73). Tocqueville noted on
the jacket: “Review carefully these variants [illegible word] #his 25 October 1839.

“Piece that I reworked so laboriously that I fear that I have ruined it.

“October 1839” (YI'C, CVk, 1, p. 64).

h. Edouard considers it of the greatest [importance? (ed.)] to include this./
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In certain cases, feudal honor prescribed vengeance and stigmatized par-
doning insults; in others it imperiously commanded men to master them-
selves; it ordered forgetting self. It did not make a law of humanity or of
gentleness; but it praised generosity; it valued liberality more than benev-
olence; it allowed someone to enrich himself by games of chance, by war,
but not by work; it preferred great crimes to small gains. Greed revolted it
less than avarice, violence often pleased it, while guile and treason always
appeared contemptible to it.

These bizarre notions were not born solely out of the caprice of those
who had conceived them.

A class that has succeeded in putting itself above and at the head of all
the others, and that makes constant efforts to maintain itself at thissupreme
rank, must particularly honor the virtues that have grandeur and brilliance,
and that can be easily combined with pride and love of power. Such a class

It is impossible that there is not something useful to draw from the opinions of
the Americans on Blacks and from the opinion suggested to them by the presence of
Blacks.

In the South of the United States:

It is shameful to become familiar with a Black, to receive one at home even though
he is free and rich, unspeakable to marry one.

It is not shameful to mistreat one, to seduce one. A host of actions, rebuked when
they concern a white, are not suppressed by public opinion when they concern a
Black. There are certain virtues and certain vices that are thought to be principally
appropriate to him.

In the same portion of the Union, it is glorious to be idle, to be a duelist, a good
horseman, a good hunter, to be magnificent in manners, opulent, generous, not to
let others be disrespectful to you, to be very susceptible to insults, to keep your word
scrupulously, little esteem for industry.

These are in a word the opinions of the aristocracy of the Middle Ages (the op-
posite of what is seen in the North, so that from one side aristocratic honor, from
the other democratic) modified and softened by these causes.

It is not a warrior aristocracy.

Its position gives it the taste for the acquisition of wealth and for agriculture.

Its intimate connection with the North suggests to it many opinions not in har-
mony with the social state and that it would not have if it was isolated.

The absence of hierarchy in its ranks./

The difficulty of making use of all of that is that what I have just said constitutes
an aristocratic honor and that, as to America, my goal and my interest is to get im-
perceptibly into democratic honor. That is, however, very interesting and could per-
haps be placed at the head of America (Rubish, 2).
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is not afraid of upsetting the natural order of conscience, in order to put
these virtues above all the others. You even conceive that it readily raises
certain bold and brilliant vices above peaceful and modest virtues. It is in
a way forced to do so by its condition.

[#These singular opinions arise naturally from the singularities of the
social state.#]

Before all virtues and in the place of a great number of them, the nobles
of the Middles Ages put military courage [while they considered fear as the
most shameful and most irreparable of weaknesses].

That too was a singular opinion that arose necessarily from the singu-
larity of the social state.

Feudal aristocracy was born by war and for war; it had found its power
in arms and it maintained it by arms; so nothing was more necessary for it
than military courage; and it was natural that the aristocracy glorified it
above all the rest. So everything that exhibited military courage externally,
even if it were at the expense of reason and humanity, was approved and
often commanded by the aristocracy. The whim of men was found only in
the detail.

That a man regarded receiving a slap on the cheek as an enormous insult
and was obliged to kill in single combat the man who had lightly struck
him in this way, that was arbitrary; but that a nobleman could not receive
an insult peacefully and was dishonored if he allowed himself to be struck
without fighting, that sprang from the very principles and needs of a mili-
tary aristocracy.

So it was true, to a certain point, to say that honor had capricious aspects;
but the caprices of honor were always confined within certain necessary
limits. This particular rule, called honor by our fathers, is so far from seem-
ing to me an arbitrary law, that I would easily undertake to connectits most
incoherent and most bizarre prescriptions to a small number of fixed and
invariable needs of feudal societies.

If I followed feudal honor into the field of politics, I would not have
any more difficulty explaining its workings.

The social state and political institutions of the Middle Ages were such
that national power never directly governed the citizens. National power
did not so to speak exist in their eyes; each man knew only a certain man
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whom he was obliged to obey. It was by the latter that, without knowing
it, all the others were attached. So in feudal societies, all public order turned
on the sentiment of fidelity to the very person of the lord. That destroyed,
you fell immediately into anarchy.

Fidelity to the political head was, moreover, a sentiment whose value all
the members of the aristocracy saw every day, for each one of them was at
the same time lord and vassal and had to command as well as obey.

To remain faithful to your lord, to sacrifice yourself for him as needed,
to share his good or bad fortune, to help him in his undertakings whatever
they were, such were the first prescriptions of feudal honor in political mat-
ters. The treason of the vassal was condemned by opinion with an extraor-
dinary severity. A particularly ignominious name was created for it; it was
called a felony.

[#Fidelity to the feudal head becomes {on the contrary, a kind of
religion}. #]

You find, on the contrary, in the Middle Ages only a few traces of a
passion that animated ancient societies [#and that reappeared among mod-
ern ones as the feudal world was transformed.#]. I mean patriotism.J The

very noun patriotism is not old in our language.?

j. Of patriotism.

(How to link this to democracy?)

[In the margin: Parallel of ancient and modern patriotism.

The Romans and the Americans, real, profound, dogmatic, simple, rational, ego-
istic, superficial, talkative.]

To judge patriotism, it must not be taken when it acts in the direction of the
passions that serve it as a vehicle, but on the contrary when it must struggle against
those same passions. When I see the French people rushing to the borders in 1792, 1
am in doubt about whether they came to defend France or the Revolution thatassured
the triumph of democracy [v: equality]. But when in Rome the Senate goes as a body
before Varro, man of the people, raised by the caprice of the people to the Consulate,
and thanks him for not having lost hope in the country, I see into the bottom of
hearts and I no longer doubt.

I do not claim that the patriotism that is combined with an interest of party is a
thing without value. I am only saying that to judge it well, it must be reduced to itself.
Everything that shakes the human heart and calls it beyond the material interests of
life, and raises it above fear of death is a great thing (YT'C, CVKk, 1, pp. 13-14).

2. The word pattie itself is found among French authors only after the XVIth century.
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Feudal institutions concealed country from view; they made love of it
less necessary. They caused the nation to be forgotten while making you
passionate about one man. Consequently you do not see that feudal honor
ever made it a strict law to remain faithful to your country.

It is not that love of country did not exist in the hearts of our fathers; but
it formed a kind of weak and obscure instinct, which became clearer and
stronger as classes were destroyed and [#political #] power was centralized.

This is clearly seen in the contrasting judgments that the peoples of Eu-
rope bring to the different facts of their history, depending on the gener-
ation that judges them. What principally dishonored the High Constable
de Bourbon in the eyes of his contemporaries is that he bore arms against
his king; what dishonors him most in our eyes is that he waged war on his
country. We stigmatize his actions as much as our ancestors, but for other
reasons.

I have chosen feudal honor to clarify my thought, because feudal honor
has more marked and better features than any other. I could have taken my

example from elsewhere; I would have reached the same end by another
road.k

k. T have only wanted to examine among feudal peoples solely the opinions of the
aristocratic class. But if I had descended into the detail of these complicated societies
#and if T had contemplated separately the different classes that formed the social
body#, I would have found (illegible word) an analogous spectacle.

In each one of the classes #of feudal society# as well as within the aristocracy
reigned in fact a public opinion that distributed in a sovereign way praise and blame
according to a rule that it had created for its own use {and that was not always} con-
sistent . . .

[In the margin: #All of this is not necessary in itself, but slows and hinders the
movement of the piece. To have it copied separately and probably to delete (illegible
word).

Ideas to introduce somewhere in the portrait of the feudal world.#]

The particular condition of the men who composed these classes suggested to them
a particular esteem for certain human actions and a very special scorn for certain
others, and it led them to attach to some of their actions glory or shame, according
to a measure that was their own. In that time, opinions, although aristocratic, colored
more or less all human opinions; it was easy, however, to recognize a bourgeois honor,
one of villeins, one of serfs, like an honor of nobles. Each one of them differed from
aristocratic honor in its rules and was similar to it in its cause and in its objective
(YTC, CVKk, 1, pp. 71-72).



HONOR IN THE UNITED STATES 1102

Although we know the Romans less well than our ancestors, we none-
theless know that there existed among them, in regard to glory and dis-
honor, particular opinions that did not flow only from general notions of
good and evil. Many human actions there were considered in a different
light, depending on whether it concerned a citizen or a foreigner, a free man
or a slave; certain vices were glorified, certain virtues were raised above all
others.

“Now in that time,” says Plutarch in the life of Coriolanus, “valor was
honored and valued in Rome above all other virtues. What attests to this
is that it was called virzus, the very noun for virtue, attributing the name
of the common type to a particular species. So much so that virtue in Latin
was just like saying valor.” Who does not recognize in that the particular
need of that singular association formed to conquer the world?

Each nation will lend itself to analogous observations; for, asI said above,
every time that men gather together in a particular society, a code of honor
becomes immediately established among them, that is to say an ensemble
of opinions that is proper to them about what must be praised or blamed;
and these particular rules always have their source in the special habits and
special interests of the association.

That applies, in a certain measure, to democratic societies as to others.
We are going to find the proof of it among the Americans.?

You still find scattered, among the opinions of the Americans, a few
detached notions of the ancient aristocratic honor of Europe. These tra-
ditional opinions are in very small number; they have weak roots and little
power. Itis a religion of which you allow a few temples to continue to exist,
but in which you no longer believe.

Amid these half-obliterated notions of an exotic honor, appear a few new
opinions that constitute what could today be called American honor.

I have shown how the Americans were pushed incessantly toward com-

3. 1 am speaking here about the Americans™ who inhabit the countries where slavery does
not exist. They are the only ones who can present the complete image of a democratic society.

m. In the drafts: “I am speaking principally about the Americans of New England
and of the states without slaves” (Rubish, 2).
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merce and industry. Their origin, their social state, their political institu-
tions, and the very place that they inhabit draw them irresistibly in this
direction. So they form, at present, an almost exclusively industrial and
commercial association, placed at the heart of a new and immense country
thatits principal purpose is to exploit. Such is the characteristic feature that,
today, most particularly distinguishes the American people from all the
others.

All the peaceful virtues that tend to give a regular bearing to the social
body and tend to favor trade must therefore be especially honored among
this people, and you cannot neglect them without falling into public
scorn.

All the turbulent virtues that often give brilliance, but even more often
give trouble to a society, occupy on the contrary a subordinate rank in the
opinion of this same people. You can neglect them without losing the es-
teem of your fellow citizens, and you would perhaps risk losing it by ac-
quiring them.

The Americans make no less an arbitrary classification of the vices.

There are certain tendencies, blameworthy in the eyes of the general
reason and of the universal conscience of humanity, that find themselves
in agreement with the particular and temporary needs of the American
association; and it condemns them only weakly, sometimes it praises
them. I will cite particularly the love of wealth and the secondary ten-
dencies that are connected to it. In order to clear, to make fruitful, to
transform this vast uninhabited continent that is his domain, the Amer-
ican must have the daily support of an energetic passion; this passion can
only be the love of wealth; so the passion for wealth has no stigmaattached
to it in America, and provided that it does not go beyond the limits as-
signed to it by public order, it is honored. The American calls a noble and
estimable ambition what our fathers of the Middle Ages named servile
cupidity; in the same way the American gives the name of blind and bar-
baric fury to the conquering fervor and warrior spirit that threw our fa-
thers into new battles every day.

In the United States, fortunes are easily destroyed and rise again. The
country is without limits and full of inexhaustible resources. The people
have all the needs and all the appetites of a being who is growing, and
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whatever efforts he makes, he is always surrounded by more goods than he
is able to grasp. What is to be feared among such a people is not the ruin
of a few individuals, soon repaired, it is the inactivity and indolence of all.
Boldness in industrial enterprises is the first cause of its rapid progress, its
strength, its grandeur. Industry is for it like a vast lottery in which a small
number of men lose every day, but in which the State wins constantly; so
such a people must see boldness with favor and honor it in matters of in-
dustry. Now, every bold enterprise imperils the fortune of the one who
devotes himself to it and the fortune of all those who trust in him. The
Americans, who make commercial temerity into a kind of virtue, cannot,
in any case whatsoever, stigmatize those who are daring.

That is why in the United States such a singular indulgence is shown
for the merchant who goes bankrupt; the honor of the latter does not
suffer from such an accident. In that, the Americans differ, not only
from European peoples, but from all the commercial nations of today;
but then, in their position and their needs, they do not resemble any of
them.

In America, all the vices that are of a nature to alter the purity of morals
and to destroy the conjugal union are treated with a severity unknown to
the rest of the world. That contrasts strangely, at first view, with the tol-
erance that is shown there on other points. You are surprised to meetamong
the same people a morality so lax and so austere.

These things are not as inconsistent as you suppose. Public opinion, in
the United States, only mildly represses love of wealth, which serves the
industrial greatness and prosperity of the nation; and it particularly con-
demns bad morals, which distract the human mind from the search for well-
being and disturbs the internal order of the family, so necessary to the suc-
cess of business. So in order to be respected by their fellows, Americans are
forced to yield to regular habits. In this sense you can say that they put their
honor in being chaste.

American honor agrees with the old honor of Europe on one point: it
puts courage at the head of virtues, and makes it the greatest of moral
necessities for man; but it does not envisage courage in the same way.

In the United States, warrior valor is little prized; the courage that is
known the best and esteemed the most is the one that makes you face the
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furies of the Ocean in order to arrive earliest in port, bear without com-
plaint the miseries of the wilderness, and its solitude, more cruel than all
the miseries; the courage that makes you almost insensitive to the sudden
reversal of a fortune painfully acquired, and immediately suggests new ef-
forts to build a new one. Courage of this type is principally necessary for
the maintenance and the prosperity of the American association, and it is
particularly honored and glorified by it. You cannot show yourself lacking
in it, without dishonor.

I find a final feature; it will really put the idea of this chapter into relief.

In a democratic society, like that of the United States, where fortunes
are small and poorly assured, everyone works, and work leads to everything.
That has turned the point of honor around and directed it againstidleness.

I sometimes met in America rich young men, enemies by temperament
of all difficult effort, who were forced to take up a profession. Their nature
and their fortune allowed them to remain idle; public opinion imperiously
forbid it to them, and they had to obey.” I have often seen, on the contrary,
among European nations where the aristocracy still struggles against the
torrent that carries it along, I have seen, I say, men goaded constantly by
their needs and their desires who remain idle in order not to lose the esteem
of their equals, and who subject themselves more easily to boredom and
want than to work.

Who does notsee in these two so opposite obligations two different rules,
both of which emanate nonetheless from honor?

What our fathers called honor above all was, truly speaking, only one
of its forms. They gave a generic name to what was only a type. [If the
aristocratic honor of the Middle Ages had more marked features and a
physiognomy more extraordinary than all that had preceded and followed
it, that was only because it was born amidst the most exceptional social
state that ever existed and the one most removed from the natural and
ordinary condition of humanity. Never in fact, in our western world, had
men been separated by so many artificial barriers and felt more particular

n. To the side: “<The question is to know if I must say only that about America. I
believe that the reader expects more and would be surprised.>”
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needs.]° So honor is found in democratic centuries as in times of aris-
tocracy. But it will not be difficult to show that in the former it presents
another physiognomy.

Not only are its prescriptions different, we are going to see that they are
fewer and less clear and that its laws are followed with less vigor.

A caste is always in a much more particular situation than a people. There
is nothing more exceptional in the world than a small society always com-
posed of the same families, like the aristocracy of the Middle Ages, for
example, and whose objective is to concentrate and to hold enlightenment,
wealth and power in its hands exclusively and by heredity.

Now, the more exceptional the position of a society is, the more nu-
merous are its special needs, and the more the notions of its honor, which
correspond to its needs, increase.

So the prescriptions of honor will always be fewer among a people that
is not divided into castes, than among another. If nations come to be es-
tablished where it is difficult even to find classes, honor will be limited there
to a small number of precepts, and those precepts will be less and less re-
moved from the moral laws adopted by the generality of humanity.

Thus the prescriptions of honor will be less bizarre and fewer in a dem-
ocratic nation than in an aristocratic one.

They will also be more obscure; that results necessarily from what
precedes.

Since the characteristic features of honor are less numerous and less sin-
gular, it must often be difficult to discern them.

There are still other reasons.

Among the aristocratic nations of the Middle Ages the generations suc-
ceeded each other in vain; each family was like an immortal and perpetually
immobile man;P ideas varied scarcely more than conditions.

o. In the margin: “Piece to delete probably. To see again.”
p- To the side: “<Good sentence, but which is, I believe, found elsewhere.>”
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So each man had always before his eyes the same objects, which he en-
visaged from the same point of view; little by little he saw into the slightest
details, and his perception could not fail, in the long run, to become clear
and distinct. Thus, not only did the men of feudal times have very extraor-
dinary opinions that constituted their honor, but also each one of these
opinions was shaped in their minds in a clear-cut and precise way.

It can never be the same in a country like America, where all the citizens
are in motion; where society, itself changing every day, changes its opinions
with its needs. In such a country, you catch a glimpse of the rule of honor;
you rarely have the leisure to consider it intently.

Were society immobile, it would still be difficult to fix the meaning that
must be given to the word honor.

In the Middle Ages, since each class had its honor, the same opinion was
never accepted simultaneously by a very great number of men, which al-
lowed giving it a fixed and precise form; all the more so since all those who
accepted it, all having a perfectly identical and very exceptional position,
found a natural disposition to agree on the prescriptions of a law that was
made only for them alone.

Honor thus became a complete and detailed code in which everything
was foreseen and ordered in advance, and which presented a fixed and al-
ways visible rule to human actions. Among a democratic nation like the
American people, where ranks are mixed and where the entire society forms
only a single mass, all of whose elements are analogous without being en-
tirely the same, you can never exactly agree in advance about what s allowed
and forbidden by honor.

There exist indeed, within this people, certain national needs that give
birth to common opinions in the matter of honor; but such opinions never
present themselves at the same time, in the same manner and with equal
force to the mind of all the citizens; the law of honor exists, but it often
lacks interpreters.

The confusion is even still greater in a democratic country like ours,din
which the different classes that composed the old society, starting to mingle

q. The manuscript says: “. . . among a people in which the different classes . . .”
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without yet being able to blend, bring to each other every day the various
and often contradictory notions of their honor; in which each man, fol-
lowing his caprices, abandons one part of the opinions of his fathers and
holds onto the other; so that amid so many arbitrary measures, a common
rule can never be established. It is nearly impossible then to say in advance
what actions will be honored or stigmatized. These are miserable times, but
they do not last.

Among democratic nations, honor, not being well defined, is necessarily
less powerful; for it is difficult to apply with certainty and firmness a law
that is imperfectly known.! Public opinion, which is the natural and sov-
ereign interpreter of the law of honor, not seeing distinctly in which di-
rection it is appropriate to tip blame or praise, only delivers its judgment
with hesitation. Sometimes it happens that it contradicts itself; often it re-
mains immobile and lets things happen.

[#The law of honor, were it clear, would still be weak among democratic
peoples by the sole fact that its not very numerous prescriptions are few.
For the principal strength of a body of laws comes from the fact that it
extends at the same time to a multitude of matters and, every day in a
thousand diverse ways, bends the human mind to obedience. A law that
provides for just a few cases and that is only applied here and there is always
feeble.

Now, the prescriptions of honor are always more numerous and less de-
tailed to the extent that classes, not being as close to each other, have fewer
interests apart from the mass and fewer particular needs. #]

The relative weakness of honor in democracy is due to several other
causes.

In aristocratic countries, the same honor is never accepted except by a
certain, often limited number of men, always separated from the rest of
their fellows. So honor easily mixes and mingles, in the minds of those men,

r. “<Delicate idea and a little subtle but true at bottom. To include./

“The pleasure that honor gives is an intellectual and moral enjoyment that must lose
its value like all the others of this type in democratic centuries, even if the notions
of honor did not become fewer and more confused>” (In the jacket wHY MEN ...,
Rubish, 2).
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with the idea of all that distinguishes them. It appears to them like the
distinctive feature of their physiognomy; they apply its different rules with
all the ardor of personal interest, and if I can express myself in this way,
they bring passion to obeying it.

This truth manifests itself very clearly when you read the customary laws
of the Middle Ages, on the point of legal duels.s You see there that the
nobles were bound, in their quarrels, to use the lance and the sword, while
the villeins used the cudgel with each other, “it being understood,” the laws
add, “that the villeins have no honor” That did not mean, as we imagine
today, that those men were dishonorable; it meant only that their actions
were not judged by the same rules as those of the aristocracy.t

s. The duel. Why the duel diminishes as nations become more democratic. The pro-
gress of public reason is not a sufficient cause. The duel is the sanction of the law of
civility. When the law becomes uncertain and is almost abolished, it ceases by itself.
But it remains a means of vengeance.

[In the margin: Almost purposeless efforts of the legislators of today who want to
destroy the duel. The duel is attacked by a general cause more powerful than legis-
lation, and that cause alone is strong enough to destroy it.]

No one fights in the United States for conventional insults, but for insults thatare
considered as mortal in the eyes of reason, such as the subornation of a woman or
of a girl, for example. And then they fight to the death. The custom of the duel must
tend to disappear everywhere military aristocratic honor is disappearing. So what I
said in the preceding chapter explains sufficiently why the custom of the duel is grad-
ually growing weaker among modern peoples and particularly among democratic
nations. But there are still other reasons, and were the duel held in honor by the
opinion of these peoples it would still be more difficult to find the occasion to fight
a duel.

Great number of those to whom it would be necessary to answer.

Uncertainty of the insult. The duel no longer keeps order. Men do not kill each
other and (illegible word) to take (illegible word); the duel for conventional insult
must first disappear, then finally the duel for real insult, rarer duel and more cruel.
Example: United States of the South. States of the North.

Here they still fight, there they do almost nothing more than go to court.

The Americans fight when the Romans murdered (YT'C, Cva, pp. 51—52). During
the judicial year 1828 or 1829, Tocqueville gave a speech on the duel (André Jardin,
Alexis de Tocqueville, p. 75). Beaumont dedicated a long commentary to duels in Ma-
rie (1, pp. 370-77).

t. This paragraph is not found in the manuscript.
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What is astonishing, at first view, is that, when honor reigns with this
tull power, its prescriptions are in general very strange, so that it seems to
be obeyed better the more it appears to diverge from reason; from that it
has sometimes been concluded that feudal honor was strong, because of its
very extravagance.

These two things have, in fact, the same origin; but they are not derived
from each other.

Honor is bizarre in proportion as it represents more particular needs felt
by a smaller number of men; and it is powerful because it represents needs
of this type. So honor is not powerful because it is bizarre; but it is bizarre
and powerful because of the same cause.

I will make another remark.

Among aristocratic peoples, all ranks differ, but all ranks are fixed; each
man occupies in his sphere a place that he cannot leave, and in which he
lives amid other men bound around him in the same way. So among these
nations, no one can hope or fear not being seen; there is no man placed so
low who does not have his stage, and who can, by his obscurity, escape from
blame or from praise.

In democratic States, on the contrary, where all citizens are merged in
the same crowd and are constantly in motion, public opinion has nothing
to hold on to; its subject disappears at every instant and escapes." So honor
will always be less imperious and less pressing; for honor acts only with the
public in mind, different in that from simple virtue,¥ which lives on its own
and is satisfied with its testimony.

u. <Public opinion, which is the sovereign judge in the matter of honor, is often
uncertain. It does not discern clearly> for it is difficult to apply with certainty and
firmness a rule that is only imperfectly known. So public opinion, which is the natural
and sovereign interpreter of honor, almost always strikes while hesitating and often
its voice is lost amid the thousand discordant noises that arise on all sides, and since
it constantly changes interpreters you always imagine that its decision is not without
appeal (In the jacket WHY THE MEN . . ., Rubish, 2).

v. Montesquieu spoke about our honor and not about honor./
Virtue. More perfect rule, less easy to follow./
We must never lose sight of this capital difference between virtue and honor, that
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virtue leads men to want to do good for the pleasure of the good, that is at least its
claim, while honor, by its own admission, has for principal and almost unique goal
to be seen and approved. It is always a bit of a theatrical virtue.

All of my deduction of ideas does not, up to now, provide me with the reason for
this (Rubish, 2).

On the jacket of the manuscript you read: “Read what Montesquieu wrote on honor,
books III, IV and XXVIII.” A jacket of the rubish of this chapter bears the following
note: “In these rubish there are several good ideas that I left behind and that it would be
good to reexamine.” This jacket contains two unpublished letters. The first is a letter of
M. Feuillet, of the Royal Institute, to Hervé de Tocqueville, in which he mentions that
he has not been able to find a treatise on the dispositions of the preconception of honor
and that he recommends reading the Encyclopédie and books 111, IV, and XXVIII of
LEsprit des lois. The second is a letter from Hervé de Tocqueville to his son, that we
reproduce here in full:

Paris, 17 January 1838.

I received your letter the evening before yesterday, my good friend. I wentyesterday
morning to see M. Feuillet. He asked me for twenty-four hours to research the doc-
uments that could enlighten you. You will see from his response, which I am sending
to you, that he found nothing. I am going to try to gather from my memory some-
thing that may in part compensate for it.

Honor can be defined as the sentiment that leads to sacrificing everything to escape
the scorn of your fellows, even life, even on some occasions virtue and religion.

In the article of the Encyclopédie cited by M. Feuillet you find the following def-
inition: “The sentiment of esteem for yourself is the most delightful of all, but the
most virtuous man is often overwhelmed by the weight of his imperfection and secks
in the looks, in the bearing of men, the expression of an esteem that reconciles him
with himself.

“From that two kinds of honor, that which is based within ourselves, on what we
are; that which is in others, based on what they think of us.

“In the man of the people, honor is the esteem that he has for himself, and his
right to the esteem of the public derives from his exactitude in observing certain laws
established by prejudices and by custom.

“Of these laws, some conform to reason, others are opposed to it. Honor among
the most civilized nations can therefore be attached sometimes to estimable qualities
and actions, often to destructive practices, sometimes to extravagant customs, some-
times even to vices.

“But why is this changing honor, almost always principal in governments, always
so bizarre? Why is it placed in puerile or destructive practices? Why does it sometimes
impose duties condemned by nature, purified reason and virtue? And why in certain
times is it particularly attributed to certain qualities, certain actions, and in other
times to actions and to qualities of an opposite type?
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“The great principle of utility of David Hume must be recalled: it is utility that
always decides our esteem. But certain qualities, certain talents are at various times
more or less useful. Honored at first, they are less so afterward.

“If the communal status of women is not established, conjugal fidelity will be their
honor. Since it is not believed that a woman can fail in fidelity to a respectable man,
the honor of the husband depends on the chastity of his wife.”

Such is the summary of the article from the Encyclopédie relating to the subject
that concerns you. There is a profound sense in the sentence that relates the estab-
lishment and maintenance of the various types of honor to utility. In fact there existed
in the old monarchy first a general honor and a special one for each profession. Gen-
eral honor consisted of abstaining from all that merits scorn. Special honor was in-
separable from virtue and from integrity among magistrates, tradesmen, merchants.
Only in the military profession could honor be outside of virtue, act apart from it
and sometimes in opposition to it.

As civilization advanced, the aberrations of military honor penetrated the middle
class and little by little extended to the lowest ranks. Currently it is understood dif-
ferently in many respects. But the prejudice that an insult must be washed away by
blood has survived. This is how a murderer believes he can erase the shame of his
crime and attenuate it in fact by suicide, which is an additional crime.

I am going to speak about special honors. 1. That of the nobility. It obliged the
nobility to devote itself to the service of the State in the profession of arms, to sacrifice
for the State its life and if needed its fortune. The gentleman guilty of a crime was
not dishonored if he was beheaded. Another punishment dishonored him and his
descendants.

He could not marry inappropriately without failing in honor. Nonetheless, in the
XVIIIth century, wealth was accepted in order to compensate for birth.

He could not exercise the mechanical arts, or do commerce. Only in Brittany, he
put down his sword, went to do maritime commerce and, upon returning, took up
his sword again. His quality of nobleman was as if suspended during his absence.

I believe that the nobleman could not subscribe to letters of exchange without
staining his honor. He could indeed not pay suppliers, but the word bankruptcy
would have dishonored him. It was the same if he did not pay gambling debts, wagers
and other debts with written proof of indebtedness.

He had to be sensitive to insults and disposed to demand satisfaction. From that
the proverb: being contradicted is worth being struck with the sword. A blow could
be expiated only by the death of one of the two combatants. The refusal to fightand
even hesitation to accept a duel caused dishonor. But also, the dishonor that should
have accompanied a lot of blameworthy actions was erased by the duel. You remained
guilty before the law and conscience, but ceased to be so according to honor.

It goes without saying that every base action took away honor. Moreover, there
was, I believe, neither code nor court. Opinion judged, and it was more or less severe.
When it had condemned, the stain was permanent. The unfortunate whom it had
reached was obliged to hide himself to avoid awful affronts. Louis XIV had in truth
created the court of the Marshals of France which exercised a certain jurisdiction as
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If the reader has well grasped all that precedes, he must have understood
that there exists, between inequality of conditions and what we have called
honor, a close and necessary connection that, if I am not wrong, had not
yet been clearly pointed out. So I must make a final effort to bring it clearly

to light.w

regards honor, but I believe it concerned itself above all with the causes of duels. M.
Feuillet promised me to do research on this subject. In sum, the nobleman was more
dishonored than the commoner for actions that would have stained the honor of the
latter. You saw yourself as dishonored by a blow of the sovereign because you could
not demand satisfaction from him.

The honor of the magistrate was something else entirely. A duel would have dis-
honored him. His honor consisted of integrity, decency of conduct, a quiet life and
a busy existence.

The tradesman was not dishonored if he refused to fight. His honor consisted of
running his company well, of the clarity of his enterprises, exactitude in fulfilling his
engagements, his fidelity, integrity in supplies.

There more or less, my good friend, is all that I can say on this subject. All that
formerly existed has left a trace that you can see. Only honor was much more delicate
and punctilious than it is now. Material interests invade the ground of honor and
you allow many things that would have made you blush formerly, and that in all ranks
and in all classes.

Cold is always hard and I am concerned about you. Tell Marie that I thank her
for her letter. I have begun to answer her. I do not have the time to finish today. Kiss
her for me and tell her to kiss you for me.

A thousand tender regards to Edouard and his family. A thousand friendly greet-
ings from mother Guermarquer.

If I get new information, I will send it immediately./

The man declared dishonored by opinion was forced by his fellows, colleagues or
comrades to give his resignation.

In January 1838, Kergorlay, on a visit to Baugy for four days, probably helped Tocqueville
in drafting this chapter. The author wrote to Beaumont on 18 January: “Louis has just
spent four days here; I was at that moment zangled in a system of ideas from which I
could not extricate myself. It was a true intellectual cul-de-sac, which he got me out of
in a few hours. This boy has in him a veritable mine from which he alone cannot and
does not know how to draw” (Correspondance avec Beaumont, OC, V111, 1, p. 279). The
papers of the heirs of Tocqueville contain a manuscript from Kergorlay on honor with
this commentary from the author: “Very remarkable piece by Louis de Kergorlay. To see
again, if I do a second edition.”
w. <If the reader has clearly grasped all that precedes, he must have understood that
there exists a singular correlation between inequality of conditions and what we have
called honor. These are two facts that derive necessarily from each other.
As conditions become equal within a people and as the citizens become more equal
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A nation takes up a separate position within humanity. Apart from cer-
tain general needs inherent in the human species, it has its own particular
interests and needs. Immediately established within the nation in the mat-
ter of blame and praise are certain opinions that are its own and that its
citizens call honor.

Within this same nation, a caste becomes established, which, separating
itself in turn from all the other classes, contracts particular needs, and the
latter, in turn, give rise to special opinions.* The honor of this caste, bizarre
mixture of the particular notions of the nation and of the still more par-
ticular notions of the caste, will diverge as far as you can imagine from the
simple and general opinions of men. We have reached the extreme point;
let us go back.

Ranks mingle, privileges are abolished. Since the men who compose the
nation have again become similar and equal, their interests and their needs
blend, and you see successively vanish all the singular notions that each caste
called honor; honor now derives only from the particular needs of the na-
tion itself; it represents its individuality among peoples.

If it were finally allowed to suppose that all races were blended and that
all the peoples of the world had reached the point of having the same in-
terests, the same needs, and of no longer being different from each other
by any characteristic feature, you would cease entirely to attribute a con-
ventional value to human actions; everyone would envisage them in the
same light; the general needs of humanity, which conscience reveals to every
man, would be the common measure. Then, you would no longer find in
this world anything except the simple and general notions of good and evil,
to which would be linked, by a natural and necessary bond, the ideas of
praise and blame.

and more similar, honor does not disappear, but it becomes less strange in its precepts,
less absolute and less powerful> (Rubish, 2).

x. In the margin: “<Here this eternal question presents itself. Is it opinion that gave
birth to fact or fact, opinion?>>
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Thus finally to contain in a single formula my whole thought, it is
the dissimilarities and the inequalities of men that created honor; it
grows weaker as these differences fade away, and it would disappear with
them.Y

y. On a sheet at the end of the manuscript:

To copy separately./

Of all religions, the one that has most considered the human species in its unity
and has had most in view in its laws the general needs of humanity, leaving aside
social state, laws, times and places, is the Christian religion.

So Christian peoples have always been and will always be very constrained in using
honor whatever honor may be. It is [what (ed.)] has been the weakness of Christianity
in certain periods and among certain peoples, but that is also what has established its
general strength and what assures its perpetuity./

This reflection came to me today, 11 February, while reading the Imitation. This
book was written amid all the prejudices of honor of the Middle Ages and in the
country where honor reigned most despotically, and the book combats them all. It
is true that Thomas d’A. [Thomas Kempis (ed.)] sometimes, according to me, forgets
the general principles of Christianity in order to start at the particular duties of the
religious state and on this point you could say that he combats the notions of aris-
tocratic honor with those of monastic honor.
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CHAPTER I9*

Why in the United States You Find So Many
Ambitious Men and So Few Great Ambitions®

The first thing that strikes you in the United States is the innumerable
multitude of those who seek to leave their original condition; and the sec-
ond is the small number of great ambitions which stand out among this
universal movement of ambition.¢ There are no Americans who do not

a. The democratic revolution must be clearly distinguished from democracy.

As long as the revolution lasts, ambitions are very great, but they become small
when the revolution has ended.

Why:

When democracy does not prevent ambitions from being born, it at least gives
them a particular character.

What this character is.

That we must try in our time to purify and to regulate ambition, but we have to
be afraid of hindering it too much and impoverishing it (YI'C, CV1, pp. 47—43).

b. “The chapter should rather be entitled of the greatness of desires” (Rubish, 2).
c. In the rubish:

Ambition in democracies./

[In the margin: A great part ideas of Louis.]

When you examine this subject attentively, you arrive at thinking this:

Democracy immensely augments the number of ambitious men and decreases the
number of great ambitions. It makes all men aim a bit beyond where they are; it
prevents almost anyone from aiming very far.

The cause of that is in equality of conditions. Equality of conditions and the
absence of classifications gives all men the ability to change their position; these same
causes prevent any man from being naturally and reasonably led to aim for a very
elevated situation.

Kings think naturally of conquering kingdoms, the nobleman of governing the
State or of acquiring glory. Placed very high, these great goals are close to them; and
their situation as well as their taste pushes them naturally to seize them. The poor
aim to acquire a mediocre fortune. Men who have a mediocre fortune aim to become

1116
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appear to be devoured by the desire to rise; but you see hardly any who
seem to nourish very vast hopes or to aim very high. All want constantly
to acquire property, reputation, power; few envisage all these things on a
large scale. And at first view that is surprising, since you notice nothing,
either in the mores or in the laws of America, that should limit desires and
prevent them from taking off in all directions.d

rich. These goals are not as great as the first if you consider them in an absolute way;
from a relative point of view they are not smaller. The desires that lead men toward
the first and toward the second are the same.

#Sometimes, however, within democracies immense ambitions are born, for what
happens to the human body in savage life happens there. All the children who are
born weak die there, those who survive become very strong men. The strength that
made them conquer the first obstacles, pushes them very much farther.#

This, moreover, is applicable only to established and peaceful democracies. In de-
mocracies in revolution ambitions are numerous and great; equality of conditions
allows each man to change place, and fortune puts temporarily within reach of each
man the greatest places. This is what has made some think in a general way that
democracies push men toward great ambitions. The exception has been taken for the
rule. France has served as an example for everything in order to prove the first prop-
osition. This idea is correct in a general way only when you apply it to an army. The
democratic principle introduced into an army cannot fail to create there a multitude
of great ambitions and to push men toward prodigious things. An army at war is
nothing else than a society in revolution. So what I have said above occasionally about
society always applies to an army./

Review all of these ideas, reflect about them well before accepting them. Know if
what I call a state of revolution is not after all the natural state of democracies.

If what I am saying is true, the consequences to draw from it would be important
and of several sorts. A sort of weakening would result in all sentiments, and even in
ideas; the source of great thoughts, of heroic tastes would be not dried up, but di-
minished. The remedy to that (Rubish, 2).

The rubish of this chapter contains the letter of 2 February 1838 of Tocqueville to Ker-
gorlay and the response of Kergorlay dated 6 January, but clearly from the month of
February of the same year. Tocqueville questions the recipient of his letter about the
increase of small and great ambitions in democracies. Kergorlay answers that democ-
racies increase small ambitions, but that he can say nothing about great ones. These two
letters are published in the Correspondance avec Kergorlay, OC, X111, 2, pp. 12-18.

d. On a sheet of the manuscript:

The generative idea of this chapter remains of doubtful truth for two reasons among
others:
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It seems difficult to attribute this singular state of things to equality of
conditions [{democracy}]; for, at the moment when the same equality be-
came established among us, it immediately caused almost limitless ambi-
tions to develop.¢ I believe, however, that it is principally in the social state
and democratic mores of the Americans that the cause of what precedes
must be sought.

Every revolution magnifies the ambition of men. That is above all true
of the revolution that overthrows an aristocracy.f

[The revolution that finally creates a democratic social state must be
clearly distinguished from the democratic social state itself.

When a powerful aristocracy disappears suddenly amid the popular
waves raised against it, it is not only men who change place; laws, ideas,
mores are renewed; the entire world seems to change appearance. The old
order on which humanity rested finally collapses and a new order comes to
light. The authors and the witnesses of these wonders, while contemplating
them, feel as if transported beyond themselves; the grandeur of the things
that are taking place before their eyes and by their hands expands their soul
and fills it with vast thoughts and immense desires.

Ambition then takes on an audacious and grandiose character. Itappears
sometimes disinterested, often sublime. That is due not to the social state
of the people, but to the singular revolution that it is undergoing.]|8

1. The governmental machine is so powerful in democratic centuries that the one
who succeeded in holding it in his hand can easily imagine immense projects.

2. Since all men are more or less similar, you can hope to be understood by all at
the same time and to act on all, which must expand thought and raise the heart.

e. “Is it very sure that if the American statesmen had a great power they would not
have a great ambition?/

“Ambition is desire to act on your fellows, to command them” (Rubish, 2).

f. “Itis clear thatif I succeeded in presenting as an absolute truth that equality destroys
ambition and prevents revolutions, 1 would contradict a great part of my own ideas pre-
viously put forward.

“So I must be very careful there and stick with the possibility of the thing” (Rubish, 2).

g. In the margin: “#All of that upon reading seems to me a bit the amplification of
a man who is groping along. Style of improvisation.#

“Read all of that to Beaumont before deleting it entirely.”
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Since the old barriers that separated the crowd from fame and power
have fallen suddenly, an impetuous and universal upward movement takes
place toward these long desired splendors whose enjoyment is finally al-
lowed. In this first exaltation of triumph, nothing seems impossible to any-
one. Not only do desires have no limits, but the power to satisfy them has
hardly any. Amid this general and sudden renewal of customs and laws, in
this vast confusion of all men and all rules, citizens rise and fall with an
unheard-of rapidity, and power passes so quickly from hand to hand that
no one should despair of seizing it in his turn.

You must remember clearly, moreover, that the men who destroy an ar-
istocracy lived under its laws; they saw its splendors and allowed themselves,
without knowing it, to be penetrated by the sentiments and the ideas that
the aristocracy had conceived. So at the moment when an aristocracy dis-
solves, its spirit still hovers over the mass, and its instincts are conserved for
a long time after it has been vanquished.

So ambitions always appear very great, as long as the democratic
revolution endures; after it has finished, it will still be the same for some
time.

The recollection of the extraordinary events that they have witnessed
does not fade in one day from the memory of men. The passions that rev-
olution had suggested do not disappear with it.? The sentiment of insta-

h. Our civil troubles have brought to light men who, by the immensity of their
genius and of their crimes, have remained in the picture of the past like deformed
but gigantesque masses that constantly and from all sides attract the sight of the
crowd.

[In the margin: 19 September 183;.

2v.

Perhaps to mores strictly speaking.

Depraved ambition.

To ambition perhaps.]

From that is born among us a sort of depraved taste and dishonest admiration for
everything that diverges in whatever fashion from the ordinary dimensions of hu-
manity. You want to escape the common rule, no matter where. Not able to be dif-
ferent by your acts, you seck at least to make yourself extraordinary by your manners;
if you do not do great things, you at least say bizarre things; and often, after you have
failed to be a hero, you do not scorn becoming a remarkable rogue.
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bility is perpetuated amid order. The idea of the ease of success outlives
the strange vicissitudes that have given it birth. Desires remain very vast,
while the means to satisfy them diminishes every day. The taste for great
fortunes subsists, even though great fortunes become rare, and you see tak-
ing fire on all sides disproportionate and unfortunate ambitions that burn
secretly and fruitlessly in the heart that harbors them.

Little by little, however, the last traces of the struggle fade; the remnants
of the aristocracy finally disappear. You forget the great events that accom-
panied its fall; rest follows war, the dominion of rules is reborn within the
new world; desires become proportionate to means; needs, ideas and sen-
timents become linked together; men finally come to the same level; dem-
ocratic society is finally established.

If we consider a democratic people having reached this permanent and
normal state, it will present to us a spectacle entirely different from the one
that we have just contemplated, and we will be able to judge without dif-
ficulty that, if ambition becomes great while conditions are becoming
equal, it loses this characteristic when they are equal.

Since great fortunes are divided and knowledge is widespread, no one is
absolutely deprived of enlightenment or of property; since privileges and
disqualifications of classes are abolished, and since men have forever broken
the bonds that held them immobile, the idea of progress presents itself to
the mind of each one of them; the desire to rise is born at the same time
in all hearts; each man wants to leave his place. Ambition is the universal
sentiment.

Bug, if equality of conditions gives some resources to all citizens, it pre-
vents any one among them from having very extensive resources; this nec-

essarily encloses desires within rather narrow limits.

Since men of genius have been glorious and powerful despite the disorder of their
lives, many men imagine that, lacking genius, disorder suffices [for (ed.)] leading them
to glory and to greatness.

The French Revolution in its inexhaustible fertility produced only a single Mir-
abeau, but today you see swarming a multitude of small disagreeable Mirabeauswho,
lacking the talents of their model, succeed already too well in copying his vices (YT'C,
CVKk, 1, pp. 1-2).
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So among democratic peoples, ambition is ardent and continuous, but
it cannot habitually aim very high; and life ordinarily is spent there ardently
coveting small objects that you see within your reach.J

What above all diverts men of democracies from great ambition is not
the smallness of their fortune, but the violent effort that they make to im-
prove it every day. They force their soul to use all its strength in order to
do mediocre things, which cannot soon fail to limit its view and to circum-
scribe its power. They could be very much poorer and remain greater.

The small number of opulent citizens who are found withinademocracy
do not make an exception to this rule. A man who rises by degrees toward
wealth and power contracts, in this long effort, habits of prudence and
restraint which he cannot afterward give up. You do not gradually enlarge
your soul like your house.k

An analogous remark is applicable to the sons of this same man. They

j- What mustabove all be pointed out in the chapter on ambition is not thatambition
is naturally small or aims at first very low, but [that (ed.)] it is easy ro tire by obstacles.

The softness of souls makes it so that when a goal can be obtained only with much
effort and time, you give up obtaining it and limit yourself to a goal less grand but
easier to attain. I have not made this idea come out enough, idea which is however
capital and presents applications without number. That is how, at the moment (April
1838) when I am dealing with the army, I see clearly that in democracies the soldier
would very much want to be made an officer, but for that it would be necessary to
study, to impose efforts on himself, to run dangers that put him off. He prefers to
await the end of his time, to return to his fields and to work very quietly toward
obtaining well-being for himself.

[In the margin: Ambition is no longer moderate but effeminate.

It is not ambition which is small, it is courage./ Ambition is vulgar rather than
small. Vulgar, there is the true word of the chapter.]

The officer on his part would find it excellent to have the salary, the power and
the general consideration, and he sees nothing that prevents him absolutely from
reaching them. But for that an energy of will, a brilliance, a splendor that costs him
something would be necessary. He prefers to reach the time of his retirement far from
danger and to go to live in his village without working.

This is what explains the picture of Lamoriciére.

All this shows my idea with a new face that must be made into one of the principal
ideas of the chapter (Rubish, 2).

k. On the side: “<All that is perhaps a bit high and mighty.>” The same observation
is also found in the rubish.
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are born, it is true, in a high position, but their parents were humble; they
grew up amid sentiments and ideas which are difficult for them to escape
later; and it is to be believed that the sons will inherit at the same time the
instincts of their father and his property.

It can happen, on the contrary, that the poorest offspring of a powerful
aristocracy exhibits a vast ambition, because the traditional opinions of his
race and the general spirit of his caste still sustain him for some time above
his fortune.

What also prevents the men of democratic times from easily devoting
themselves to the ambition for great things is the time that they foresee
must pass before they are able to embark upon them. “A great advantage
of quality,” Pascal said, “is to put a man, at eighteen or twenty years of age,
in as strong a position as another man would be at fifty; this is thirty years
gained without difficulty.”™ Those thirty years are usually lacking for the
ambitious men of democracies. Equality, which allows each man the ability
to reach everything, prevents him from growing up quickly.

In a democratic society, as elsewhere, there are only a certain number of
great fortunes to make; and because the careers that lead to them are open
to each citizen without distinction, the progress of all must indeed slow
down. Since the candidates appear more or less the same, and since it is
difficult to make a choice from among them without violating the principle
of equality, which is the supreme law of democratic societies, the first idea
that presents itself is to make all march with the same step and to subject
them all to the same tests.

So as men become more similar and as the principle of equality pene-
trates institutions and mores more peacefully and profoundly, the rules for
advancement become more inflexible, advancement slower; the difficulty
of quickly attaining a certain degree of grandeur increases.

By hatred of privilege and by overabundance of choices, you come to
the point of forcing all men, whatever their size, to pass through the same
channel, and you subject them all without distinction to a multitude of
small preliminary exercises, in the middle of which their youth is lost and

m. It refers to pensée 193 of the Lafuma edition.
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their imagination grows dim; so that they despair of ever beingable to enjoy
fully the advantages that you offer to them; and when they are finally able
to do extraordinary things, they have lost the taste for them.

In China, where equality of conditions is very great and very ancient, a
man passes from one public office to another only after being subjected to
a competitive examination. This test is found at each step of his career, and
the idea of it has entered the mores so well that I remember reading a Chi-
nese novel in which the hero, after many vicissitudes, finally touches the
heart of his mistress by doing well on an examination. Great ambitions
breathe badly in such an atmosphere.

What I say about politics extends to everything; equality produces the
same effects everywhere; wherever the law does not undertake to regulate
and to slow the movement of men, competition suffices.

In a well-established democratic society, great and rapid rises are there-
fore rare; they form exceptions to the common rule. It is their singularity
that makes you forget their small number.

The men of democracies end up catching sight of all these things; in
the long run they notice that the legislator opens before them a limitless
field, in which everyone can easily take a few steps, but which no one can
imagine crossing quickly. Between them and the vast and final object of
their desires, they see a multitude of small, intermediary barriers, which
they must clear slowly; this sight fatigues their ambition in advance and
discourages it. So they renounce these distant and doubtful hopes, in order
to seek less elevated and easier enjoyments close to them. The law does not
limit their horizon, but they narrow it themselves.

I said that great ambitions were more rare in democratic centuries than
in times of aristocracy;™ I add that, when, despite natural obstacles, great
ambitions are born, they have another physiognomy.

n. “<Democratic nations produce great things rather than great men>" (Rubish, 2).

In the rubish of the following chapter: “Democracy suggests a few immoderate am-
bitions, without check, without limit, of a boldness and an imprudence without parallel
(like that of Thiers), such as you hardly ever see in aristocratic centuries; but in general
it gives rise to a multitude of small, vulgar, commonplace ambitions and diminishes the
number of great proportionate ambitions” (Rubish, 2).



AMBITIOUS MEN AND GREAT AMBITIONS 1124

In aristocracies, the course of ambition is often extensive; but its limits
are fixed. In democratic countries, it moves usually in a narrow field; but
if ichappens to go beyond those limits, you would say that there is nolonger
anything that limits it. Since men there are weak, isolated and changing,
and since precedents there have little sway and laws little duration, resis-
tance to innovations is soft and the social body never seems very sound or
very settled. So that, when those who are ambitious once have power in
hand, they believe they are able to dare anything; and when power escapes
them, they immediately think about overturning the State in order to
regain it.°

That gives to great political ambition a violent and revolutionary char-
acter, which is rare to see, to the same degree, in aristocratic societies.

A multitude of small, very judicious ambitions, out of which now and
then spring a few great, badly ordered desires: such usually is the picture
presented by democratic nations. A measured, moderate and vastambition
is hardly ever found there.P

0. “Charles XII had a great aristocratic ambition; Napoleon, a great democratic
ambition.

“Each one is vast in a way.

“[To the side] The one wanted above all to make his triumphs talked about, the other
to enjoy them” (Rubish, 2).

In a variant of these same notes, in another place in the rubish, Tocqueville adds:
“There was something of the parvenu in the ambition of Napoleon” (Rubish, 2).

p- M. Guizog, in his article on religion inserted in the Université catholique for the

month of MJarch (ed.)] 1838 says:

“Never has ambition been more impatient and more widespread. Never have so
many hearts been prey to such a thirst for all goods, for all pleasures. Arrogant plea-
sures and coarse pleasures, thirst for material well-being and for intellectual vanity,
taste for activity and for softness, adventures and idleness: everything seems possible,
and desirable, and accessible to all. It is not that passion is strong, nor man disposed
to make much effort for the satisfaction of his desires. He wants feebly, but he desires
immensely. . . . The world has never seen such a conflict of weak wills, of fantasies,
of claims, of demands, never heard such a noise of voices being raised all together
to claim as their right what they lack and what pleases them. And it is not toward
God that these voices are being raised. Ambition is at the same time widespread and
lower.”

[On the back] Weak wills, this term is precious and expresses well one of my
thoughts. You have an immense and weak will because everything seems open and
permitted; you do not have a firm will because soon the obstacles are revealed. Ap-
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I showed elsewhere by what secret strength equality made the passion
for material enjoyments and the exclusive love of the present predominate
in the human heart; these different instincts mingle with the sentiment of
ambition and tinge it, so to speak, with their colors.

I think that the ambitious men of democracies are preoccupied less than
all the others by the interests and judgments of the future; the present mo-
ment alone occupies them and absorbs them. They rapidly complete many
undertakings rather than raising a few very enduring monuments; they love
success much more than glory. What they ask above all from men is obe-
dience. What they want above all is dominion. Their mores almost always
remain less elevated than their condition; this means that very often they
bring very vulgar tastes to an extraordinary fortune, and that they seem to
have risen to sovereign power only in order to gain more easily for them-
selves small and coarse pleasures.

I believe that today it is very necessary to purify, to regulate and to adjust
the sentiment of ambition, but that it would be very dangerous to want to
impoverish it and to curb it beyond measure. You must attempt in advance
to set extreme limits for it, which you will never allow it to surpass; but you
must take care not to hinder its impetus too much within the allowed limits.

I admit that I fear boldness much less, for democratic societies, than
mediocrity of desires; what seems to me most to fear is that, amid the small
incessant occupations of private life, ambition may lose its impetus and its
grandeur; that human passions may become calmer and lower at the same
time, so that each day the bearing of the social body may become more
tranquil and less elevated.

So I think that the heads of these new societies would be very wrong to
want to put the citizens to sleep in a happiness that is too smooth and

pearance and reality are always opposite. The social state awakens ambition and puts
it to sleep, gives great desires and finally leads you to be content with little.

[In the margin] Precious new deduction to include, deduction which explains very
well this evident phenomenon of democracies. /mmense ambition and pezzy rich men
(Rubish, 2). It refers to Frangois Guizot, “Of Religion in Modern Societies,” Univ-
ersité catholique s, no. 27 (March 1838): 231—40. The passage cited is found on p. 232.
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peaceful, and that it is good that they sometimes give them difficult and
perilous things to do, in order to elevate ambition there and to open a the-
ater to it.d

Moralists complain constantly that the favorite vice of our period is
pride.

That is true in a certain sense: there is no one, in fact, who does not
believe himself worth more than his neighbor and who agrees to obey his
superior. But that is very false in another sense; for this same man, who
cannot bear either subordination or equality, nonetheless despises himself
to the point that he believes himself made only for appreciating vulgar plea-
sures. He stops willingly at mediocre desires without daring to embark upon
high undertakings; he scarcely imagines them.

So far from believing that humility must be recommended to our con-
temporaries, I would like you to try hard to give them a more vast idea of
themselves and of their species;” humility is not healthy for them; what
they lack most, in my opinion, is pride. I would willingly give up several

of our small virtues for this vice.

(In a jacket with the manuscript of the chapter:

Piece of the end that I am not very sure of having correctly deleted. Have
it copied and read./
I must not yet despair of combining this with the original version./
Seeing the general movement of ambition that today torments all men
and the senseless passions that often agitate them, there are many men
who suppose that the principal business of the legislator in democratic

q. “A word that M. Thiers said to me one day in 1837 must not be lost from view:
the bourgeois do great things when they are not led in a bourgeois way” (Rubish, 2).

r. “The great objective of a democratic government must be to give its subjects greaz
reasonable ambitions” (Rubish, 2).

In another place of the rubish: “Utility that there can be in favoring philosophical
doctrines that elevate in a general manner the notion of the human species and keep the
human spirit at a certain proud height, like the dogma of the immortality of the soul,
of the predestination of man to a better world, of his high position in the chain of being,.

Philosophical humility is worth nothing in democratic centuries” (Rubish, 2).
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centuries is to extinguish ambition and to narrow their desires. This seems
true to me only to a certain measure.

Itis in fact very important in those times to give fixed and visible limits
to ambition.

<I am led to believe that among democratic nations it can be useful to
entrust sovereign power to only a single family in order for sovereign power
not to appear each day within reach of every man.>

I think that among democratic nations more than among all others
it is important carefully to contain powers, however great they may
be, within known and unsurpassable limits before which immoderate
imaginations stop in advance. I imagine that you must work harder than
elsewhere to make the constitution of the country seem strong and un-
changing [v: unassailable] and, where the law fails, to make public opin-
ion secure enough to raise an immobile barrier against unrestrained
passions.

Thus, I understand that among democratic peoples it is particularly
necessary to limit great ambition, but I believe that it would be dangerous
to hinder its impetus too much within the allowed limits.

I admit straight on that I fear the boldness of desires much less for
future generations than the mediocrity of desires. What, according to me,
is principally to fear in the coming centuries is that in the midst of the
small, incessant and tumultuous occupations of life, ambition may lose
its impetus and its grandeur; that human passions may become exhausted
and lower and that each day the appearance of humanity may become
more peaceful and less elevated.

If, therefore, the legislators of the new world want men to remain at
the level attained by our fathers and to go beyond it, they must take great
care not to discourage the sentiment of ambition too much.

So instead of excessively plunging citizens into the contemplation of
their particular interests so that they more easily abandon the direction of
the State to their leaders, it is important to tear them away from themselves
often in order to occupy them with public affairs and, if possible, to sub-
stitute the love of fame and the taste for great things for the passion for
well-being.

I think as well that in democratic societies you must be very careful not
to imprison rare virtues too narrowly within the ordinary rules; it is good
there to prepare in advance great places which, by great talents and by great
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efforts, you can imagine reaching quickly and where you can imagine act-
ing with independence.

This is what occurs naturally with liberty, and nothing shows its ne-
cessity better when conditions are equal.

Free institutions constantly force men to forget the petty affairs of in-
dividuals in order to preoccupy them with the great interests of peoples;
they elevate ambition and open a theater for it.

An absolute prince who becomes established within a people among
whom conditions are equal {democratic} is always obliged, in order to have
his power excused, to limit himself in the choice of his agents, to subject
advancement to fixed and invariable rules, to profess an exaggerated re-
spect for equality of rights, for there is no power in the world which is
able to make a democratic people bear at the same time tyranny and
privilege.

A self-governing nation never allows itself to be imprisoned by such
fetters, and its omnipotent will constantly creates, despite customs and
laws, great quick fortunes which leave vast hopes for ambition.

So may the legislators of today seck to purify and to regulate ambition,
but may they take care not to want to diminish it too much.

Ambition must be given an honest, reasonable and great end, not
extinguished.

#The more I consider what is coming in the future, the more I think
that from now on the great goal of the legislator must be to regulate and
to adjust ambition, rather than to diminish it.

So there is nothing that seems more appropriate to the new social state
than liberties in a monarchy, an hereditary prince and great elective
powers.#]
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CHAPTER 20?

Of Positions Becoming an Industry
among Certain Democratic Nations

[I have talked about how as conditions become equal the sentiment of am-
bition spreads.

That is seen among all peoples whose social state is becoming demo-
cratic, but among them all ambition does not use the same means to satisfy
itself.]

In the United States, as soon as a citizen has some enlightenment and
some resources, he seeks to enrich himself in commerce and industry, or
he buys a field covered with forest and becomes a pioneer. All that he asks
of the State is not to come to disturb him in his labors and to ensure the
fruit of those labors.

Among most European peoples, when a man begins to feel his strength
and to expand his desires, the first idea that occurs to him is to gain a public
post.b These different results, coming from the same cause, are worth our
stopping a moment here to consider.

a. Among all democratic peoples, the number of ambitions is immense.

But among all, ambition does not take the same paths.

In America, every man seeks to raise himself by industry or commerce.

In France, as soon as [he has (ed.)] the desire to raise himself above his condition,
he asks for a public post.

Princes favor this tendency, and they are wrong. For since the number of positions
that they can give has a limit, and since the number of those who desire positions
increases without limits, princes must necessarily soon find themselves before a people
of discontented place seckers (YIT'C, CVH, p. 48). On the jacket of the manuscript
of the chapter, you read: “ro March 1838. Baugy.”

b. In a former version: “I have heard it said that in Spain as soon as a man felt himself
in an analogous position, the first idea that occurred to him was to gain a public post
and that, if he was not able to succeed in doing so, he remained idle” (Rubish, 2).
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When public offices are few, badly paid, unreliable, and on the other
hand, industrial careers are numerous and productive, the new and im-
patient desires that arise every day from equality are led from all directions
toward industry and not toward administration.

But if, at the same time that ranks are becoming equal, enlightenment
remains incomplete or spirits timid, or commerce and industry, hampered
in their development, offer only difficult and slow means to make a fortune,
citizens, losing hope of improving their lot by themselves, rush tumultu-
ously toward the head of the State® and ask his help. To make themselves
more comfortable at the expense of the public treasury seems to them to
be, if not the only path open to them, at least, the easiest path and the one
most open to all for leaving a condition that is no longer enough for them.
The search for positions becomes the most popular of all industries.

It must be so, above all, in large, centralized monarchies, in which the
number of paid officials is immense and the existence of the office holders
is adequately secure, so that no one loses hope of obtaining a post there
and of enjoying it peacefully like a patrimony.d

I will not say that this universal and excessive desire for public office is
a great social evil; that it destroys, within each citizen, the spirit of inde-
pendence and spreads throughout the entire body of the nation a venal and
servile temper; that it suffocates the manly virtues; nor will I make the ob-
servation that an industry of this type creates only an unproductive activity
and agitates the country without making it fruitful: all of that is easily
understood.

But I want to remark that the government that favors such a tendency
risks its tranquillity and puts its very life in great danger.

I know that, in a time like ours, when we see the love and respect that
was formerly attached to power being gradually extinguished, it can appear
necessary to those governing to bind each man more tightly by his interest,
and that it seems easy to them to use his very passions to keep him in order
and in silence; but it cannot be so for long, and what can appear for a certain

c. At first: “. . . toward the power of the State.” In the margin: “<I do not like this
word ‘power,” vague and new.>”

d. In the margin, in a first draft from the Rubish: “Spain, great proof of this.

“United States, no. A thousand channels for ambition” (Rubish, 2).
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period as a cause of strength becomes assuredly in the long run a great cause
of trouble and of weakness.

Among democratic peoples, as among all others, the number of public
posts ends by having limits; but among these same peoples, the number of
ambitious men has no limits; the number increases constantly, by a gradual
and irresistible movement, as conditions become equal; the number reaches
its limit only when men are lacking.

So when ambition has no outlet except the administration alone, the
government necessarily ends by encountering a permanent opposition;
for its task is to satisfy with limited means, desires that multiply without
limits. You have to be well aware that, of all the peoples of this world, the
one most difficult to contain and to lead isa people of place seekers. What-
ever the efforts made by its leaders, they can never satisfy such a people,
and you must always fear that it will finally overturn the constitution of
the country and change the face of the State, solely for the need to open
up positions.©

[<#It is very insane to want to contain in a single streambed the al-
ways swelling torrent of human ambitions. It would be wiser in my opin-
ion to divide up the mass and to separate it into a thousand various
channels.>

I am persuaded on my part that in a democratic society the interest of

e. When a man succeeds in rising by industrial careers.. . . he generally makes a thou-
sand others and sometimes the whole nation profit from his rise. He establishes an
enduring situation in the country.

When, on the contrary, a man succeeds in rising by public offices, his rise serves
only himself. It does not even offer anything stable for him. It takes all independence
away from him. Finally it prevents, for example, other abilities from being directed
elsewhere. This state of things is very unfortunate for the government itself, consid-
ering it apart from the nation. For individual ambition in democracies has no limits,
and the number of positions to give ends by having limits. When all democratic
ambition concentrates on positions, a government must always expect a terrible, al-
ways permanent opposition. A people of place seekers makes revolutions in order to
have vacant positions when all those that exist are already filled. /ndustrial (Iam using
this word lacking anything better) ambition can often come to the support of public
stability. Ambition for positions in ademocracy can only tend toward upheavals (Rub-

ish, 2).
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those governing as well as that of the governed is to multiply private careers
infinitely.#]

The princes of our times, who work hard to draw toward themselves
alone all the new desires aroused by equality, and to satisfy them, will there-
fore finish, if I am not mistaken, by regretting being engaged in such an
enterprise; they will discover one day that they have risked their power by
making it so necessary, and that it would have been more honest and more
sure to teach each one of their subjects the art of being self-sufficient.
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CHAPTER 21%

Why Great Revolutions
Will Become Rare®

a. “This chapter would take a very long time to analyze; since I lack time, I leave it.”
(YTC, CV1, p. 49).

On 15 May 1838 Tocqueville read this chapter to Corcelle and Ampere. The latter,
noticing the influence of Rousseau and the tone of the Great Century, could not prevent
himself from noting his sadness at seeing the turn that Tocqueville’s thought takes here
(Correspondance avec Ampére, OC, X1, pp. xvi—xvii).

The theory of revolutions has had little commentary to this day. See Melvin Richter,
“Tocqueville’s Contribution to the Theory of Revolution,” in C. Friedrich, ed., Revo-
lution (New York: Atherton, 1966), pp. 75-121; and Irving Zeitlin, Liberty, Equality and
Revolution in Alexis de Tocqueville (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971).

b. On the jacket of the manuscript:

OF REVOLUTIONARY PASSIONS AMONG DEMOCRATIC PEOPLES./

#WHY THE AMERICANS SEEM SO AGITATED AND ARE SO IMMOBILE./

WHY THE AMERICANS MAKE SO MANY INNOVATIONS AND SO FEW REVO-
LUTIONS./#

Take care while going over this chapter to point out better that am speakingabout
a final and remote state and not about the times of transition in which we are still.
That is necessary in order not to appear paradoxical./

Baugy, end of March 1838.

At the end of the chapter in the manuscript:

Note to leave at the head of the chapter. The spirit of the chapter must absolutely
comply with it./

I can say very well, without putting myself in contradiction with myself, that
equality does not lead men to great and sudden revolutions.

But I cannot say, without giving the lie to a thousand passages of this book and
of the one that precedes it, that the natural tendency of equality is to make men
immobile.

Nor is that true.

Equality leads man to continual small changes and pushes him away from great
revolutions; there is the truth.

1133
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A people who has lived for centuries under the regime of castes and classes
arrives at a democratic social state only through a long succession of more
or less painful transformations, with the aid of violent efforts, and after
numerous vicissitudes during which goods, opinions and power rapidly
change place.

Even when this great revolution is finished, you see the revolutionary
habits that it created still continue to exist, and profound agitation fol-
lows it.

Since all of this occurs at the moment when conditions are becoming
equal, you conclude that a hidden connection and a secret bond exist be-
tween equality itself and revolutions, so that the one cannot exist without
the others arising.

On this point, reasoning seems in agreement with experience.

Among a people where ranks are nearly equal no apparent bond unites
men and holds them firmly in their place. No one among them has the
permanent right or the power to command, and no one’s condition is to
obey; but each man, finding himself provided with some enlightenment
and some resources, can choose his path and walk apart from all his
fellows.

The same causes that make citizens independent of each other push
them each day toward new and restless desires, and goad them constantly.

So it seems natural to believe that, in a democratic society, ideas, things
and men must eternally change forms and places, and that democratic cen-
turies will be times of rapid and constant transformations.

What is true as well is that a multitude of these small movements that are taken
for progress are not.

Man goes back and forth in place.

All that I can add is that there is such a political state that, combining with equality
and profiting from this fear of revolutions natural to democratic peoples, would be
able to make them entirely stationary./

Hie.

In democratic societies, revolutions will be less freguent, less violent and less sudden
than you believe.

Perhaps it can even happen that society there becomes szationary.

There is the clear idea that must emerge from the chapter. More would be too
much; less, too little.
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Is that the case in fact? Does equality of conditionslead men ina habitual
and permanent way toward revolutions? Does it contain some disturbing
principle that prevents society from becoming settled and disposes citizens
constantly to renew their laws, their doctrines and their mores? I do not
believe so. The subject is important; I beg the reader to follow me closely.©

Nearly all the revolutions that have changed the face of peoples have
been made in order to sanction or to destroy inequality. Take away the
secondary causes that have produced the great agitations of men, you will
almost always arrive at inequality. It is the poor who have wanted to steal
the property of the rich, or the rich who have tried to put the poor in chains.
So if you can establish a state of society in which each man has something
to keep and little to take, you will have done a great deal for the peace of
the world.

[am not unaware that, amonga great democratic people, there are always
very poor citizens and very rich citizens; but the poor, instead of forming
the immense majority of the nation as always happens in aristocratic so-
cieties, are small in number, and the law has not tied them together by the
bonds of an irremediable and hereditary misery.

The rich, on their side, are few and powerless; they do not have privileges
that attract attention; their wealth itself, no longer incorporated in and rep-
resented by the land, is elusive and as if invisible. Just as there are no longer
races of the poor, there are no longer races of the rich; the latter emerge
each day from within the crowd, and return to it constantly. So they do not
form a separate class that you can easily define and despoil; and since, more-
over, the rich are attached by a thousand secret threads to the mass of their

c. I must be very careful in all of this chapter because everything I say about the
difficulty of revolutions depends prodigiously on the nature of political institutions.
That will leap to the attention of the reader and he must not believe that he has
discovered what I have not seen.

It is incontestable that autocracy, combining itself with equality of conditions,
will make the most steady and the most somnolent of governments, but I do not
know if you can say as much about equality combining with political liberty. I believe
it nonetheless, everything considered and once permanent and peaceful equality has
been established, but perhaps it will be necessary to make the distinction (Rubish, 2).
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fellow citizens, the people can scarcely hope to strike them without hitting
themselves. Between these two extremes of democratic societies, is found
an innumerable multitude of almost similar men who, without being pre-
cisely rich or poor, possess enough property to desire order, and do not have
enough property to arouse envy.

Those men are naturally enemies of violent movements; their immo-
bility keeps at rest everything above and below them, and secures the social
body in its settled position.

It isn’t that those same men are satisfied with their present fortune, or
that they feel a natural horror for a revolution whose spoils they would share
without experiencing its evils; on the contrary, they desire to become rich
with unequaled ardor; but the difficulty is to know from whom to take the
wealth. The same social state that constantly suggests desires to them con-
tains those desires within necessary limits. It gives men more liberty to
change and less interest in changing.d

Not only do men of democracies not naturally desire revolutions, but
they fear them.

There is no revolution that does not more or less threaten acquired prop-
erty. Most of those who inhabit democratic countries are property owners;
they not only have properties; they live in the condition in which men at-
tach the highest value to their property.

If you attentively consider each one of the classes that compose society,
it is easy to see that in no class are the passions that arise from property
more ruthless and more tenacious than among the middle class.

Often the poor hardly worry about what they possess, because they suffer
from what they lack much more than they enjoy the little that they have.
The rich have many other passions to satisfy than that of wealth, and be-
sides, the long and difficult use of a great fortune sometimes ends by mak-
ing them as if insensitive to its sweet pleasures.

But the men who live in a comfort equally removed from opulence and

d. The manuscript includes in this place the reference to note a. See note z for p. 1152.
e. “There is no country in which I saw as much horror for the theory of agrarian law
than in the United States” (Rubish, 2).
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from misery put an immense value on their property. Since they are still
very close to poverty, they see its rigors close up, and fear them; between
poverty and them, there is nothing except a small patrimony on which they
soon fix their fears and their hopes. At every instant, they become more
interested in their property because of the constant concerns that it gives
them, and they become attached to it because of the daily efforts that they
make to augment it. The idea of giving up the least part of it is unbearable
to them, and they consider its complete loss as the greatest of misfortunes.
Now, it is the number of these ardent and anxious small property owners
that equality of conditions increases incessantly.

Thus, in democratic societies, the majority of citizens does notsee clearly
what it could gain from a revolution, and it feels at every instant and in a
thousand ways what it could lose.f

I said, in another place in this work, how equality of conditions pushed
men naturally toward industrial and commercial careers, and how it in-
creased and diversified property in land; finally I showed how equality of
conditions inspired in each man an ardent and constant desire to augment
his well-being. There is nothing more contrary to revolutionary passions
than all these things.

f. On a loose sheet at the end of the manuscript of the chapter:

Material bond./

I wonder how, when citizens differ in opinion on so many points as they do among
most democratic peoples, it happens nonetheless that a certain material order is es-
tablished easily enough among them, and I explain it to myself.

In proportion as conditions become equal, the material order becomes a positive
and visible interest for more individuals at the same time. Since everyone has some-
thing to lose and since no one has much to gain from great changes, it is tacitly agreed
not to change beyond a certain measure. This is how the division of property mod-
erates the spirit of change to which it gave birth. On the one hand, it pushes men
toward innovations of all types; on the other, it holds them within the limits of certain
innovations.

In democracies the natural taste of citizens perhaps leads them to disturb the State,
but concern for their interest prevents them from doing so. These democraticsocieties
are always agitated, rarely overturned. In aristocracies, on the contrary, where the
opinions of men are naturally more similar and conditions as well as interests more
different, a small event can lead to confusion in everything.

Perhaps here what I said about personal property.
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A revolution, in its final result, can happen to serve industry and com-
merce; but its first effect will almost always be8 to ruin the industrialists
and the merchants, because it cannot fail, first of all, to change the general
state of consumption and to reverse temporarily the relation that existed
between production and needs.

Moreover, I know nothing more opposed to revolutionary mores than
commercial mores. Commerce is naturally hostile to all violent passions. It
loves moderation, takes pleasure in compromises, very carefully flees from
anger. It is patient, flexible, ingratiating, and it resorts to extreme means
only when the most absolute necessity forces it to do so. Commerce makes
men independentof each other; it gives them a high idea of theirindividual
value; it leads them to want to conduct their own affairs, and teaches them
to succeed in doing so; so it disposes them to liberty, but distances them
from revolutions.

[#Thus the effects of equality of conditions are diverse. Equality, mak-
ing men independent of each other, puts them at full liberty to innovate
and at the same time gives them tastes which need stability in order to be
satisfied. #]

In a revolution, the owners of personal propertyh have more to fear than
all the others; for on the one hand, their property is often easy to seize, and

g. The manuscript says: “will be always.”

h. “I said elsewhere that democracy pushed men toward commerce and industry and
tended to augment personal wealth.

« . o .

Commercial habits in return are very favorable to the maintenance of democracy.
Habit of repressing all too violent passions. Moderation. No anger. Compromises.
Complicated and compromising interests in times of revolution.

“As for the effects of property in land, see note (m.n.o.)” (Rubish, 2).

Personal wealth (m.n.o.)./

How democracy tends to augment personal wealth. How it gives men a distaste
for slow industries such as the cultivation of the land and pushes them toward
commerce.

Political consequences of this. Idea of Damais: the man rich in capital in land risks
in revolutions only his income; the man rich in personal capital risks, on the contrary,
his entire existence. The one is much [more (ed.)] hostile to every appearance of
trouble than the other. Many other consequences to draw from that. To look closely

at this (YIT'C, CVa, p. 52).



GREAT REVOLUTIONS 1139

on the other hand, at every moment it can disappear completely. This is
less to be feared by owners of landed property who, while losing the income
from their lands, hope at least throughout the vicissitudes, to keep the land
itself. Consequently you see that the first are much more frightened than
the second at the sight of revolutionary movements.

So peoples are less disposed to revolutions as personal property is mul-
tiplied and diversified among them and as the number of those who possess
personal property becomes greater.

Moreover, whatever profession men embrace and whatever type of prop-
erty they enjoy, one feature is common to all.

No one is fully satisfied with his present fortune, and everyone works
hard every day, by a thousand diverse means, to augment it. Consider each
one among them at whatever period of his life, and you will see him pre-
occupied with some new plans whose goal is to increase his comfort; do not
speak to him about the interests and rights of humanity; this small domestic
enterprise absorbs all of his thoughts for the moment and makes him wish
to put public agitations off to another time.

That not only prevents them from making revolutions, but turns them
away from wanting to do so. Violent political passions have little hold on
men who have in this way attached their entire soul to the pursuit of well-
being. The ardor that they give to small affairs calms them down about
great ones.

It is true that from time to time in democratic societies enterprising and
ambitious citizens arise whose immense desires cannot be satisfied by fol-
lowing the common path. These men love revolutions and call them forth;
but they have great difficulty bringing them about, if extraordinary events
do not come to their aid.

You do not struggle effectively against the spirit of your century and
country; and one man, however powerful you suppose him to be, has dif-
ficulty getting his contemporaries to share sentiments and ideas that the
whole of their desires and their sentiments reject. So once equality of con-
ditions has become an old and uncontested fact and has stamped its char-
acter on mores, you must not believe that men easily allow themselves to
rush into dangers following an imprudent leader or a bold innovator.

It is not that they resist him in an open way, with the aid of intelligent
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contrivances, or even by a premeditated plan to resist. They do not fight
him with energy; sometimes they even applaud him, but they do not follow
him. To his ardor, they secretly oppose their inertia; to his revolutionary
instincts, their conservative interests; their stay-at-home tastes to his ad-
venturous passions; their good sense to the flights of his genius; to his po-
etry, their prose. With a thousand efforts, he arouses them for one moment,
and soon they escape him; and as if brought down by their own weight,
they fall back. He exhausts himself, wanting to animate this indifferentand
inattentive crowd, and he finally sees himself reduced to impotence, not
because he is vanquished, but because he is alone.

I do not claim that men who live in democratic societies are naturally
immobile; I think, on the contrary, that within such a society an eternal
movement reigns and that no one knows rest; but I believe that men there
become agitated within certain limits beyond which they hardly ever go.
They vary, alter, or renew secondary things every day; they take great care
not to touch principal ones. They love change; but they fear revolutions.

Although the Americans are constantly modifying or repealing some of
their laws, they are very far from exhibiting revolutionary passions. By the
promptness with which they stop and calm themselves down when public
agitation begins to become threatening, even at the moment when passions
seem the most excited, it is easy to discover that they fear a revolution as
the greatest of misfortunes, and that each one among them is inwardly
resolved to make great sacrifices to avoid it. There is no country in the world
where the sentiment of property shows itself more active and more anxious
than in the United States, and where the majority shows less of a tendency
toward doctrines that threaten to alter in any manner whatsoever the con-
stitution of property.J

j- The Americans constantly change their opinions in detail, but they are more in-

vincibly attached to certain opinions than any other people on earth. This [is (ed.)]

a singularity that is very striking at first view and that can only be understood by

thinking about the difficulty that men have in acting upon each other in democracies

and in establishing entirely new beliefs in the minds of a great number of men.
[On the back] Great revolutions in ideas, very rare events under democracies.
Great revolutions in facts, something rarer still (Rubish, 2).
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I have often remarked that theories that are revolutionary by their
nature, in that they can only be realized by a complete and sometimes
sudden change in the state of property and persons, are infinitely less in
favor in the United States than in the great monarchies of Europe. If a
few men profess them, the mass rejects them with a kind of instinctive
horror.

I am not afraid to say that most of the maxims that are customarily
called democratic in France would be proscribed by the democracy of the
United States. That is easily understood. In America, you have democratic
ideas and passions; in Europe, we still have revolutionary passions and
ideas.

If America ever experiences great revolutions, they will be broughtabout
by the presence of Blacks on the soil of the United States: that is to say
that it will be not equality of conditions, but on the contrary inequality of
conditions that gives birth to them.

When conditions are equal, each man willingly becomes isolated within
himself and forgets the public. If the legislators of democratic peoples did
not seek to correct this fatal tendency or favored it, with the thought that
this tendency diverts citizens from political passions and thus turns them
away from revolutions, they could themselves end up producing the evil
that they want to avoid. And a moment could arrive when the disorderly
passions of a few men, making use of the unintelligent egoism and faint-
heartedness of the greatest number, would end up forcing the social body
to undergo strange vicissitudes.

In democratic societies,k hardly any one other than small minorities de-
sires revolutions; but minorities can sometimes make them.m

k. The manuscript says: “In democratic centuries . . .”
m. In an aristocratic country two or three powerful individuals join together and
make a revolution. Among a democratic people millions of independent men must
agree and associate in order to attain the same goal, which is that much more difficult
since among these peoples the State is naturally more skilled and stronger and indi-
viduals more powerless and weaker than anywhere else.

Thus equality not only removes from men the taste for revolutions, to a certain
point it takes the power away from them (Rubish, 2).
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I am not saying that democratic nations are safe from revolutions; I am
only saying that the social state of these nations does not lead them to, but
rather distances them from revolutions. Democratic peoples, left to them-
selves, do not easily become engaged in great adventures; they are carried
toward revolutions only unknowingly; they sometimes undergo revolu-
tions, but they do not make them. And I add that, when they have been
permitted to acquire enlightenment and experience, they do notallow them
to be made.”

I know well that in this matter public institutions themselves can do a
great deal; they favor or restrain the instincts that arise from the social state.
So I am not maintaining, I repeat, that a people is safe from revolution for
the sole reason that, within it, conditions are equal; but I believe that, what-
ever the institutions of such a people, great revolutions there will always be
infinitely less violent and rarer than is supposed; and I easily foresee such
a political state that, combining with equality, would make society more
stationary [<and more immobile>] than it has ever been in our West.

What I have just said about facts applies in part to ideas.

Two things are astonishing in the United States: the great mobility of
most human actions and the singular fixity of certain principles. Men stir
constantly, the human mind seems almost immobile.

Once an opinion has spread over the American soil and taken root, you
could say that no power on earth is able to eradicate it. In the United States
the general doctrines in matters of religion, philosophy, morals, and even
of politics, do not vary, or at least they are only modified after a hidden

A note at the end of the manuscript explains:
There are two remarks of Edouard that I must make use of.

1. In political revolutions: in aristocracies it is the majority that has an interest in
revolutions. In democracies, the minority. That is implied several times. Say it clearly.

2. In intellectual revolutions. All men, having a certain smattering of everything,
imagine that they have nothing new to learn or to learn from anyone.

n. To the side of a first version in the rough drafts:

“Perhaps here Athens and Florence./

“In this matter I would very much like people to stop citing to us, in relation to
everything, the example of the democratic republics of Greece and Italy . . .” (Rubish, 2).
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and often imperceptible effort;° the crudest prejudices themselves fade only
with an inconceivable slowness amid the friction repeated a thousand times
between things and men.

I hear it said that it is in the nature and in the habits of democracies to
change sentiments and thoughts at every moment. That is perhaps true of
small democratic nations,™ such as those of antiquity [added: or of the
Middle Ages], which were gathered all together in the public square and
then stirred up at the pleasure of an orator. I saw nothing similar within
the great democratic people that occupies the opposite shores of our ocean.
What struck me in the United States was the difficulty experienced in dis-
abusing the majority of an idea that it has conceived and in detaching the
majority from a man that it adopts. Writings or speeches can hardly succeed
in doing so; experience alone achieves it in the end; sometimes experience
must be repeated.P

This is astonishing at first view; a more attentive examination ex-
plains it.

[<#Itis ideas that, most often, produce facts, and in turn facts constantly
modify ideas.#>]

I do not believe that it is as easy as you imagine to uproot the prejudices
of a democratic people; to change its beliefs; to substitute new religious,
philosophical, political and moral principles for those that were once es-
tablished; in a word, to make great and frequent intellectual revolutions. It

o. “In metaphysics and in morals and in religion, authority seems to me more nec-
essary and less offensive than in politics, in science and in the arts./

“If equality of con.-.-t.-ons [conditions? (ed.)] combined with autocracy, I think that
the most immobile state of things that we have seen until now in our Europe would
result” (Rubish, 2).

[*]. Show in a note there, in two words, that these were not democracies. Idle men.

p. In the margin:

Show how what was called democracy in antiquity and in the Middle Ages had no
real analogy with what we see in our times./

In Florence no middle class. Capitalists. Workers. No agricultural class. Manu-
facturing and dense population.

The same cause makes them conceive false opinions and makes them obstinately
keep their false opinions. They adopt such opinions because they do not have the
leisure to examine them carefully and they keep them because they do not want to
take the trouble and the time to review them.
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is not that the human mind is idle there; it is in constant motion; but it
exerts itself to vary infinitely the consequences of known principles and to
discover new consequences rather than to seek new principles. It turns back
on itself with agility, rather than rushing forward by a rapid and direct
effort; it extends its sphere little by little by continuous and quick small
movements; it does not shift ground suddenly.

Men equal in rights, in education, in fortune, and to say everything in
a phrase, of similar condition, necessarily have almost similar needs, habits
and tastes. Since they see matters in the same way, their mind is inclined
naturally toward analogous ideas, and although each one of them can with-
draw from his contemporaries and create his own beliefs, they end up, with-
out knowing it and without wanting to, by finding themselves all with a
certain number of common opinions.

[The intellectual anarchy of democratic societies is more apparent than
real. Men differ infinitely on questions of detail, but on the great principles
they are in agreement.]

The more attentively I consider the effects of equality on the mind,
the more I am persuaded that the intellectual anarchy of which we
are witnesses is not, as some suppose, the natural state of democratic peo-
ples.a1 believe that the intellectual anarchy must instead be considered as

q. On a sheet at the end of the manuscript of the chapter:

I must take great care not to fall into the improbable and the paradoxical and to appear
to be conjuring up ghosts.

Equality of conditions, giving individual reason a complete independence, must
lead men toward intellectual anarchy and bring about continual revolutionsin human
opinions.

This is the first idea that presents itself, the common idea, the most likely idea at
first view.

By examining things more closely, I discover that there are limits to this individual
independence in democratic countries that I had not seen at first and which make
me believe that beliefs must be more common and more stable than we judge at first
glance.

That is already doing a great deal to lead the mind of the reader there.

But I want to aim still further and I am going even as far as imagining that the
final result of democracy will be to make the human mind too immobile and human
opinions too stable.
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an accident particular to their youth, and that it shows itself only during
the period of transition when men have already broken the old bonds that
tied them together, and still differ prodigiously by origin, education and
mores; so that, having retained very diverse ideas, instincts and tastes,
nothing prevents them any longer from bringing them forth. The prin-
cipal opinions of men become similar as conditions become alike. Such
seems to me to be the general and permanent fact; the rest is fortuitous
and fleeting.

I believe that rarely, in a democratic society, will a man come to imagine,
at a single stroke, a system of ideas very removed from the one that his
contemporaries have adopted; and if such an innovatorappeared, Iimagine
that he would at first have great difficulty making himself heard and still
more making himself believed.s

When conditions are almost the same, one man does not easily allow
himself to be persuaded by another. Since all see each other very close up,
since together they have learned the same things and lead the same life, they

This idea is so extraordinary and so removed from the mind of the reader that I
must make him see it only in the background and as an hypothesis.

Note in the rough drafts:

This idea that the democratic social state is anti-revolutionary so shocks accepted ideas
that I must win over the mind of the reader little by little, and for that I must begin
by saying that this social state is less revolutionary than is supposed. I begin there and
by an imperceptible curve I arrive at saying that there is room to fear that it is not
revolutionary enough. True idea, but which would seem paradoxical at first view.

[To the side] Finish and do not begin with intellectual revolutions. The perfection
of the logical order would require beginning there, since facts arise from ideas; but
if I put my fears about the stationary state after social and political revolutions, I
would be thought far-ferched and would not be understood. After intellectual revo-
lutions that will be understood (Rubish, 2).

r. “Perhaps distinguish the democratic social state from democratic political institu-
tions, equality of conditions from democracy strictly speaking.

“The one leads to stability, the other to revolutions.

“[To the side] Equality of conditions with free institutions is still not a revolutionary
constitution; combined with monarchy, it is the most naturally immobile of all states”
(Rubish, 2).

s. In the margin: “Because the opinions of men are naturally similar, is it a reason for
those opinions not to undergo a revolution?”
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are not naturally disposed to take one among them as a guide and to follow
him blindly; you hardly believe your fellow or your equal on his word.

Itis not only confidence in the enlightenment of certain individuals that
becomes weak among democratic nations; as I said elsewhere, the general
idea of the intellectual superiority that any man can gain over all the others
does not take long to grow dim.

As men become more alike, the dogma of the equality of minds insin-
uates itself little by little in their beliefs, and it becomes more difficult for
an innovator, whoever he may be, to gain and to exercise a great power over
the mind of a people. So in such societies, sudden intellectual revolutions
are rare; for if you cast your eyes over the history of the world, you see that
it is much less the strength of an argument than the authority of a name
that has produced the great and rapid mutations of human opinions.

Note, moreover, that since the men who live in democratic societiest are
not attached by any bond to each other, each one of them must be per-
suaded. While in aristocratic societies it is enough to be able to act on the
mind of a few; all the others follow. If Luther had lived in a century of
equality, and if he had not had lords and princes as an audience, he would
perhaps have had more difficulty changing the face of Europe.

It is not that the men of democracies are naturally very convinced of
the certitude of their opinions and very firm in their beliefs; they often have
doubts that no one, in their view, can resolve. It sometimes happensin those
times that the human mind would willingly change position; but, since
nothing either pushes it strongly or directs it, it oscillates in place and does

not move.!

t. The manuscript says: “democratic centuries.”

1. If I try to find out what state of society is most favorable to great intellectual revolutions,
1 find that it is found somewhere between the complete equality of all citizens and the absolute
separation of classes.

Under the regime of castes, the generations succeed each other without men changingplace;
some expect nothing more, others hope for nothing better. Imagination falls asleep amid this
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When the confidence of a democratic people has been won, it is still a
great matter to gain its attention. It is very difficult to make the men who
live in democracies listen, when you are not talking to them about them-
selves." They do not listen to the things that you say to them, because they
are always very preoccupied with the things that they are doing,.

There are, in fact, few idle men among democratic nations. Life there
passes amid movement and noise, and men there are so occupied with act-
ing that little time remains to them for thinking. What I want to note above
all is that not only are they occupied, but they are passionate about their
occupations. They are perpetually in action, and each one of their actions
absorbs their soul; the heat that they bring to their affairs prevents them
from catching fire about ideas.

I think that it is very difficult to excite the enthusiasm of a democratic
people for any theory whatsoever that does not have a visible, direct and
immediate connection to the daily conduct of life. So such a people does
not easily abandon its ancient beliefs. For it is enthusiasm that hurls the
human mind out of beaten paths and that creates great intellectual revo-
lutions like great political revolutions.

Thus democratic peoples have neither the leisure nor the taste to go in
search of new opinions. Even when they come to doubt those they possess,
they nevertheless maintain them because it would require too much time

silence and this universal immobility, and the very idea of movement no longer occurs to the
human mind.

When classes have been abolished and conditions have become almost equal, all men move
constantly, but each one of them is isolated, independent and weak. This last state differs
prodigiously from the first; it is, however, analogous on one point. Great revolutions of the
human mind are very rare there.

But between these two extremes of the history of peoples, an intermediary age is found, a
glorious and troubled period, when conditions are not so fixed that intelligence is asleep, and
when conditions are unequal enough thar men exercise a very great power over each other’s
mind, and that a few can modify the beliefs of all. That is when powerful reformers arise and
when new ideas suddenly change the face of the world.

u. In the manuscript: “. . . when you are not talking to them about what has a visible
and direct connection to the daily conduct of life, they ordinarily appear very distant.
Their minds constantly escape you.”
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and investigation for them to change their opinions; they keep them, not
as certain, but as established.

There are still other and more powerful reasons that are opposed to a
great change taking place easily in the doctrines of a democratic people. I
have already pointed it out at the beginning of this book.

If, within such a people, individual influences are weak and almost non-
existent, the power exercised by the mass on the mind of each individual
is very great. I have given the reasons for it elsewhere. What I want to say
at this moment is that you would be wrong to believe that this depended
solely on the form of government, and that the majority there had to lose
its intellectual dominion with its political power.

In aristocracies men often have a greatness and a strength that is their
own. When they find themselves in contradiction with the greatest number
of their fellows, they withdraw within themselves, sustain and console
themselves apart. It is not the same among democratic peoples. Among
them, public favor seems as necessary as the air that you breathe, and to be
in disagreement with the mass is, so to speak, not to live. The mass does
not need to use laws to bend those who do not think as it does. It is enough
to disapprove of them. The sentiment of their isolation and of their pow-
erlessness overwhelms them immediately and reduces them to despair.

Every time that conditions are equal, general opinion presses with an
immense weight on the mind of each individual; opinion envelops, directs
and oppresses it; that is due to the very constitution of the society much
more than to its political laws. As all men resemble each other more, each
one feels more and more weak in the face of all. Not finding anything that
raises him very far above them and that distinguishes him from them, he
mistrusts himself as soon as they fight him; not only does he doubt his
strength, but he also comes to doubt his right, and he is very close to ac-
knowledging that he is wrong, when the greatest number assert it. The ma-
jority does not need to constrain him; it convinces him."

So in whatever way you organize the powers of a democratic society and

v. In the margin: “<The majority does not need political power to make life unbear-
able to the one who contradicts it.>”
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balance them, it will always be very difficult to believe in what the mass
rejects and to profess what it condemns.

This marvelously favors the stability of beliefs.

When an opinion has taken root among a democratic people and has
become established in the mind of the greatest number, it then subsists by
itself and perpetuates itself without effort, because no one attacks it. Those
who had at first rejected it as false end by receiving it as general, and those
who continue to combat it at the bottom of their hearts reveal nothing;
they are very careful not to become engaged in a dangerous and useless
struggle.

It is true that, when the majority of a democratic people changes opin-
ion, it can at will bring about strange and sudden revolutions in the intel-
lectual world; but it is very difficult for its opinion to change, and almost
as difficult to notice that it has changed.

It sometimes happens that time, events or the individual and solitary
effort of minds, end by shaking or by destroying a belief little by little
without anything being outwardly visible. It is not fought openly. Men do
not gather together to make war on it. Its partisans leave it quietly one by
one; but each day a few abandon it, until finally it is shared only by a small
number.

In this state, it still reigns.

Since its enemies continue to be silent, or communicate their thoughts
only surreptitiously, they themselves are for a long time unable to be sure
that a great revolution has taken place, and in doubt they remain immobile.
They observe and they are silent. [<They still tremble before the power that
no longer exists and yield in a cowardly way to an imaginary authority.>]
The majority no longer believes; but it still has the appearance of believing,
and this empty phantom of public opinion is enough to chill innovators
and to keep them in silence and respect.

[#That is seen in all centuries but particularly in democratic cen-
turies.

Take liberty of the press away from a democratic nation and the human
mind falls asleep.#]

We live in a period that has seen the most rapid changes take place in
the mind of men. It could happen, however, that soon the principal human
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opinions will be more stable than they have been in the preceding centuries
of our history; this time has not come, but perhaps it is approaching.

As I examine more closely the natural needs and instincts of democratic
peoples,  am persuaded that, if equality is ever established in a general and
permanent way in the world, great intellectual and political revolutions will
become very difficult and rarer than we suppose.w

Because the men of democracies appear always excited, uncertain,
breathless, ready to change will and place, [<thoughts, careers]> you imag-
ine that they are suddenly going to abolish their laws, to adopt new beliefs
and to take up new mores. You do not consider that, if equality leads men
to change, it suggests to them interests and tastes that need stability in order
to be satisfied; it pushes them and, at the same time, stops them; it spurs
them on and ties them to the earth; it inflames their desires and limits their
strength.

This is what is not revealed at first. The passions that push citizens away
from each other in a democracy appear by themselves. But you do not no-
tice at first glance the hidden force that holds them back and gathers them
together.

Will I dare to say it amid the ruins that surround me? What I dread most
for the generations to come is not revolutions.®

If citizens continue to enclose themselves more and more narrowly
within the circle of small domestic interests and to be agitated there without
respite, you can fear that they will end by becoming as if impervious to
these great and powerful public emotions that disturb peoples, but which
develop and renew them. When I see property become so mobile, and the
love of property so anxious and so ardent, I cannot prevent myself from
fearing that men will reach the point of regarding every new theory as a
danger, every innovation as an unfortunate trouble, every social progress as
a first step toward a revolution, and that they will refuse entirely to move

w. “T'understand by great revolutions changes that profoundly modify the social state,
the political constitution, the mores, the opinions of a people” (Rubish, 2).

x. “Will T dare to say it? What I dread most for the generations to come is not great
revolutions, but apathy” (Rubish, 2).
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for fear that they would be carried away. I tremble, I confess, that they will
finally allow themselves to be possessed so well by a cowardly love of present
enjoyments, that the interest in their own future and that of their descen-
dants will disappear, and that they will prefer to follow feebly the course of
their destiny, than to make, if needed, a sudden and energetic effort to
redress it.

You believe that the new societies are going to change face every day, and
as for me, I fear that they will end by being too invariably fixed in the same
institutions, the same prejudices, the same mores; so that humanity comes
to a stop and becomes limited; that the mind eternally turns back on itself
without producing new ideas; that man becomes exhausted in small solitary
and sterile movements, and that, even while constantly moving, humanity
no longer advances.

[At the end of the manuscript of this chapter:

This piece interrupted the natural course of ideas. Put it in a note.”
<It is not only the results of revolutions that frighten democratic peo-

ples. The extreme violence of revolutionary methods is repugnant to

them.>™!

I showed how equality of conditions, by making men alike, interested
them mutually in their miseries and made their mores milder.

These habits of private life are found again in public life and prevent
political passions [v: hatreds] from being too cruel and too implacable.

Here you must not confuse revolutions that are made to establish equal-

y. In the margin: “<Where to place this idea which is necessary, but which can only
be introduced with difficulty into an argument without interrupting it?

“R: In a note.

“Democracy not only distances men from revolutions by their interests but also by
their tastes.>” The indications in the manuscript show that this piece should have been
placed immediately before “I am not unaware . . .”

[*]. Is that true in a general way? What is more favorable to revolutionary methods
than this maxim that the individual is nothing, society everything? What social state
better permits giving yourself to those methods and applying them than the one in which
the individual is in fact so weak that you can crush him with impunity?
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ity with those that take place after equality is established, and you must
be very careful about applying to the second the character of the first.

Revolutions that are made to establish equality are almost always cruel
because the struggle takes place between men who are already equal
enough to be able to make war on each other and who are dissimilar
enough to strike each other without pity.?

This harshness of sentiments no longer exists from the moment when
citizens have become equal and alike. Among a democratic people the
general and permanent mildness of mores imposes a certain restraint on
the most intense political hatreds. Men willingly allow a revolution to go
as far as injustice, but not as far as cruelty. The confiscation of property
is repugnant to them, the sight of human blood is offensive to them; they
allow you to oppress, but they do not want you to kill.

This softening of political passions is seen clearly in the United States.
America is, I believe, the only country in the world where for the last fifty
years nota single man has been condemned to death for a political offense.
There have, nonetheless, been a few great political crimes; there has been
no scaffold. It is true that several times in the United States and above all
in more recent times, you have seen the population give itself to horrible
excesses against Blacks and concerning slavery. But even that proves what
I am asserting. The political passions of the Americans become barbaric
only when an aristocratic institution is found (this is good but has already
been said previously).]

z. In the margin:

<What makes democratic revolutions milder is that the interests that they engage are
or seem less great. Men are always cruel when their passions are violently excited by
a great interest. This could be of use to me as a transition.>

(a) The same reason that causes men to have less interest in making great revolu-
tions in democratic centuries than in others makes revolutions there milder and less
complete. For what contributes most to inflame passions and to push them toward
violence is the greatness of the goal that they pursue.

There is still another reason. I showed . . . [interrupted text (ed.)]”
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CHAPTER 222

Why Democratic Peoples Naturally
Desire Peace and Democratic Armies

Naturally Desire War

The same interests, the same fears, the same passions that divert democratic
peoples from revolutions distance them from war; the military spirit and
the revolutionary spirit grow weaker at the same time and for the same

reasons.b

a. “What I said in the preceding chapter explains why democratic peoples naturally
love peace.

“Democratic armies naturally love war, because in these armies ambition is much
more general and more (illegible word) than in all others, and because in times of peace
advancement is more difficult.

“These opposite dispositions of the people and of the army make democraticsocieties
run great dangers.

“Remedies indicated for averting these dangers” (YI'C, CVT, p. 49).

In the Rubish, all the manuscripts belonging to the chapters on war are gathered in
the same jacket with the title: INFLUENCE OF EQUALITY ON WARRIOR PASSIONS.
Initially the titles of the chapters were the following:

MILITARY SPIRIT. [Chapter 22]

HOW A DEMOCRATIC ARMY COULD CEASE TO BE WARLIKE AND REMAIN TUR-
BULENT. [This section constitutes the current chapter 22.]

WHICH CLASS IN THE DEMOCRATIC ARMY IS THE MOST NATURALLY WARLIKE
AND REVOLUTIONARY. [Chapter 23]

RUBISH OF CHAPTER 4. [Chapter 24]

INFLUENCE OF EQUALITY ON MILITARY DISCIPLINE. [Chapter 25]

RUBISH OF CHAPTER 6. [Chapter 26]

Tocqueville finished drafting these chapters at the end of the month of April 1838.

“The objection which presents itself to all these chapters is that I do not have a suf-
ficient personal knowledge of the matter” (Rubish, 2).

b. At this place you find in the manuscript a reference to note (a). In the rubish, a

1153
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The ever-increasing number of property owners friendly to peace, the
development of personal wealth, which war so rapidly devours, this le-
niency of morals, this softness of heart, this predisposition toward pity that
equality inspires, this coldness of reason that makes men hardly sensitive
to the poetic and violent emotions which arise among arms, all these causes
join together to extinguish military spirit.

I believe that you can accept as a general and constant rule that, among
civilized peoples, warrior passions will become rarer and less intense, as
conditions will be more equal.

War, however, is an accident to which all peoples are subject, democratic
peoples as well as others. Whatever taste these nations have for peace, they
must clearly keep themselves ready to repulse war, or in other words, they
must have an army.

Fortune, which has done such distinctive things to favor the inhabitants
of the United States, placed them in the middle of a wilderness where they
have, so to speak, no neighbors. A few thousand soldiers are sufficient for
them, but this is American and not democratic.

Equality of conditions, and the mores as well as the institutions that
derive from it, do not release a democratic people from the obligation to
maintain armies, and its armies always exercise a very great influence on its
fate. So it is singularly important to inquire what the natural instincts are
of those who compose its armies.

Among aristocratic peoples, among those above all in which birth alone
determines rank, inequality is found in the army as in the nation; the officer
is the noble, the soldier is the serf. The one is necessarily called to command,
the other to obey. So in aristocratic armies, the ambition of the soldier has

very narrow limits.

jacket bears the notation “Piece that originally was inserted at sign (a) and that must not
be definitively deleted except after consultation.

“To have copied after reestablishing page 2, which I took out for another use.” This
jacket contains ideas that already appear in the chapter. A copy, reproduced in YTC,
CVk, 1, pp. 89—91, bears this commentary: “Piece copied separately; I must pay attention
to it at the final examination./

“Piece that originally began the chapter. I removed it as extending and reproducing
ideas if not entirely similar, at least very analogous to those contained in the preceding
chapter. To see again” (YI'C, CVk, 1, p. 89).
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Nor is that of the officers unlimited.

An aristocratic body is not only part of a hierarchy; it always contains
an internal hierarchy; the members who compose it are placed some above
the others, in a certain way that does not vary. This one is naturally called
by birth to command a regiment, and that one a company; having reached
the extreme limits of their hopes, they stop on their own and remain sat-
isfied with their lot.

There is first of all one great cause that in aristocracies tempers the desire
of the officer for advancement.

Among aristocratic peoples, the officer, apart from his rank in the army,
still occupies an elevated rank in society; the first is almost always in his
eyes only an accessory to the second; the noble, by embracing the career of
arms, obeys ambition less than a sort of duty that his birth imposes on him.
He enters the army in order to employ honorably the idle years of hisyouth,
and in order to be able to bring back to his household and to his peers a
few honorable memories of military life; but his principal objective there
is not to gain property, consideration and power; for he possesses these ad-
vantages on his own and enjoys them without leaving home.

In democratic armies, all the soldiers can become officers, which gen-
eralizes the desire for advancement and extends the limits of military am-
bition almost infinitely.

On his side, the officer sees nothing that naturally and inevitably stops
him at one rank rather than atanother, and each rank has an immense value
in his eyes, because his rank in society depends almost always on his rank
in the army.

Among democratic peoples, it often happens that the officer has no prop-
erty except his pay, and can expect consideration only from his military
honors. So every time he changes offices, he changes fortune and is in a way
another man. What was incidental to existence in aristocratic armies has
thus become the main thing, everything, existence itself.

Under the old French monarchy,* officers were given only their title of

c. Under the old regime and still currently in England generals were called by their
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nobility. Today, they are given only their military title. This small change
in the conventions of language is sufficient to indicate that a great revo-
lution has taken place in the constitution of society and in that of thearmy.

Within democratic armies, the desire to advance is almost universal; it
is ardent, tenacious, continual; it increases with all the other desires, and is
extinguished only with life. Now, it is easy to see that, of all the armies of
the world, those in which advancement must be slowest in time of peace
are democratic armies. Since the number of ranks is naturally limited, the
number of competitors almost innumerable, and the inflexible law of
equality bears on all, no one can make rapid progress, and many cannot
budge. Thus the need to advance is greater, and the ease of advancing less
than elsewhere.d

title of nobility. In France they are given only their military title. There is a great
political revolution mixed with this revolution in the conventions of language.

They count on their salary to live, on their military cross, on their ranks to appear,
shine . . ., even more, all can equally attain everything. When a great prince said to
young soldiers that the baton of Maréchal de France could be found in the knapsack
of each one of them, he was only translating into an energetic and original form the
common thought (Rubish, 2).

d. Democratic army./

L[ouis (ed.)]. said to me today (17 March 1837) about the army of Africa some
damning things if they are true, which I still doubt to the extent that he said.

He told me that this army was not very warlike, that you had all the difficulty in
the world making it fight, that the soldier thought only about finishing his time and
returning to France, the officer thought only about reaching with the least danger
possible the time of his retirement, that the softness there was surprising, that the
regiments arrived in Africa only grudgingly, that there they took part in expeditions
only grudgingly and that in the expeditions they exposed themselves as little as they
could.

He claims that the army presented the same spectacle at Anvers, and he adds that
if we enter into war with Europe we will without fail be defeated.

[In the margin: Llouis (ed.)]. fell into agreement that nothing similar was seen
before 1830.]

It seems to me that I am able to conclude from all that he said that the principal
causes of this state of things could be reduced to this:

1. Disorganization caused by the Revolution of 1830. A great number of good
subjects dismissed or retiring,.
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All of the ambitious men contained in a democratic army therefore wish
vehemently for war, because war empties places and finally allows violation
of the right of seniority, which is the only privilege natural to democracy.

We thus arrive at this singular consequence that, of all armies, the ones
that most ardently desire war are democratic armies, and that, among peo-
ples, those who most love peace are democratic peoples; and what really
makes the thing extraordinary is that it is equality which produces these
opposite effects simultaneously.

Citizens, being equal, conceive daily the desire and discover the possi-
bility of changing their condition and of increasing their well-being; that
disposes them to love peace, which makes industry prosper and allows each

2. Moral effect caused by this revolution. The soldier not only inferior to the ci-
vilian, which must be so, but beaten by the civilian who has suddenly become a better
soldier than he is.

3. Old remnants of the Empire with which the regiments were inundated. Old
non-commissioned officers who have been made officers. Four hundred battalions
created and disbanded almost immediately, forming afterward an immense mass of
officers which stops advancement. Almost all the lower ranks occupied by old men.
In a word, the disorder of a great revolution without the movement and the impetus
that it causes. It has been disorganizing without creating anything,

4. General deterioration of morals resulting from the deceptions that followed
1830, of the baseness of the government, of tricks, of the cult of cleverness. . . . This
deterioration makes itself felt in the army as elsewhere. Civilians sell their conscience
and military men seek to save their skin.

5. The inferior condition in which the army is found. The officer is paid little; he
is taken from the secondary classes and not mixed with the upper classes; he is not
received in society; he is inferior in education and in enlightenment. The civilization
of the army is very inferior to that of the country. The officer is abased in all ways
in his own eyes and becomes a stranger to the great sentiments and to the great
thoughts that cause great things. This inferiority of the army has increased since 1830
when the aristocratic element of the army disappeared.

The first four causes that I have just talked about are accidental and transitory, but
it is not sure that the fifth is not due profoundly to the state of a democratic army in
peace, and it necessitates attracting my most serious attention (In the Rubish How
A DEMOCRATIC ARMY COULD CEASE TO BE WARLIKE AND REMAIN TURBU-
LENT). Certain ideas of these chapters are already found in a letter of 10 November
1836 to Kergorlay (Correspondance avec Kergorlay, OC, X111, 1, pp. 416-17).
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man to push his small enterprises tranquilly to their end; and from the other
side, this same equality, by augmenting the value of military honors in the
eyes of those who follow the career of arms, and by making honors acces-
sible to all, makes soldiers dream of battlefields. From both sides, the rest-
lessness of heart is the same, the taste for enjoyments is as insatiable, am-
bition is equal; only the means to satisfy it is different.

These opposing predispositions of the nation and of the army make
democratic societies run great dangers.

When the military spirit deserts a people, the military career immedi-
ately ceases to be honored, and men of war fall to the lowest rank of public
officials. They are little esteemed and no longer understood. Then the op-
posite of what is seen in aristocratic centuries happens. It is no longer the
principal citizens who enter the army, but the least. Men give themselves
to military ambition only when no other is allowed. This forms a vicious
circle from which it is difficult to escape. The elite of the nation avoids the
military career, because this career is not honored; and it is not honored,
because the elite of the nation no longer enters it.

[#Although the military man has in general a better-regulated and
milder existence in democratic times than in all the others, he nonetheless
experiences an unbearable uneasiness there; his body is better nourished,
better clothed, but his soul suffers.#]

So you must not be astonished if democraticarmies often appear restless,
muttering, and poorly satisfied with their lot, even though the physical con-
dition there is usually very much milder and discipline less rigid than in all
the others. The soldier feels himself in an inferior position, and his
wounded pride ends by giving him the taste for war, which makes him
necessary, or the love of revolutions, during which he hopes to conquer,
weapons in hand, the political influence and the individual consideration
that others deny him.

The composition of democratic armies makes thislast danger very much
to be feared.

In democratic society, nearly all citizens have some property to preserve;
but democratic armies are led, in general, by proletarians. Most among
them have little to lose in civil disturbances. The mass of the nation nat-
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urally fears revolutions more than in centuries of aristocracy; but theleaders
of the army fear them much less.

Moreover, since among democratic peoples, as I have said before, the
wealthiest, most educated, most capable citizens hardly enter the military
career, it happens that the army, as a whole, ends up becoming a small
nation apart, in which intelligence is less widespread and habits are cruder
than in the large nation. Now, this small uncivilized nation possesses the
weapons, and it alone knows how to use them.

What, in fact, increases the danger that the military and turbulent spirit
of the army presents to democratic peoples is the pacific temperament of
the citizens; there is nothing so dangerous as an army within a nation that
is not warlike; the excessive love of all the citizens for tranquillity daily puts
the constitution at the mercy of soldiers.

So you can say in a general way that, if democratic peoples are naturally
led toward peace by their interests and their instincts, they are constantly
drawn toward war and revolutions by their armies.

Military revolutions, which are almost never to be feared in aristocracies,
are always to be feared in democratic nations. These dangers must be ranked
among the most formidable of all those that their future holds; the atten-
tion of statesmen [v: of good citizens] must be applied unrelentingly to
finding a remedy for them.

When a nation feels itself tormented internally by the restless ambition
of its army, the first thought that presents itself is to give war as a goal for
this troublesome ambition.

I do not want to speak ill of war; war almost always enlarges the thought
of a people and elevates the heart. There are cases where it alone can arrest
the excessive development of certain tendencies that arise naturally from
equality, and where war must be considered as necessary for certain invet-
erate illnesses® to which democratic societies are subject.

e. In the manuscript: “. . . as a necessary remedy for certain moral illnesses . . .”
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War has great advantages; but it must not be imagined that war decreases
the danger that has just been indicated. It only defers it, and it comes back
more terrible after the war, for the army bears peace much more impatiently
after having tasted war. War would only be a remedy for a [democratic]
people who always wanted glory.

[Napoleon often let it be understood that he would have willingly
stopped in the middle of his triumphs if the passions of his soldiers had
not, so to speak, compelled him to throw himself constantly into new
endeavors.]f

I foresee that all the warrior princes who arise within great democratic
nations will find that it is much easier for them to conquer with their army
than to make the army live in peace after the victory. There are two things
that a democratic people will always have a great deal of difficulty doing:
beginning a war and ending it.8

If, moreover, war has particular advantages for democratic peoples, on
the other hand it makes them run certain dangers that aristocracies do not
have to fear to the same degree. I will cite only two of them.

If war satisfies the army, it hinders and often drives to despair that in-
numerable crowd of citizens whose small passions daily need peace to be
satisfied. So it risks bringing about in another form the disorder that it
should prevent.

There is no long war that, in a democratic country, does not put liberty
at great risk. It is not that you must fear precisely to see, after each victory,
conquering generals seize sovereign power by force, in the manner of Sylla
or of Caesar.h The danger is of another kind. War does not always deliver
democratic peoples to military government; but it cannot fail to increase
immensely, among these peoples, the attributions of the civil government;

f. “<That was not due to a particular disposition of his soldiers, but to the very con-
stitution of his army.>/

“<Such an idea never occurred to the mind of Frederick II or that of Louis XIV>”
(Rubish, 2).

g. “When a democracy makes war, it must do it admirably, because the entire desire
of amelioration that torments all individuals turns toward ranks, salaries, glory. War is
then nourished by all the possible industries that it destroys” (Rubish, 2).

h. In a first version of the rubish, he adds: “or of Bonaparte” (Rubish, 2).
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it almost inevitably centralizes in the government’s hands the direction of
all men and the use of everything. If it does not lead suddenly to despotism
by violence, it goes there softly by habits.J

j. War bringing about and cementing the union of the clerk and the soldier./

It is by this path that I must arrive at this idea:

At first paint administrative tyranny preparing and establishing itself under the
government whose general forms are liberal.

Then an accident, among others, war, giving the opportunity to concentrate the
higher powers and leading to the union cited above.

[To the side: Military monarchy becomes established in this way, not by brutal,
violent, irregular military power, but on the contrary, by regular, plain, clear, absolute
military power, society having become an army, and the military before all the others,
not as a warrior, but as master and administrator. The warrior will always be at the
second rank in democratic societies, capital idea. )

That will be striking, because the danger is not imaginary.

Reread the chapter on the military spirit at that point.

10 April 1838 (YT'C, CVj, 2, pp. 10-11).

In another draft:

War unites many wills in the same end; it suggests very energetic and very noble
passions; it creates enthusiasm, elevates the soul, suggests devotion. In these regards
war gets into the health of a democratic people, which without war could collapse
indefinitely.

But to make war, a very energetic and almost tyrannical central power must be
created; it must be allowed many arbitrary or violent acts. The result of war can put
in the hands of this power the liberty of the nation, always badly guaranteed in de-
mocracies, above all in emerging democracies.

War, which can be good from time to time when a people is strongly and long
organized democratically, must therefore be avoided with great care during the entire
period of transition.

M. Thiers told me one day last year (1836): “War will show the weakness of dem-
ocratic governments; it will cover them with confusion and will force peoples, out of
the sentiment of their preservation, to put their affairs back into a few hands. War
cannot fail to make understood the insufficiency of the government of journalists
and of lawyers,” he added.

M. I’Ad., one of the ardent and unintelligent partisans of M. Thiers, said the
other day (18 April) in front of me that representative government was a sad thing;
that liberty of the press notably would be incompatible with our security, if we were
at war, and that at the first general war it would have to be suppressed.

All that shows why those who aim for despotism must desire war and why in fact
they desire it and push for it (YTC, CVd, pp. 14-15).
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All those who seek to destroy liberty within a democratic nation should
know that the surest and shortest means to succeed in doing so is war. That
is the first axiom of the science.

A remedy seems to offer itself when the ambition of officers and of
soldiers comes to be feared; it is to increase the number of places available,
by augmenting the army. This relieves the present evil, but mortgages the
future even more.

To augment the army can produce a lasting effect in an aristocratic so-
ciety, because in these societies military ambition is limited to a single type
of men, and stops, for each man, at a certain limit; so that you can manage
to satisfy almost all of those who feel military ambition.

But among a democratic people, nothing is gained by increasing the
army, because the number of ambitious men always increases in exactly the
same proportion as the army itself. Those whose wishes you have fulfilled
by creating new posts are immediately replaced by a new crowd that you
cannot satisfy, and the first soon begin to complain again; for the same
agitation of spirit that reigns among the citizens of ademocracy shows itself
in the army;k what men want there is not to gain a certain rank, but always
to advance. If the desires are not very vast, they are reborn constantly. So
a democratic people that augments its army only softens, for a moment,

In the same notebook you find, a bit before, this other note on the same subject:

There are two ways to arrive at despotism by liberty:
Two systems:

Local liberties-------- no great liberty.
Great liberty--------- no local liberties.
D’Argenson---------- Thiers.

I want to say it not for the instruction of governments, which have nothing to
learn in this matter, but for that of peoples (YI'C, CVd, pp. 48—49).

Tocqueville is referring very probably to the ideas on decentralization set forth by
Argenson in Considérations sur le gouvernement ancien et présent de la France (Amsterdam,
1784), in particular chapters 6, 7, and 8.

k. In the margin: “<When I see a democratic people, out of fear of men of war,
augment the number of places in the army, I cannot prevent myself from thinking of
the Romans of the decadence who bought peace with the barbarians and soon found
them again the following year more enterprising and more numerous.>”
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the ambition of men of war; but soon it becomes more formidable, because
those who feel it are more numerous.™

I think, for my part, that a restless and turbulent spirit is an evil inherent
in the very constitution of democratic armies, and that we must give up
on curing it. The legislators of democracies must not imagine finding a
military organization that by itself has the strength to calm and to con-
tain men of war; they would exhaust themselves in vain efforts before
attaining it.

It is not in the army that you can find the remedy for the vices of the
army, but in the country.

Democratic peoples naturally fear trouble and despotism. It is only a
matter of making these instincts into thoughtful, intelligent and stable
tastes. When citizens have finally learned to make peaceful and useful use
of liberty and have felt its benefits; when they have contracted a manly love
of order and have voluntarily yielded to the established rule, these same
citizens, while entering into the career of arms, bring these habits and these
mores to the army without knowing it and as if despite themselves. The
general spirit of the nation, penetrating the particular spirit of the army,
tempers the opinions and the desires that arise from the military state, or
by the omnipotent force of public opinion, it suppresses them. Have en-
lightened, well-ordered, steady and free citizens, and you will have disci-
plined and obedient soldiers.

Every law that, while repressing the turbulent spirit of the army, would
tend to diminish, within the nation, the spirit of civil liberty and to obscure

m. The more I reflect on this the more I think that it is by armies that democracies
will perish, that that is the great danger of modern times, the chance for democratic
despotism for the future. Difficulty of cutting down on a democratic army when it
exists. Difficulty of not having an army when the neighbors have one. Near impos-
sibility of not being dragged into war or into seditions if armed.

To work on this fact. There are great truths there to put into relief./

29 September 1836.

You find on the same page this other note, which seems to be later: “Periods of transition.
Ease of pushing democratic peoples toward war, of seizing power by arms. Danger to
which you must always have your eyes open. Thiers” (Rubish, 2).
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the idea of law and of rights would therefore go against its purpose. It would
favor the establishment of a military tyranny much more than it would
harm it.

After all, and no matter what you do, a great army within a democratic
people will always be a great danger; and the most effective means of de-
creasing this danger will be to reduce the army; but it is a remedy that not
all peoples are able to use.”

n. On a page of the manuscript, next to a variant of the paragraphs that finish the
chapter: “Two things to do:

“1. Make the men who enter the army be penetrated by the advantages of order and
of liberty.

“2. Give to the citizens a moral or material power that allows them to contain the
soldiers as needed.”
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CHAPTER 232

Which Class, in Democratic Armies,
Is the Most Warlike and
the Most Revolutionary

It is the essence of a democratic army to be very numerous, relative to the
people who furnish it; I will talk about the reasons further along.

On the other hand, the men who live in democratic times scarcely ever
choose the military career.

So democratic peoples are soon led to renounce voluntary recruitment
in order to resort to compulsory enlistment.b The necessity of their con-
dition obliges them to take this last measure, and you can easily predict that
all will adopt it.

Since military service is compulsory, the burden is shared indiscrimi-
nately and equally by all citizens. That again follows necessarily from the
condition of these peoples and from their ideas. The government can more
or less do what it wants provided that it addresses itself to everyone at the

a. In democratic armies, soldiers, having to spend only a little time in the service, and
being drawn to it in spite of themselves, never completely take on the spirit of the
army. These are the ones who remain citizens the most. The officers on the contrary,
since they are someone in society only because of their military rank, become entirely
attached to the army and can become like strangers to the country. Their turbulent
spirit is often weakened, however, by the stability and the sweet pleasures of the sit-
uation already acquired.

These reasons are not found to temper the restless ambition of the non-
commissioned officers. The latter form the really military and revolutionary element
of democratic armies (YT'C, CV{, pp. 49-50).

b. “The natural tendency of a democratic people is to have an army of mercenaries”
(Rubish, 2).

1165
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same time; it is the inequality of the burden and not the burden itself that
ordinarily makes you resist.

Now, since military service is common to all citizens, the clear result is
that each of them remains in the service only a few years.

Thus in the nature of things the soldier is in the army only in passing,
while among most aristocratic nations, the military state is a profession that
the soldier takes or that is imposed on him for life.

This has great consequences. Among the soldiers who make up a dem-
ocratic army, some become attached to military life; but the greatest num-
ber, brought in spite of themselves into the service and always ready to
return to their homes, do not consider themselves seriously engaged in the
military career and think only about getting out of it. The latter do not
contract the needs and only half-share the passions that arise from this ca-
reer. They comply with their military duties, but their soul remains attached
to the interests and the desires that occupied it in civilian life. So they do
not take on the spirit of the army; instead they bring into the army the
spirit of the society and preserve it there. Among democratic peoples, it is
the simple soldiers who most remain citizens; national habits retain the
greatest hold and public opinion the most power over them. It is through
the soldiers above all that you can hope to make the love of liberty and
respect for rights, which you knew how to inspire among the people them-
selves, penetrate into a democratic army. The opposite happens amongaris-
tocratic nations, in which the soldiers end up having nothing atall in com-
mon with their fellow citizens, living among them like strangers and often
like enemies.

In aristocratic armies, the conservative element is the officer, because the
officer alone has kept close ties to civilian society and never gives up the
will to resume sooner or later his position there; in democratic armies, it is
the soldier and for entirely similar reasons.

It often happens, on the contrary, that in these same democratic armies,
the officer contracts tastes and desires entirely separate from those of the
nation. That is understandable.

Among democratic peoples, the man who becomes an officer breaks all
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the ties that attached him to civilian life; he emerges from it forever and he
has no interest in returning to it. His true country is the army, since he is
nothing except by the rank that he occupies there; so he follows the fortune
of the army, grows or declines with it, and it is toward the army alone that
from now on he directs his hopes. Since the officer has needs very distinct
from those of the country, it can happen that he ardently desires war or
works for a revolution at the very moment when the nation aspires most
to stability and peace.

Nonetheless there are causes that temper the warrior and restless tem-
perament in him. If ambition is universal and continuous among demo-
cratic peoples, we have seen that it is rarely great there. The man who, com-
ingoutof the secondary classes of the nation, hasarrived, through the lower
ranks of the army, at the rank of officer, has already taken an immense step.
He has entered into a sphere superior to the one he occupied within civilian
society, and he has acquired rights there that most democratic nations will
always consider as inalienable.! He stops willingly after this great effort, and
thinks about enjoying his conquest. The fear of compromising what he
possesses already softens in his heart the desire to acquire what he does not
have. After having overcome the first and the greatest obstacle that stopped
his progress, he resigns himself with less impatience to the slowness of his
march. This cooling of ambition increases as, rising higher in rank, he finds
more to lose from risks. If T am not mistaken, the least warlike as well as
the least revolutionary part of a democratic army will always be the head.

What I have just said about the officer and the soldier is not applicable
to a numerous class that, in all armies, occupies the intermediary place be-
tween them; I mean the non-commissioned officers.

This class of non-commissioned officers, which before the present cen-
tury had not yet appeared in history, is henceforth called, I think, to play
a role.

Just like the officer, the non-commissioned officer has broken in his
thought all the ties that attached him to civilian society; just like him, he

1. The position of the officer is, in fact, much more secure among democratic peoples than
among the others.c The less the officer is worth by himself, the more valuable rank is com-
paratively, and the more the legislator finds it just and necessary to assure its enjoyment.

c. The manuscript says: “. . . than within aristocracies.”
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has made the military life his career and, more than the officer perhaps, he
has turned all of his desires solely in this direction; but unlike the officer
he has not yet reached an elevated and solid place where it is permissible
for him to stop and to breathe comfortably, while waiting to be able to climb
higher.

By the very nature of his functions that cannot change, the non-
commissioned officer is condemned to lead an obscure, narrow, uneasy and
precarious existence. So far he sees only the perils of the military life. He
knows only privations and obedience, more difficult to bear than the perils.
He suffers all the more from his present miseries, because he knows that
the constitution of society and that of the army allow him to free himself
from these miseries; from one day to the next, in fact, he can become an
officer. Then he commands, has honors, independence, rights, enjoyments;
not only does this object of his hopes seem immense to him, but before
grasping it, he is never sure of attaining it. There is nothing irrevocable
about his rank; he is left each day entirely to the arbitrariness of his leaders;
the needs of discipline require imperatively that it be so. A slight fault, a
caprice, can always make him lose, in a moment, the fruit of several years
of work and efforts. Until he has reached the rank he covets, he has therefore
done nothing.d Only then does he seem to enter into the career. With a
man thus incited constantly by his youth, his needs, his passions, the spirit
of his times, his hopes and his fears, a desperate ambition cannot fail to
catch fire.

So the non-commissioned officer wants war, he wants it always and at
any price, and if you refuse him war, he desires revolutions which suspend
the authority of the rules; in the midst of these revolutions he hopes, by
means of confusion and political passions, to expel his officer and take his
place; and it is not impossible for him to bring about revolutions, because
he exercises a great influence over the soldiers by shared origins and habits,
even though he differs greatly from them by passions and desires.

You would be wrong to believe that these various predispositions of the

d. The manuscript of the chapter ends here. In the margin, with a bracket that goes
from the beginning of the paragraph to this place: “All of this is the weak part of the
piece. Developed and yet incomplete.”
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officer, of the non-commissioned officer and of the soldier depend on a
time or a country. They will appear in all periods and among all democratic
nations.

In every democratic army, it will always be the non-commissioned officer
who will least represent the pacific and regular spirit of the country, and
the soldier who will best represent it. The soldier will bring to the military
career the strength or the weakness of national mores; there he will manifest
the faithful image of the nation. If the nation is ignorant and weak, he will
allow himself to be carried away to disorder by his leaders, without his
knowing or despite himself. If the nation is enlightened and energetic, he
will keep them in order himself.
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CHAPTER 24*

What Makes Democratic Armies Weaker
Than Other Armies While Beginning

a Military Campaign and More Formidable
When the War Is Prolonged®

a. 1. A democratic army is more unsuited than another to war after a long peace.

1. Because all the officers in all the ranks are old there.

2. Because they have allowed themselves to be penetrated by the malaise of the
national mores.

3. Because they have fallen morally below the level of the people.

2. A democratic army is more formidable than another after a long war.

1. Because, since competition is immense and since the war pushes each man forc-
ibly into his place, you always end by discovering great men of war.

2. Because war, having destroyed all the peaceful industries, becomes the sole in-
dustry, so that toward it alone are turned all the ambitious and restless desires that
arise from equality.

Of military discipline in democratic armies (YT'C, CVf, pp. so-s1).

Former titles of the chapter in the manuscript: “#WHY A DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE RISKS
MORE THAN ANOTHER TO BE CONQUERED DURING THE FIRST MILITARY CAM-
PAIGNS. %/
“WHY THE CHANCES FOR A DEMOCRATIC ARMY INCREASE AS THE WAR CON-
TINUES./
“EFFECTS PRODUCED BY A LONG PEACE AND A LONG WAR ON A DEMOCRATIC
ARMY.”
b. The soldier./
Modification of the soldier in democracies./
Military discipline. Relationship of the soldier and of the officer. Driving force of
actions./
Reaction of this on the sentiment of honor. An aristocratic body of officers for-
mulates arbitrary laws of honor./
[Note, which seems later] Of honor in general in American society. Thata dem-
ocratic society can have virtue, but not what we call honor. Honor is an arbitrary
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Every army that begins a military campaign after a long peace risks being
defeated; every army that has waged war for a long time has great chances
to win: this truth is particularly applicable to democratic armies.

In aristocracies, the military life, being a privileged career, is honored
even in times of peace. Men who have great talents, great enlightenment
and a great ambition embrace it; the army is, in everything, at the level of
the nation; often it even surpasses it.

We have seen how, on the contrary, among democratic peoples, the elite
of the nation moves little by little away from the military career in order
to seek, by other roads, consideration, power and above all wealth. After a
long peace, and in democratic times periods of peace are long, the army is
always inferior to the country itself. War finds it in this state;® and until war
has changed it, there is a danger for the country and for the army.

I showed how, in democratic armies and in times of peace, the right of
seniority is the supreme and inflexible law for advancement. That follows

law, a convention that needs to be minutely detailed and interpreted by a body of
arbiters.

[In the margin: Honor is an aristocratic convention relative to the manner in which
you must envisage human actions./

What I have to say about honor seems to me too important to be said in relation
to other things.]

Precede this with an oratorical turn. If I am understood, I am assured of not hurt-
ing anyone. But I am afraid of not being able to make myself easily understood
(Rubish, 2).

c. In the manuscript:

<But war does not take long to change it.

As the military spirit awakens to the noise of arms, as great national dangers draw
all eyes toward the army, as great fortunes suddenly occur on the fields of battle, the
military life rises in the esteem of men and the most immense and boldestambitions
turn toward it.

This revolution is inevitable, but it cannot take place in a moment; and there is a
danger for the army and for the State undil it is accomplished.>

[In the margin] #To delete I think because it is not zecessary there and is necessary
further along,.

French of the XIXth century.#



DEMOCRATIC ARMIES ON MILITARY CAMPAIGN 1172

not only, as I said, from the constitution of these armies, but also from the
very constitution of the people, and will always be found.

Moreover, since among these peoples the officer is something in the
country only because of his military position, and since he draws all his
consideration and all his comfort from it, he only withdraws or is excluded
from the army at the very end of life.

The result of these two causes is that when, after a long peace, a dem-
ocratic people finally takes up arms, all the leaders of its army are found to
be old men. I am not speaking only about the generals, but about the sub-
ordinate officers, most of whom have remained immobile, or have been
able to move only step by step. If you consider a democratic army after a
long peace, you see with surprise that all the soldiers are not far from child-
hood and all the leaders are in their waning years; so that the first lack
experience; and the second, vigor.

That is a great cause of reverses; for the first condition to conduct war
well is to be young; I would not have dared to say it, if the greatest captain
of modern times had not said so.

These two causes do not act in the same way on aristocratic armies.

Since you advance there by right of birth much more than by right of
seniority, you always find in all the ranks a certain number of young men
who bring to war all the first energy of body and soul.

Moreover, as men who seek military honorsamongan aristocratic people
have an assured position in civilian society, they rarely wait in the army for
the approach of old age to surprise them. After devoting to the career of
arms the most vigorous years of their youth, they withdraw and go to spend
the remainder of their mature years at home.

A long peace not only fills democratic armies with old officers, it also
gives to all the officers habits of body and mind that make them little suited
to war. The man who has lived for a long time amid the peaceful and half-
hearted atmosphere of democratic mores yields with difficulty at first to
the hard work and austere duties that war imposes. If he does notabsolutely
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lose the taste for arms, he at least takes on ways of living that prevent him
from winning.

Among aristocratic peoples, the softness of civilian life exercises less in-
fluence on military mores, because among these peoples the aristocracy
leads the army. Now, an aristocracy, however immersed in delights it may
be, always has several other passions than that of well-being, and it readily
makes the temporary sacrifice of its well-being in order to satisfy those pas-
sions better.

I showed how in democratic armies, in times of peace, the delays in
advancement are extreme. The officers at first bear this state of things with
impatience; they become agitated, restless and despairing; but in the long
run, most of them resign themselves to it. Those who have the most am-
bition and resources leave the army; the others, finally adjusting their tastes
and their desires to their mediocre lot, end up considering the military life
from a civilian perspective. What they value most about it is the comfort
and the stability that accompany it; on the assurance of this small fortune,
they base the entire picture of their future, and they ask only to be able to
enjoy it peacefully.

Thus, not only does a long peace fill democratic armies with old officers,
but it often gives the instincts of old men even to those who are still at a
vigorous age.d

I have equally shown how among democratic nations, in times of peace,
the military career was little honored and not much followed.

This public disfavor is a very heavy burden that weighs on the spirit of
the army. Souls are as if bent down by it; and when war finally arrives, they
cannot regain their elasticity and their vigor in a moment.

A similar cause of moral weakness is not found in aristocratic armies.

d. In the margin:

<Perhaps here this idea (I do not believe so).

This troublesome influence of peace makes itself much less felt in aristocratic ar-
mies because the officers who are found there, having an assured well-being before
entering the career of arms, are only seeking reputation, the sole good that they are
lacking. This same need is felt by them at all times. The length of peace does not
weaken it and war, no matter when it occurs, always seems to them the best occasion
to satisfy it.>
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[<Among aristocratic peoples the career of arms is always honored, what-
ever the current of public opinion might otherwise be.>] Officers there
never find themselves lowered in their own eyes and in those of their
fellows, because apart from their military grandeur, they are great by
themselves.

If the influence of peace made itself felt in the two armies in the same
way, the results would still be different.

When the officers of an aristocratic army have lost the warrior spirit and
the desire to raise themselves by the profession of arms, they still keep a
certain respect for the honor of their order and an old habit of being first
and giving the example. But when the officers of a democratic army no
longer have love of war and military ambition, nothing remains.

So I think that a democratic people who undertakes a war after a long
peace risks being defeated much more than another; but it must not allow
itself to be easily demoralized by reverses, for the chances of its army in-
crease with the very duration of the war.

When war, by continuing, has finally torn all citizens away from their
peaceful labors and made all their small undertakings fail, it happens that
the same passions that made them attach so much value to peace turn to-
ward arms. War, after destroying all industries, becomes itself the greatand
sole industry, and then the ardent and ambitious desires given birth by
equality are directed from all sides toward it alone. This is why these same
democratic nations that are so hard to drag onto the field of battle some-
times do such prodigious things there, once you have finally succeeded in
having them take up arms.

As war more and more draws all eyes toward the army, as you see it create
in a short time great reputations and great fortunes, the elite of the nation
takes up the career of arms; all the naturally enterprising, proud and warlike
spirits produced not only by the aristocracy, but by the entire country, are
drawn in this direction.

Since the number of competitors for military honors is immense, and
since war pushes each man roughly into his place, great generals always end
up being found. A long war brings about in a democratic army what a
revolution brings about in the people itself. It breaks the rules and makes
all the extraordinary men appear suddenly. The officers whose soul and
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body have become old during the peace are pushed aside, retire or die. In
their place presses a crowd of young men whom the war has already hard-
ened and whose desires it has expanded and inflamed. The latter want to
grow greater at any price and constantly; after them come others who have
the same passions and the same desires; and after those, others still, without
finding any limits except those of the army. Equality allows ambition to
all, and death takes care of providing chances to all ambitions. Death con-
stantly opens ranks, empties places, closes and opens careers.

There is, moreover, a hidden connection between military mores and
democratic mores that war exposes.

Men of democracies naturally have the passionate desire to acquire
quickly the goods that they covet and to enjoy them easily. Most of them
adore chance and fear death much less than pain. In this spirit they conduct
commerce and industry; and this same spirit, carried by them onto the fields
of battle, leads them readily to risk their lives in order to assure, in one
moment, the rewards of victory. No greatness is more satisfying to the imag-
ination of a democratic people than military greatness, a brilliant and sud-
den greatness that is obtained without work, by risking only your life.

Thus, while interest and tastes move the citizens of a democracy away
from war, the habits of their soul prepare them to wage war well; they easily
become good soldiers as soon as you have been able to tear them away from
their affairs and their well-being.

If peace is particularly harmful to democratic armies, war therefore as-
sures them advantages that other armies never have; and these advantages,
although not very noticeable at first, cannot fail, in the long run, to give
them victory.©

An aristocratic people who, fighting against a democratic nation, does
not succeed in destroying it immediately with the first military campaigns,
always greatly risks being defeated by it.

e. In the margin: “#1 had had the idea of introducing there chapter a’ but thatwould

« »

interrupt the thread of the discourse.#” Chapter “a” is the one that follows.
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CHAPTER 25?2

Of Discipline in

Democratic Armies

It is a very widespread opinion, above all among aristocratic peoples, that
the great social equality that reigns within democracies makes the soldier
independent of the officer in the long run and thus destroys the bond of
discipline.

It is an error. There are, in fact, two types of discipline that must not be
confused.

When the officer is the noble and the soldier the serf; the one the rich
man, and the other the poor man; when the first is enlightened and strong,
and the second ignorant and weak, it is easy to establish between these two
men the closest bond of obedience. The soldier has yielded to military dis-
cipline before entering the army, so to speak, or rather military discipline
is only a perfecting of social servitude. In aristocratic armies, the soldier
ends up easily enough being as though indifferent to everything except to
the order of his leaders. He acts without thinking, triumphs withoutardor,
and dies without complaining. In this state, he is no longer a man, but more
a very fearsome animal trained for war.

Democratic peoples must give up hope of ever obtaining from their sol-
diers this blind, scrupulous, resigned and totally constant obedience that
aristocratic peoples impose on their soldiers without difficulty. The state of
society does not prepare their soldiers for it; democratic peoples risk losing
their natural advantages by wanting to gain that obedience artificially.

a. As has been pointed out, in notebook YT'C, CVT, p. 51, this chapter was part of
the preceding one. In the jacket of the rubish you find this note: “Chapter too small and
of too little importance to be alone, but I do not know what to combine it with./

“T am not sure that it is not mediocre” (Rubish, 2).
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Among democratic peoples, military discipline must not try to obliterate
the free impulse of souls; it can only aspire to direct it; the obedience that
it creates is less exact, but more impetuous and more intelligent. Its root is
in the very will of the man who obeys; it rests not on his instinct alone,
but on his reason; consequently discipline often grows tighter on its own
as danger makes it more necessary. The discipline of an aristocratic army
readily relaxes in war, because this discipline is based on habits, and because
war disturbs these habits. The discipline of a democratic army, on the con-
trary, becomes firmer before the enemy, because each soldier then sees very
clearly that to conquer he must remain silent and obey.

The peoples who have done the most considerable things by war have
known no other discipline than the one I am talking about. Among the
ancients, only free men and citizens, who differed little from each otherand
were accustomed to treating each other as equals, were received in the ar-
mies. In this sense, you can say that the armies of antiquity were demo-
cratic, although they came from the aristocracy; consequently in those ar-
mies a sort of fraternal familiarity reigned between the officer and the
soldier. You will be convinced by reading Plutarch’s Lives of the Grear Cap-
tains. The soldiers there speak constantly and very freely to their generals,
and the latter listen willingly to the speeches of their soldiers and respond
to them. It is by these words and these examples, much more than by com-
pulsion and punishments that they lead them. You would say they were
companions as much as leaders.

I do not know if Greek and Roman soldiers ever perfected to the same
degree as the Russians® the small details of military discipline; but that did
not prevent Alexander from conquering Asia, and Rome, the world.

b. In a version of the drafts: “. . . the Russians or the English . . .” (Rubish, 2).
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CHAPTER 262

Some Considerations on War

in Democratic Societies

[<War exercises such a prodigious influence on the fate of all peoples that
you will pardon me, I hope, for not abandoning the subject that deals with
it without trying to exhaust it.>]

When the principle of equality develops not only in one nation, but
at the same time among several neighboring nations, as is seen today in
Europe, the men who inhabit these various countries, despite the disparity
of languages, customs and laws, are nevertheless similar on this point that

they equally fear war and conceive the same love for peace.! In vain does

a. All democratic peoples are similar in the love of peace. All are equally led to com-
merce by equality, and commerce links their interests so that they cannot hurt their
neighbor without harming themselves. So wars are rare. But they are great because
these two peoples cannot set about to make war on a small scale.

Since men are similar, only numbers decide, from that the obligation for large
armies. Thus armies seem to grow as the military spirit fades.

Great changes take place as well in the manner of making war.

A democratic people can more easily than another conquer and be conquered (il-
legible word). Why you always march on the capitals. Why civil wars become very
difficule (YT'C, CVH, pp. s1—52).

On the jacket of the chapter: “#Perhaps all that will be to delete./

Chapter to look at again closely, done a bit too hastily.#”

The idea that decentralization hinders the rapidity of reaction but increases the ca-
pacity of resistance is already found set forth in a letter of 1828 to Beaumont. This letter
comments at length on the History of England of John Lingard (Correspondance avec
Beaumont, OC, V111, 1, p. 53).

1. The fear that European peoples show for war is not only due to the progress that equality
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ambition or anger arm princes; a sort of apathy and universal benevolence
pacifies them in spite of themselves and makes them drop the sword from
their hands. Wars become rarer.

As equality, developing at the same time in several countries, simulta-
neously pushes the men who inhabit them toward industry and commerce,
not only are their tastes similar, but also their interests mingle and become
entangled, so that no nation can inflict harm on others that does not come
back on itself, and all end by considering war as a calamity almost as great
for the victor as for the defeated.

Thus, on the one hand, itis very difficultin democratic centuries to bring
peoples to fight with each other, but, on the other hand, it is almost im-
possible for two of them to make war in isolation. The interests of all are
so intertwined, their opinions and their needs so similar, that no people can
keep itself at rest when the others are agitated. So wars become rarer; but
when they arise, they are on a field more vast.

Democratic peoples who are neighbors do not become similar only on
a few points, as I have just said; they end by resembling each other in nearly
everything.?

has made among them; I do not need, I think, to point it out to the reader. Apart from this
permanent cause, there are several accidental ones that are very powerful. I will cite, before
all the others, the extreme weariness that the wars of the Revolution and of the Empire have
left.

2. That comes not solely from the fact that peoples have the same social state, but from the
Jact that this same social state is such that it leads men naturally to imitate each other and to
blend.

When citizens are divided into castes and into classes, not only do they differ from each
other, but also they have neither the taste or the desire to become alike; each man, on the
contrary, seeks more and more to keep intact his own opinions and habits and to remain
himself: The spirit of individuality is very robust.

When a people has a democratic social state, that is to say that neither castes nor classes
exist within it any longer and that all citizens there are more or less equal in enlightenment
and in property, the human spirit heads in the opposite direction. Men are similar, and more-
over they suffer in a way from not being similar. Far from wanting to preserve what can still
make each one of them different, they ask only to lose that singularity in order to blend into
the common mass, which alone in their eyes represents right and strength. The spirit of in-
dividuality is almost destroyed.
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Now this similitude of peoples has very important consequences con-
cerning war.

When I ask myself why the Helvetic confederation of the XVth century
made the largest and most powerful nations of Europe tremble, while today
its power is in exact proportion to its population, I find that the Swiss have
become similar to all the men who surround them, and those men to the
Swiss; so that, since numbers alone make the difference between them, vic-
tory necessarily belongs to the biggest battalions. One of the results of the
democratic revolution taking place in Europe is therefore to make the force
of numbers prevail on every battlefield, and to compel all the small nations
to become incorporated into the large ones, or at least to take part in the
policy of the latter.

In times of aristocracy, even those who are naturally similar aspire to create imaginary
differences between them. In times of democracy, even those who naturally are not alike ask
only to become similar and copy each other, so much is the spirit of each man always carried
along by the general movement of humanity.

Something similar makes itself noticed as well from people to peaple. Two peoples would
have the same aristocratic social state; they would be able to remain very distinct and very
dz’ﬁérmt, because the spirit 0f aristocracy is to become more individual. But two neig/aborz'ng
peoples could not have the same democratic social state without immediately adopting similar
opinions and mores, because the spirit of democracy makes men tend to assimilate.”

b. In the manuscript, this note is part of the text and continues in this way:

... to assimilate. <#In centuries of inequality each nation takes great care therefore
to keep itself apart and to remain distinct, while in centuries of equality all nations
come closer together, follow each other and help each other.

The democratic social state, coming to be established at the same time among
several peoples, makes all citizens there more or less similar and this same social state
makes them all individually weak. Two causes which powerfully facilitate <in these
same periods> the birth and the consolidation of great empires. For the first gives to
the latter countries a natural propensity to live in common and the second allows
forcing them to do so [v: prevents them from separating from each other] once you
have succeeded in uniting them. Thus you can say in a general way that, as the social
state of men becomes more democratic, small nations tend to disappear and large
ones are established, which makes wars become rarer and embrace a larger space.#>

c. Baden, 5 August 1836.
I wondered today to myself why certain small peoples of Europe such as the Swiss
for example had formerly played such a great role, while today their power had be-
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[#This must necessarily make wars rarer and greater.

This resemblance that the citizens of different peoples have with each
other has still many other consequences. #]

Since the determining factor for victory is numbers, the result is that
each people must with all its efforts strain to bring the most men possible
onto the field of battle.

When you could enroll under the colors a type of troops superior to all
the others, such as the Swiss infantry or the French cavalry of the XVIth
century, you did not consider that you had the need to levy very large ar-
mies; but it is not so when all soldiers are equally valuable.

The same cause that gives birth to this new need also provides the means
to satisfy it. For, as I said, when all men are similar, they are all weak. The
social power is naturally much stronger among democratic peoples than
anywhere else. So these peoples, at the same time that they feel the desire
to call all the male population to arms, have the ability to assemble them
there; this means that, in centuries of equality, armies seem to grow as the
military spirit fades.d

In the same centuries, the manner of making war is also changed by the

same causes.

come in exact proportion to their number and their strength, so that while the con-
federation of the XVth century made the greatest continental powers tremble, today
there is no people of Europe having four or five million inhabitants that cannot in
the long run oppress Switzerland, which has only two.

The reason is that the Swiss have become more or less similar in everything to the
peoples who are around them and the latter to the Swiss, so that, since numbersalone
make the difference between them, to the biggest battalions necessarily belongs
victory.

One of the results of the great democratic revolution that is taking place among
peoples as well as between individuals will therefore have as a final result to make the
force of numbers prevail everywhere and to deliver small nations without hope to
the tyranny of large ones [v: they are forced to become incorporated into the large
ones or to take part in their policy] (Rubish, 2).

d. In the margin: “<Comfort does not prevent the military from fighting but it pre-
vents the bourgeois from taking up arms.>”
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Machiavelli€ says in his book 7%e Prince “that it is much more difficult
to subjugate a people who have a prince and barons for leaders than a nation
which is led by a prince and slaves.” Let us put, in order not to offend
anyone, public officials in the place of slaves and we will have a great truth,
very applicable to our subject.

It is very difficult for a great aristocratic people to conquer its neighbors
and to be conquered by them. It cannot conquer them, because it can never
gather all its forces and hold men together for a long time; and it can never
be conquered, because the enemy finds everywhere small centers of resis-
tance that stop it. I will compare war in an aristocratic country to war in a
country of mountains; the defeated find at every instant the occasion to
rally in new positions and to hold firm there.

e. Machiavelli in his horrible work 7he Prince expresses a true and profound idea
when he says in chapter IV that among principalities those that are governed by a
prince and slaves must be clearly distinguished from those thatare governed by a prince
and barons.

The first, he says, are difficult to conquer because you cannot find within them
subjects powerful enough to aid the conquest, and because the sovereign who governs
them can easily gather all the forces of the empire against you.

Conquest accomplished, the same reasons allow you to preserve it easily.

The second are easy to penetrate because it is not difficult to win over a few of the
great men of the kingdom. But does the conqueror want to hold on? He experiences
all sorts of difficulties. It is not enough for him to extinguish the race of the prince;
a crowd of powerful lords will always remain who will put themselves at the head of
the malcontents, and since it is impossible for him to make every one content and to
destroy those powerful lords, he will soon be chased away.

Machiavelli explains in this way the ease that Alexander had establishing himself
on the throne of Darius and the difficulty that has always been encountered in con-
quering France.

Machiavelli who after all is only a superficial man, clever at discovering secondary
causes, but from whom great general causes escape, touches there accidentally and
without seeing it one of the great political consequences that clearly follow from a
democratic or aristocratic social state.

Democratic States in fact make very much greater efforts to defend themselves
than others, but once beaten and conquered, there is less of a remedy than among
aristocratic nations.

To this cause you must equally attribute the difficulty of making long civil wars
among democratic peoples.

As democratic peoples become more democratic you can count on the fact that
civil wars there will become rarer and shorter. This is what explains the length of wars
as regards religion, unless in a democratic country there are provinces strongly con-
stituted, in which case there will be foreign wars in the form of civil war (Rubish, 2).
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Precisely the opposite makes itself seen among democratic nations.

The latter easily bring all their available forces to the field of battle, and
when the nation is rich and numerous, it easily becomes victorious; but
once it has been defeated and its territory has been penetrated, few resources
remain to it, and if it gets to the point of having its capital taken, the nation
is lost. That is very easily explained; since each citizen is individually very
isolated and very weak, no one can either defend himself or offer a point
of support to others. In a democratic country only the State is strong; since
the military strength of the State is destroyed by the destruction of its army
and its civil power paralyzed by the taking of its capital, the rest forms
nothing more than a multitude without rule and without strength that can-
not struggle against the organized power that attacks it. I know that you
can reduce the danger by creating liberties and, consequently, provincial
entities, but this remedy will always be insufficient.

Not only will the population then no longer be able to continue the war,
but it is to be feared that it will not want to try.

[#The greatest difficulty that a democratic population finds is not to
defend itself with weapons in hand, but to want to defend itself in such a
way. #]f

According to the law of nations adopted by civilized nations, wars do
not have as a purpose to appropriate the goods of individuals, but only to
seize political power. Private property is destroyed only accidentally and in
order to attain the second objective.

When an aristocratic nation is invaded after the defeat of its army, the
nobles, although they are at the same time the rich, prefer to continue to
defend themselves individually rather than to submit; for if the conqueror
remained master of the country, he would take away their political power
to which they are even more attached than to their property; so they prefer
combat to conquest, which is for them the greatest misfortune, and they
easily carry the people with them, because the people have contracted the
long custom of following and obeying them, and besides have almost noth-

ing to risk in war.

f. In the margin: “#Bad in form but the idea of transition good.#”
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In a nation where equality of conditions reigns,8 each citizen takes, on
the contrary, only a small part in political power, and often takes no part
atall; on the other hand, everyone is independent and has property to lose;
so that there conquest is feared much less and war much more than among
an aristocratic people. It will always be very difficult to cause a democratic
population to take up arms when war is brought to its territory.n This is
why it is necessary to give to these peoples rights and a political spirit that
suggests to each person some of the interests that cause nobles to act in
aristocracies.

It is very necessary that princes and other leaders of democratic nations
remember: only the passion and the habit of liberty can, with advantage,
combat the habit and the passion of well-being. I imagine nothing better
prepared for conquest, in case of reverses, than a democratic people who
does not have free institutions.

Formerly you began military campaigns with few soldiers; you fought
small battles and conducted long sieges. Now you fight great battles, and
as soon as you can march freely ahead, you race toward the capital in order
to end the war with one blow.

Napoleon, it is said, invented this new system. It did not depend on one
man, whoever he was, to create such a system. The manner in which Na-
poleon made war was suggested to him by the state of society of his time,
and it succeeded for him because it was marvelously suited to this state and
because he put it to use for the first time. Napoleon is the first to have
traveled at the head of an army the path to all the capitals. But it is the ruin
of feudali society that had opened this road to him. It is to be believed that,
if this extraordinary man had been born three centuries ago, he would not
have gathered the same fruits from his method, or rather he would have
had another method.

g. The manuscript says: “In a democratic nation.”
h. “Difficulty of making a democratic people take up arms.
g peop P
“That is true in all democratic countries, but above all in democratic countries that
do not have free institutions” (Rubish, 2).
j- The manuscript says: “But it is the progress of equality of conditions that had
opened it.”
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I will add only one more word about civil wars, for I am afraid of tiring
the patience of the reader.

Most of the things I have said concerning foreign wars apply with
stronger reason to civil wars [<and it is there above all that the strength of
the State and the weakness of individuals are revealed>]. Men who live in
democratic countries do not naturally have the military spirit; they some-
times take it on when they are dragged, despite themselves, onto the fields
of battle. But to rise up by himself, in a body, and to expose himself will-
ingly to the miseries that war and above all civil war bring, is a choice that
the man of democracies does not make. Only the mostadventurouscitizens
agree to throw themselves into such a risk; the mass of the population re-
mains immobile.

Even when the mass of the population would like to act, it does not
easily succeed in doing so; for it does not find within it ancient and well-
established influences to which it wishes to submit, no already known lead-
ers to gather the malcontents, to regulate and to lead them; no political
powers placed below the national power, which effectively come to support
the resistance put up against the nation’s power.

In democratic countries, the moral power of the majority is immense,
and the material forces at its disposal are out of proportion with those that,
at first, it is possible to unite against it. The party in the majority’s seat,
which speaks in its name and uses its power, triumphs therefore, in one
moment and without difficulty, over all particular resistances. It does not
even allow them the time to be born; it crushes them in germ.

So those who, among these peoples, want to make a revolution by arms,
have no other resources than to seize unexpectedly the already functioning
machine of the government, which can be carried out by a surprise attack
rather than by a war; for from the moment when a war is official, the party
which represents the State is almost always sure to win.

The only case in which a civil war could arise would be the one in which,
the army being divided, one portion raised the banner of revolt and the
other remained faithful. An army forms a very tightly bound and very hardy
small society which is able to be self-sufficient for a while. The war could
be bloody, but it would not be long; for either the army in revolt would
draw the government to its side just by showing its strength or by its first



WAR 1186

victory, and the war would be over; or the battle would begin, and the
portion of the army not supported by the organized power of the State
would soon disperse on its own or be destroyed.

So you can accept, as a general truth, that in the centuries of equality,
civil wars will become much rarer and shorter.?

3. It is well understood that I am speaking here about single democratic nations and not
about confederated democratic nations. In confederations, since the preponderant power al-
ways resides, despite fictions, in the government of the state and not in the federal government,
civil wars are only disguised foreign wars.
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FOURTH PART®

a. Plan of this part in a draft:

General influence of democratic ideas and mores on government./

#1. How democratic ideas favor the establishment of a centralized government.

2. How id. mores do id.

3. Particular causes, but related to the great democratic cause, that can lead there.

4. Type of despotism to fear. Here show administrative despotism and the manner
in which it could successively take hold# of private life. Dangers of this state.

5. Remedies. Here all that I can say on association, aristocratic persons, liberty,
great passions . . ./

Last chapter./

1. New affirmation of the irresistible march of democracy.
2. General judgment of this new state.
3. Nations can turn it to good or to detestable account and they hang in the balance

(YTC, CVKk, 1, pp. 73-74).

Plan of the chapter in the rubish:

General idea of the last chapter./
To do well, this chapter must fit together well with those that precede, which are:

1. Ambition, in which I show the sentiment of ambition universal and small.

2. Revolutions, in which I show that great revolutions will be rare.

3. The army, in which I show the restlessness and habitual discontent of democratic
armies.

I believe that what would have to be done now would be this:

1. Show how the human mind plunges on all sides among democratic peoples into
the idea of unizy, of uniformitry.

2. Show afterward how that idea leads to administrative despotism.

[To the side: A fact certainly new in our hemisphere, for if I am not mistaken the
thing has existed for two thousand years in the Antipodes.]
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3. Necessity of upholding human individuality. Union of liberty and equality. Sep-
aration of the revolutionary element.

[To the side: Here idea of aristocratic persons.]/
These are three ideas that follow each other well.

This is found in a jacket placed with the rubish of the chapter on material well-being

(chapter 10 of the second part). The jacket bears this commentary: “How equality of
ranks suggests to men the taste for liberty and for equality. Why democratic peoples love

equality better than liberty./

“Piece from which I will probably have to make the second section of the chapter and
that must be carefully reexamined while reviewing this chapter. 4 September 1838” (Rub-

ish, 1).

The drafts reproduced in notebook CVd bear this commentary at the head:

Ideas and fragments that all relate more or less to the great chapter entitled: How the
ideas and the sentiments suggested by equality influence the political constitution./

Sketch of the final chapter./

Individualism. Natural [Material (ed.)] enjoyments./

Perhaps put a part of all that in the chapter on sentiments that favor the concen-
tration of power.

Particularly what I say about the taste for material enjoyments, and individualism.
The piece.

More probably place in the work a chapter on material enjoyments and individu-
alism, pieces of this section which merit being kept (28 July 1838).

1bis. 1. Summary of the book. That equality of conditions is an irresistible, ac-
complished fact, which will break all those who want to struggle againstit. Thisabove
all true when equality (illegible word).

[To the side: Order of ideas of this chapter.

2. Equality of conditions suggests equally to men the taste for /iberty and the taste
for equality.

But the one is a superficial and passing taste. The other a tenacious and ardent
passion.]

2. That despotism can hope to succeed in becoming established only by respecting
equality and by flattering democratic tendencies.

3. How a government that aspires to despotism must set about doing so and the
opportunities that the ideas, the habits and the instincts of democracy provide for it.

I. Why democratic peoples are naturally led to the centralization of power.

Theory of centralization presents itself naturally to the mind of men when equal-
ity exists.

Difficulty of knowing to whom to return intermediary powers. Jealousy of the
neighbor. All this increased by revolutions.

I1. Democratic taste for material well-being which leads men to become absorbed
in searching for it or in enjoying it.
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Of the Influence That

Democratic ldeas and Sentiments
Exercise on Political Society"

II. Individualism which makes each man want to be occupied only with himself.

4. Since the government s, in this way, master of everything, it only needs war to
destroy even the shadow of liberty.

1. Facility that it also finds in the democratic social state for that.
2. By this means, which will establish despotism, despots will be successively over-
turned. Picture analogous to that at the end of the Roman empire.

Aristocracy of men of war.

Having reached this point, you can hope to see the end of a tyrant, but not that
of tyranny.

[To the side: Opposing view to all (illegible word).

1. To unite the spirit of liberty to the spirit of equality.

2. To separate the spirit of equality from the revolutionary spirit. Why the revo-
lutionary spirit is more natural to democratic peoples and more (illegible word). Par-
ticular necessity in these democratic centuries for the spirit of equality. In democratic
centuries, you must be scrupulous, extraordinarily respectful on this point] (YT'C,
CVd, pp. 1-3).

This part is missing in notebook CVT.

b. In the manuscript: “Do only a single chapter from all of that beginning with the
foreword (a) and then divided into sections.” This fourth part forms one single chapter
in the manuscript and bears the number 60. The conclusion, which constitutes the last
chapter, bears the number 61. Apart from the drafts of the chapter, there exist various
drafts contained in jackets and bearing the following titles: UNITY, CENTRALIZATION,
ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM; NOTES OF THE CHAPTER; RELATIVE TO THE IDEA
OF UNITY; IDEAS WHICH I CAN HOPE TO USE; and THOUGHTS TO ADD ON THE
INFLUENCE EXERCISED BY DEMOCRATIC IDEAS ON THE FORMS OF GOVERNMENT.

In July 1838 (OCB, VII, pp. 167-68), Tocqueville writes to his brother, Edouard, that
he is working on the last part of his book and that this is composed of two short chapters.
At the end of the month of August, he notes that he has already finished the draft of
the first version; on October 1 he begins to work on the last chapter. Writing the draft
and revision will take an entire year, and the two initial chapters will be replaced by a
total of eight chapters. The quantity of notes and drafts testifies to Tocqueville’s efforts
to finish the part that he considered the most important of his work.

The manuscript and the drafts seem to indicate that the first chapter of this part was
added at the end, and that the second and third chapters formed only one in the first
drafts.
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After having shown the ideas and the sentiments suggested by equality, I
would badly fulfill the purpose of this book if, while concluding, I did not
show what general influence these same sentiments and these same ideas
can exercise on the government of human societies.

To succeed in doing that, I will often be obliged to retrace my steps. But
I hope that the reader will not refuse to follow me when roads that he knows
lead him toward some new truth.
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CHAPTER I

Equality Naturally Gives Men
the Taste for Free Institutions

Equality, which makes men independent of each other, makes them con-
tract the habitand the taste to follow only their will in their personal actions.
This complete independence, which they enjoy continually vis-a-vis their
equals and in the practice of private life, disposes them to consider all au-
thority with a discontented eye, and soon suggests to them the idea and the
love of political liberty. So men who live in these times march on a natural
slope that leads them toward free institutions. Take one of them atrandom;
go back, if possible, to his primitive instincts; you will discover that, among
the different governments, the one that he conceives first and that he prizes
most, is the government whose leader he has elected and whose actions he
controls.2

Of all the political effects that equality of conditions produces, it is this
love of independence that first strikes our attention and that timid spirits
fear even more; and we cannot say that they are absolutely wrong to be
afraid, for anarchy has more frightening features in democratic countries
than elsewhere.b Since citizens have no effect on each other, at the instant

a. In the manuscript: “. . . government based on the principle of sovereignty of the
people.”

b. What to do to combine the spirit of equality and the spirit of liberty and make

liberty reign amid a leveled society.

This part is the most important for me./

The hydra of anarchy is the sacramental phrase of all the enemies of liberty. The
cowardly, the corrupt, the servile try to outdo each other in repeating it. The weak
and the honest say it also.

It is a monster that I must look in the face. For it is after all the great enemy of
my ideas. What I want to bring along and to convince are honest souls. Well! The
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when the national power that keeps them all in their place becomes absent,
it seems that disorder must immediately be at its height and that, with each
citizen on his own, the social body is suddenly going to find itself reduced
to dust.

I am convinced nevertheless that anarchy is not the principal evil that

democratic centuries must fear, but the least.

latter, at the point we have reached, are not afraid of despotism. They tremble before
the hydra of anarchy. The fact is that there exists today a singular phenomenon for
which we must account.

[To the side: It is honest men led by rogues who have always enslaved the world.

They do not see that in this way they are preparing habits, ideas, laws for all types
of despotism, that of all or of one man. These men who today ask of power only to
save them from anarchy resemble those drowning men who cling to a dead body and
drag it away with them. By violent and reactionary laws, by the violation of existing
laws, by the absence of laws, they destroy the ideas of the just and the unjust, of the
permissible and the forbidden, of the legal and the illegal, and they thus open the
door to all anarchical tyrannies. They are the pioneers of anarchy.]

Liberty and power gradually become weaker and each one in its own way. They
are two exhausted and stiff old men who struggle with each other without either one
winning, because their weaknesses, not their strengths, are equal; and grappling with
each other, they roll together in the same dust.

Thus, those who say that liberty is weak are right. Those who maintain that power
is weak are also right. What to conclude from that? Fix all the force of my mind on
that.

[To the side: I believe, moreover, that the same symptoms presented themselves
before the temporary or definitive enslavement of all peoples.]

To show that arbitrary and anti-liberal measures will not save us from the hydra
of anarchy and to demonstrate that legal and liberal measures will not lead there, that
is what we must above all work hard to do.

What modern nation (three illegible words) despotism, and how to break despo-
tism without anarchy. Despotism is party to anarchy.

[To the side] What to think of the future of an unfortunate country in which there
is an honest and pure man who says that he is not concerned about its posterity, but
about himself; who says that country in the general sense is a word, that he very much
wants the country to be and to remain free, provided that his fortune and his life
remain sure, but that rather than putting these things in dogma [danger (ed.)], tyr-
anny seems better to him; who says that he prefers a permanent, meddlesome, civi-
lizing despotism to a temporary anarchy? And what to hope for his century when the
other honest and pure men who surround the former approve his language? This
is [illegible word] the sad spectacle that I had today, 7 February 1837 (YI'C, CVd,
pp- 16-18).
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Equality produces, in fact, two tendencies: one leads men directly to
independence and can push them suddenly as far as anarchy; the other leads
them by a longer, more secret, but surer road toward servitude.

Peoples easily see the firstand resist it; they allow themselves to be carried
along by the other without seeing it; it is particularly important to show it.

As for me,© far from reproaching equality for the unruliness that it in-
spires, I praise it principally for that. I admire equality when I see it deposit
deep within the mind and heart of each man this obscure notion of and
this instinctive propensity for political independence. In this way equality
prepares the remedy for the evil to which it gives birth. It is from this side
that I am attached to it.

c. “As for me, I consider this taste for natural independence as the most precious
present that equality has given to men” (YT'C, CVKk, 2, pp. 45—46).
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CHAPTER 27

That the Ideas of Democratic Peoples in
Matters of Government Naturally Favor
the Concentration of Powers"

a. Order of this section.

The theoretical and philosophical idea of government among democratic peoples
is uniformity and centralization.

[To the side: That democratic peoples imagine liberty only in the form of a great
assembly of representatives with strong and regulative executive power.]

Diverse instincts which lead democratic peoples to love centralization of power.

1. Difficulty of knowing to whom to deliver provincial administration.

2. The noble having disappeared, incapacity of local [v: new] men, ignorance,
above all at the beginning,.

3. Envy of the neighbor. Sentiments above all visible when aristocracy has long
reigned in a country

4. That a despot in embryo must loudly profess these doctrines, favor and approve
interests.

#5. Establish only a sole representative assembly, a strong and regulative executive
power.#

5. Establish only national representation, next to it an executive power which
would be more or less subject to it, but which would be strong, inquisitorial, regulative.

[To the side: Among democratic peoples, it is not impossible that a government
is centralizing and popular at the same time, and it can go so far as calling itself
centralizing and liberal, and it is not impossible that it is believed.]

6. Individualism, material enjoyments (YI'C, CVd, pp. 31-32).

b. Titles on the jacket that contains the manuscript: “WHAT IDEAS MEN NATURALLY

CONCEIVE IN THE MATTER OF GOVERNMENT IN CENTURIES OF EQUALITY./

“HOW THE IDEAS THAT NATURALLY PRESENT THEMSELVES TO MEN IN CEN-

TURIES OF EQUALITY LEAD THEM TO CONCENTRATE ALL POWERS.”

1194
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[The principal notions that men form in the matter of governmentare not
entirely arbitrary. They are born in each period out of the social state, and
the mind receives them rather than creating them.]¢

The idea of secondary powers, placed between the sovereign and the
subjects, presented itself naturally to the imagination of aristocratic peo-
ples, because these powers included within them individuals or families that
birth, enlightenment, wealth kept unrivaled and that seemed destined to
command. This same idea is naturally absent from the minds of men in
centuries of equality because of opposite reasons; you can only introduce
it to their minds artificially, and you can only maintain it there with dif-
ficulty; while without thinking about it, so to speak, they conceive the idea
of a unique and central power that by itself leads all citizens.

In politics, moreover, as in philosophy and in religion, the minds of
democratic peoples receive simple and general ideas with delight. They are
repulsed by complicated systems, and they are pleased to imagine a great
nation all of whose citizens resemble a single model and are directed by a
single power.

After the idea of a unique and central power, the one that presents itself
most spontaneously to the minds of men in centuries of equality is theidea
of a uniform legislation. As each one of them sees himself as little different
from his neighbors, he understands poorly why the rule that is applicable
to one man would not be equally applicable to all the others. The least
privileges are therefore repugnant to his reason. The slightest dissimilarities
in the political institutions of the same people wound him, and legislative
uniformity seems to him to be the first condition of good government.

[ find, on the contrary, that the same notion of a uniform rule, imposed
equally on all the members of the social body, is as if foreign to the human
mind in aristocratic centuries. It does not accept it, or it rejects it.

These opposite tendencies of the mind end up, on both sides, by be-
coming such blind instincts and such invincible habits, that they still direct
actions, in spite of particular facts. Sometimes, despite the immense variety

c. To the side: “Be careful that this does not too much resemble the opening regarding
honor”
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of the Middle Ages, perfectly similar individuals were found; this did not
prevent the legislator from assigning to each one of them diverse dutiesand
different rights. And, on the contrary, in our times, governments wear
themselves out in order to impose the same customs and the same laws on
populations that are not yet similar.

As conditions become equal among a people, individuals appear smaller
and society seems larger; or rather, each citizen, having become similar to
all the others, islost in the crowd, and you no longer notice anything except
the vast and magnificent image of the people itself.d

This naturally gives men of democratic times a very high opinion of the
privileges of the society and a very humble idea of the rights of the indi-
vidual.¢ They easily agree that the interest of the one is everything and that
the interest of the other is nothing. They grant readily enough that the
power that represents the society possesses much more enlightenmentand
wisdom than any one of the men who compose it, and that its duty, as well
as its right, is to take each citizen by the hand and to lead him.f

If you really want to examine our contemporaries closely, and to pen-
etrate to the root of their political opinions, you will find a few of the ideas
that I have just reproduced, and you will perhaps be astonished to find so
much agreement among men who are so often at war with each other.

d. Note to the side of a first version: “Perhaps all these ideas, which seem to me clear
and even too evident, will seem too metaphysical, and perhaps it will be necessary to
put them within the reach of the ordinary reader by more detailed explanations?” (Rub-
ish, 2).

e. “To show better also how in the United States the state breaks individuals and even
organized groups of men [corps] with a prodigious ease, since the idea of individual rights
there is weaker and more obscure than in England.” Jacket, THOUGHTS TO ADD ON
THE INFLUENCE EXERCISED BY DEMOCRATIC IDEAS ON THE FORMS OF GOVERN-
MENT (Rubish, 2).

f. A note in the manuscript: “Can introduce piece (a) there.”

This piece (a) specifies: “<A unique and central government [v: power] charged with
dispensing the same laws to the entire State and with regulating in the same way each
one of those who inhabit it, an intelligent, far-sighted and strong administration that
enlightens, aids, constantly directs individuals, such is the ideal that in democratic times
will always occur by itself to the imagination of men as soon as they come to think about
government.>"
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The Americans believe that, in each state,™* social power must emanate
directly from the people; but once this power is constituted, they imagine,
so to speak, no limits for it; they readily recognize that it has the right to
do everything.

As for the particular privileges granted to cities, to families or to indi-
viduals, they have lost even the idea. Their minds have never foreseen that
the same law could not be applied uniformly to all the parts of the same
state and to all the men who inhabit it.

[#In Europe we reject the dogma of sovereignty of the people that the
Americans accept; we give power another origin. #]8

These same opinions are spreading more and more in Europe; they are
being introduced within the very heart of nations that most violently reject
the dogma of sovereignty of the people. These nations give power a different
origin than the Americans; but they envisage power with the same features.
Among all nations, the notion of intermediary power is growing dim and
fading.h The idea of a right inherent in certain individuals is disappearing
rapidly from the minds of men; the idea of the all-powerful and so to speak
unique right of society is coming to take its place. These ideas take root and
grow as conditions become more equal and men more similar; equality gives

birth to them and they in their turn hasten the progress of equality.)

TrANSLATOR’s NOTE 8: In this paragraph and in the next one, and in note e for
p- 1196 and note a for p. 1206, the translator has repeated the pattern followed in the first
volume. Where Tocqueville seems clearly to be referring to the American states, the trans-
lator has dropped the uppercase for state. Elsewhere, the uppercase is retained: State.

g. In the margin: “<These opinions have not been borrowed by the Americans from
their fathers the English, for at the period of the establishment of the colonies, the En-
glish, no more than other Europeans, had not yet conceived of such opinions. Still today
they have adopted them only in part. They introduce them only in our times, but with
difficulty and as conditions become less different and men more similar.>”

h. In the margin: “<The problem with all this is that it seems to me to anticipate
section IV, which I will be able to judge only when I am there. If so, it would be necessary
to stop at the end of page 2 and make this chapter the head of the following chapter
which would then be titled: How the ideas and the sentiments . . .>” Page 2 of the manu-
script ends at the paragraph that begins thus: “If you really want to examine . . .”

j. On a loose sheet in the manuscript:

I listen to those among my fellow citizens who are most hostile to popular forms and
I see that, according to them, the public administration must get involved in almost
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In France, where the revolution I am speaking about is more advanced
than in any other people of Europe, these same opinions have entirely taken
hold of the mind. When you listen attentively to the voices of our different
parties, you will see that there is not one of them that does notadopt them.
Most consider that the government acts badly; but all think that the gov-
ernment must act constantly and put its hand to everything. Even those
who wage war most harshly against each other do not fail to agree on this
point. The unity, ubiquity, omnipotence of the social power, the unifor-
mity of its rules, form the salient feature that characterizes all the political
systems born in our times. You find them at the bottom of the most bizarre
utopias.k The human mind still pursues these images when it dreams.

If such ideas present themselves spontaneously to the mind of individ-
uals, they occur even more readily to the imagination of princes.

While the old social state of Europe deterioratesand dissolves, sovereigns
develop new beliefs about their abilities and their duties; they understand
for the first time that the central power that they represent can and must,
by itself and on a uniform plan, administer all matters and all men. This
opinion, which, I dare say, had never been conceived before our time by
the kings of Europe, penetrates the mind of these princes to the deepest

everything and that it must impose the same rules on all. To regulate, to direct, to
compel citizens constantly in principal affairs as well as in the least, such for them is
its role. I go from there to those who think that all authority must come immediately
from the people, and I hear the same discourse coming from them; and I return finally
doubting if the most violent adversaries of the government are not more favorable
to the concentration of powers than the government itself [v: if the exclusive friends
of liberty are not more favorable to the centralization of power than its most violent
adversaries).

k. See note b of p. 727.
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level; it remains firm there amid the agitation of all the other opinions.™
[A few perceive it very clearly, everyone glimpses it.]"

So the men of today are much less divided than you imagine; they argue
constantly in order to know into which hands sovereignty will be placed;
but they agree easily about the duties and about the rights of sovereignty.
All conceive the government in the image of a unique, simple, providential
and creative power.

All the secondary ideas in political matters are in motion; that one re-
mains fixed, inalterable; it never changes.? Writers and statesmen adopt it;
the crowd seizes it avidly; the governed and those who govern agree about
pursuing it with the same ardor; it comes first; it seems innate.

So it does not come from a caprice of the human mind, butitisa natural
condition of the present state of men.

m. Order of ideas already followed./

1. Idea of a uniform legislation.

2. Idea of a unique power.

3. Immense idea of social right, very thin idea of individual right.

4. Confirmation of what precedes by the ideas' of the Americans, of the English, of
the French . . . in the matter of government.

(1) Be very careful that it is not a matter of showing what is happening among these
peoples, but the ideas that they are forming in the matter of government” (RELATIVE
TO THE IDEA OF UNITY IN GENERAL, Rubish, 2).

n. In the margin: “#This sentence excludes the preceding one. Either the one or the
other must be removed.#”

o. Note in the margin in a first version: “Perhaps here all the ultra-unitary extrava-
gances, Saint-Simonianism . . .” (Rubish, 2).
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CHAPTER 3

That the Sentiments of Democratic Peoples
Are in Agreement with Their Ideas for
Bringing Them to Concentrate Power*

If, in centuries of equality, men easily perceive the idea of a great central
power, you cannot doubt, on the other hand, that their habits and their
sentiments dispose them to recognize such a power and to lend it sup-

a. The idea of all this chapter is simple.
Egquality gives birth to two tendencies:

1. One which takes men to /berzy.

2. The other which distances men from /iberty and leads them to servitude.

Liberty and servitude coming from equality. There is the idea of the chapter.

Equality comes only as source of /liberty and of servitude./

Now.

To know what makes men love equality more than liberty; itis a closely connected,
but very distinct idea; for men could prefer equality to liberty, without equality being
what pushed them toward servitude.

The comparison of the love of equality and the love of liberty is worth being made.
But here it hinders the natural movement of the mind./

Make it a separate chapter which I will introduce afterward where I can (Rub-

ish, 2).

It is possible that certain ideas on centralization set forth in this chapter and the fol-
lowing had their origin in the observations made by Tocqueville in England. In 1835,
particularly, Tocqueville believed he had found in England a tendency toward centrali-
zation that he thought likely for the ensemble of democracies. The Poor Law and con-
versations with Mill and Reeve seem to have in part confirmed his theory for him (Voyage
en Angleterre, OC, 'V, 2, pp. 22, 26, 49, and 53); also see Seymour Drescher, Tocqueville
and England (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1964).

On 8 July 1838, when he began this last part, Tocqueville asked Beaumont for examples
about centralization. Beaumont’s answer is lost (Correxpondzmce avec Beaumont, OC,
VIII, 1, pp. 311-12).

1200



CONCENTRATION ON POWER 1201

port.b The demonstration of this can be done in a few words, since most
of the reasons have already been given elsewhere.

Men who inhabit democratic countries, having neither superiors, nor
inferiors, nor habitual and necessary associates, readily fall back on them-
selves and consider themselves in isolation. I have had the occasion to show
it at great length when the matter was individualism.

So these men never, except with effort, tear themselves away from
their particular affairs in order to occupy themselves with common affairs;
their natural inclination is to abandon the care of these affairs to the sole
visible and permanent representative of collective interests, which is the
State.

Not only do they not naturally have the taste for occupying themselves
with public matters, but also they often lack time to do so. Private life is so
active in democratic times, so agitated, so full of desires, of work, that
hardly any energy or leisure is left to any man for political life.

It is not I who will deny that such inclinations are not invincible, since
my principal goal in writing this book has been to combat them. I main-
tain only that, today, a secret force develops them constantly in the human
heart, and that it is enough not to stop them for those inclinations to fill
it up.

I have equally had the occasion to show how the growing love of well-
being and the mobile nature of property made democratic peoples fear
material disorder. The love of public tranquillity is often the only political
passion that these peoples retain, and it becomes more active and more
powerful among them, as all the others collapse and die; that naturally
disposes citizens to give new rights constantly to or to allow new rights to
be taken by the central power, which alone seems to them to have the
interest and the means to defend them from anarchy while defending
itself.c

b. “#I see clearly how the fear of revolutions leads men to give great prerogatives to
power in general, but not how it leads them to centralize power.#” (Rubish, 2).
c. 7 March 1838. Unity, centralization.
However animated you are against unity and the governmental unity that is
called centralization, you cannot nonetheless deny that unity and centralization are
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[<For they do not see around them either individual or corps that is by
itself strong enough and lasting enough to defend itself and to defend
them.>]

Since, in centuries of equality, no one is obliged to lend his strength to
his fellow, and no one has the right to expect great support from his fellow,
each man is independent and weak at the very same time. These two states,
which must not be either envisaged separately or confused, give the citizen
of democracies very contradictory instincts. His independence fills him
with confidence and pride among his equals, and his debility makes him,
from time to time, feel the need for outside help which he cannot expect
from any of his equals, since they are all powerless and cold. In this extreme
case, he turns his eyes naturally toward this immense being that alone rises
up amidst the universal decline. His needs and, above all, his desires lead
him constantly toward this being, and he ends by envisaging it as the sole
and necessary support for individual weakness.!

the most powerful means to do quickly, energetically, and in a given place, very
great things.

That reveals one of the reasons why in democratic centuries centralization and
unity are loved so much. The character of these centuries is love of rapid and easy
enjoyments and indifference about the future. In the eyes of all the public men of
those times, centralization is the means of attaining quickly and without difficulty
the results that they desire.

Thus equality gives birth to the idea of unity and the same equality suggests the
taste for it (Rubish, 2).

1. In democratic societies, only the central power has some stability in its position and some
permanence in its enterprises. All the citizens are stirring constantly and becoming trans-
Jformed. Now, it is in the nature of every government to want gradually to enlarge its sphere.
So it is very difficult that in the long run the latter does not manage to succeed, since it acts
with a fixed thought and a continuous will on men whose position, ideas and desires vary
every day.

Often it happens that the citizens work for it without wanting to do so.

Democratic centuries are times of experiments, of innovation and of adventures. A mul-
titude of men is always engaged in a difficult or new enterprise that they are pursuing separately
without being burdened by their fellows. The former very much accept, as a general principle,
that the public power must not intervene in private affairs, but, by exception, each one of
them desires that it helps him in the special matter that preoccupies him and seeks to draw
the action of the government in bis direction, all the while wanting to restrain it in all others.

Since a multitude of men has this particular view at the same time on a host of different
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This finally makes understandable what often occurs among demo-
cratic peoples, where you see men, who endure superiors with such dif-
ficulty, patiently suffer a master, and appear proud and servile at the very
same time.

The hatred that men bring to privilege increases as privileges become
rarer and smaller, so that you would say that democratic passions become
more inflamed at the very time when they find the least sustenance.d I have
already given the reason for this phenomenon. No inequality, however
great, offends the eye when all conditions are unequal; while the smallest
dissimilarity seems shocking amid general uniformity; the sight of it be-
comes more unbearable as uniformity is more complete. So itis natural that
love of equality grows constantly with equality itself; by satistying it, you
develop it.

This immortal and more and more burning hatred, which animates
democratic peoples against the least privileges, singularly favors the gradual
concentration of all political rights in the hands of the sole representative
of the State. The sovereign, necessarily and without dispute above all cit-

matters, the sphere of the central power expands imperceptibly in all directions, even though
each one of them wishes to limit it. So a democratic government increases its attributions by
the sole fact that it lasts. Time works for it; it profits from all accidents; individual passions
help it even without their knowing, and you can say that a democratic government becomes
that much more centralized the older the democratic society is.
d. This proposition that hatred of inequality is that much greater as inequality is less is
well proved by what happened among aristocratic peoples themselves within the in-
terior of each class. The nobles were not jealous of the king, but of those among
them who rose above the others, and they called loudly for equality. As long as the
bourgeois were different from the nobles, they were not jealous of the nobles, but of
each other; and if we get down to the bottom of our heart, won’t we all be appalled
to see that envy makes itself felt there above all in regard to our neighbors, our friends
and our near relations? You are not jealous of those people because they are neighbors,
friends and relations, but because they are our fellows and our equals.
The hatred of inequality in proportion as inequality is less is therefore a truth in
all times and applicable to all men (NEW IDEAS RELATIVE TO DEMOCRATIC SEN-
TIMENTS THAT FAVOR CENTRALIZATION, Rubish, 2).
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izens, does not excite the envy of any one of them, and each one believes
that all the prerogatives that he concedes to the sovereign are taken away
from his equals.

[<In centuries of equality, each man, living independent of all of his
fellows, becomes accustomed to directing his private affairs without con-
straint. When these same men are united in common, they naturally con-
ceive the idea of and the taste for administering themselves by themselves.
So equality leads men toward administrative decentralization, but creates
at the same time powerful instincts which turn them away from it.>]¢

The man of democratic centuries obeys only with an extreme repug-
nance his neighbor who is his equal; he refuses to acknowledge in him an
enlightenment superior to his own; he mistrusts his neighbor’s justice and
regards his power with jealousy; he fears and despises him; he loves to make
him feel at every instant the common dependence that they both have on
the same master.

Every central power that follows these natural instincts loves equality
and favors it; for equality [(of conditions)] singularly facilitates the action
of such a power, extends it and assures it.

You can say equally that every central government adores [legislative]
uniformity; uniformity! spares it from the examination of an infinity of
details with which it would have to be concerned, if the rule had to be made
for men, rather than making all men indiscriminately come under the same
rule. Thus, the government loves what the citizens love, and it naturally
hates what they hate. This community of sentiments, which, among dem-
ocratic nations, continually unites in the same thought each individual and
the sovereign power, establishes between them a secretand permanentsym-

e. In the margin: “#Perhaps keep this for the place where I will speak about lberal
instincts created by equality. #”

f. “Pantheism.

“Saint-Simonianism.” (In the Rubish RELATIVE TO THE IDEA OF UNITY IN GEN-
ERAL, Rubish, 2.)

“Saint-Simonian theory and other democratic theories. Pantheism. Agreementof the
governmental and radical press on this point.” (In the jacket that bears the title: “un1TyY,
CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM./

“Mixture of administrative and judicial power./

“23 March 1838” Rubish, 2.)
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pathy. You pardon the government its faults in favor of its tastes; public
confidence abandons the government only with difficulty amid its excesses
and its errors, and returns as soon as it is called back. Democratic peoples
often hate the agents of the central power; but they always love this power
itself. [<Because they consider it as the most powerful instrument that they
could use as needed to help them make everyone who escapes from the
common rule come back to it.>

I said that in times of equality the idea of intermediary powers set be-
tween simple individuals and the government did not naturally present it-
self to the human mind. I add that men who live in these centuries envisage
such powers only with distrust and submit to them only with difficulty.]

Thus, I have come by two different roads to the same end. I have shown
that equality suggested to men the thought of a unique, uniform and strong
government. I have just shown that it gives them the taste for it; so today
nations are tending toward a government of this type. The natural incli-
nation of their mind and heart leads them to it, and it is enough for them
not to hold themselves back in order to reach it.

I think that, in the democratic centuries that are going to open up, in-
dividual independence and local liberties will always be a product of art.
Centralization will be the natural government.
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CHAPTER 4*

a. Appendix of section.—Section IV./
Ideas of the chapter.

1. When liberty has existed before equality, it establishes habits that are opposed to
the excessive development of the central power.

2. When equality has developed rapidly with the aid of a revolution, the taste for
intermediary powers disappears more quickly. Centralization becomes necessary in a
way.

3. Revolution makes hatred and jealousy of the neighbor more intense and leads
either the upper or the lower classes to want to centralize.

4. Enlightenment and ignorance.

5. War.

6. Disorder.

7. Democratic nature of the central power.

[In the margin: New ideas.

1. Extraordinary talents.

2. Two ideas relative to revolutions and which have not been treated there.

3. When a people has been formed from several peoples, like the Americans.

#4. When democratic society is ancient, the permanent ambition of the
glovernment (ed.)] gives it the advantage in the long run, because of the shifting
desires of the citizens and of the multitude of (illegible word) into which they are
constantly throwing themselves.#]

The entire vice of this chapter seems to me to reside in this:

1. Definitively, the greatest number and the principal ones of the particular reasons
that [ give are connected with the particular accident of a revolution. So it would be
necessary to put them separately and to announce in advance that I am going to deal
with this order of particular causes. It is worth the trouble.

2. It would be necessary to put those causes in a better order so that the mind would
pass better from one to the other.

It is on these two points that I must make a final effort while reviewing one last
time.

6 November 1839 (YTC, CVKk, 1, pp. 74-76).
On a page of drafts:

Note applicable to all the sections, but principally to section II1./
I do not believe that in all this chapter and particularly in this section I have made

1206
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Of Some Particular and Accidental Causes
That End up Leading a Democratic People
to Centralize Power or That Turn Them
Away from Doing So®

sufficient use of America because of the preoccupation that I had that the principal
goal of the chapter was to speak about Europe and to Europe. But even with this
goal, perhaps it is necessary to show better what is happening in America. I showed
a glimpse of it in several places, but perhaps it would be worth more, instead of
spreading America around as I have done, to gather it together at one pointand show:

1. That we must distinguish between the Union and the states. The national ele-
ment finding itself only in the staze.

2. To show or rather to recall in what way the state is more centralized than the
monarchies of Europe and in what way less centralized. The government more, the
administration less. There are pages of my first work to reread and perhaps to cite.
.-.[what (ed.)].- makes administrative centralization less great in America than in Eu-
rope despite equality.

If I do not make the reader see America clearly, he will perhaps be invincibly op-
posed to my ideas, because seen in a haze and considered roughly, America seems in
fact to provide an opposite argument.

Reflect on all that while reviewing (Rubish, 2).

b. In the drafts:

Other causes or particular causes that can favor centralization./

To introduce this in the preceding chapters or to put it in a supplementary
chapter./

[In the margin: #Perhaps show how the Americans have escaped excessive cen-
tralization of powers with the help of favorable particular causes.

Separation of colonies.

No foreign wars.

Few internal troubles.

Habits of local government.

Principles of aristocratic liberty without mixture of aristocracy.

Idea of rights without hatreds that lead to violating rights./

#1. Superior men who all believe they have an interest in centralization.
2. Passions of all political men which lead to centralization.

3. Superficial minds.#

3. External danger.

4. Internal troubles.?

5. Hatred of the remnants of an aristocracy. England.
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If all democratic peoples are carried instinctively toward centralization of
powers, they are led there in an unequal manner. It depends on particular
circumstances that can develop or limit the natural effects of the social state.
These circumstances are in very great number; I will only speak about a
few.

Among men who have lived free for a long time before becoming equal,
the instincts that liberty gave combat, up to a certain point, the tendencies
suggested by equality; and although among those men the central power
increases its privileges, the individuals there never entirely lose their
independence.

But when equality happens to develop among a people who have never
known or who, for a long time, have no longer known liberty, as is seen on
the continent of Europe, and when the old habits of the nation come to
combine suddenly and by a sort of natural attraction with the new habits
and doctrines that arise from the social state, all powers seem to rush by
themselves toward the center; they accumulate there with a surprising ra-
pidity, and the State all at once attains the extreme limits of its strength,
while the individuals allow themselves to fall in a moment to the lowest
degree of weakness.

The English who came, three centuries ago, to establish a democratic so-
ciety in the wilderness of the New World were all accustomed in the mother
country to take part in public affairs; they knew the jury; they had freedom
of speech and freedom of the press, individual liberty, [added: independent

courts], the idea of right and the custom of resorting to it. They carried these

[(a) All centralizing geniuses love war and all warrior minds love centralization.]

6. Democratic origin of the sovereign; people or prince.

#7. Social state that becomes democratic without absolute monarchy and without
free habits, under the aegis and by the favor of the central power.

8. Hatred of the neighbor increased by the aristocratic notion of the neighbor.

9. Difficulty of finding local governments when aristocracy chased away. #

<10. Centralization increases by itself by enduring. Government becomes more
capable and individuals more incapable.>

#11. Little enlightenment in the people, which delivers more and more to the
power#] (Rubish, 2).
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free institutions and these manly mores to America, and these institutions
and mores sustained them against the invasions of the State.

Among the Americans, it is therefore liberty that is old; equality is com-
paratively new. The opposite happens in Europe where equality, introduced
by absolute power and under the eyes of the kings, had already penetrated
the habits of the people long before liberty entered their ideas.

I have said that, among democratic peoples, government naturally pre-
sented itself to the human mind only under the form of a unique and
central power, and that the notion of intermediary powers was not familiar
to it. That is particularly applicable to democratic nations that have seen
the principle of equality triumph with the aid of a violent revolution. Since
the classes that directed local affairs [<served as intermediary between the
sovereign and the people>] disappear suddenly in this tempest, and the
confused mass that remains still has neither the organization nor the habits
that allow it to take in hand the administration of these same affairs, you
see nothing except the State itself which can take charge of all the details
of government. Centralization becomes in a way a necessary fact.

Napoleon [{the national Convention}]d must be neither praised nor

c. “In our time a famous sect has appeared that claimed to centralize all the forces of
society in the same hands.

“[Further along, on the same page] If someone had spoken to me about the doctrines
of the Saint-Simonians without letting me know the time or the country that saw them
arise, I dare to affirm that I would have said without fear that they had been born in a
democratic century [v: country]” (NOTES OF THE CHAPTER, Rubish, 2).

d. Financial centralization, and that one includes all the others, was established in

France by the Convention, 5 September 1794, on a report of Cambon who, applying

to finances the great principle of the unity and of the indivisibility of France, declared

that in the future there would be only one budget, as there was only one State.

The excess of this principle forced it to be abandoned in the year IV and forced
departmental budgets to be done.

But since then we have not ceased and still do not cease to remove sums from these
budgets in order to carry them over to the budget of the State, that is to say thatlittle
by little we return more and more to the financial system created abruptly by the
Convention. We see, adds the Journal des débats, which provided me with these details
(6 March 1838) that the movement of administrative centralization continues, since

the budget of the State swells and the departmental budget decreases (YTC, CVk, 2,
p. 42).
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blamed for having concentrated in his hands alone all administrative pow-
ers; for, after the abrupt disappearance of the nobility and of the upper
bourgeoisie, these powers came to him by themselves; it would have been
as difficult for him to reject them as to take them. [<He must be reproached
for the tyrannical use that he often made of his power, rather than for his
power.>]¢ Such a necessity has never been felt by the Americans, who, not
having had a revolution and being from the beginning governed by them-
selves, have never had to charge the State with temporarily serving them as
tutor.f

Thus, among a democratic people, centralization develops not only ac-
cording to the progress of equality, but also according to the manner in
which this equality is established.8

Tocqueville is referring here to discussions on the law on departmental attributions
that had taken place in the Chamber of Deputies in the month of March 1838. The
details cited belong to the session of 6 March, reproduced in the Journal des débats the
next day.

e. In the margin: “#This sentence is too much because here it is only a matter of
administrative centralization.#”

f. .-.-.- In France, Napoleon was in the matter .-.-[of (ed.)].-.- centralization the

accident, but the real and permanent cause was this sudden destruction of the upper

{administrative} classes.

Those whose education, wealth, habits and memories naturally enabled them to
conduct provincial affairs disappear; and with the confused mass that remained, still
not having either enlightenment, or organization, or mores which could allow it to
direct these same affairs, to whom would this same concern necessarily revert, if not
to the central power? So centralization has been a necessary fact. That is true; the
error is to say that it must be an eternal fact.

[To the side] I put a child under my guardianship; is this to say that I must keep
him under my rule at manhood? (UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE
DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).

g. The two great disadvantages of centralization are these: 1. In the long run it pre-
vents more undertakings and improvements than it can produce. 2. It delivers all of
the social existence to a power that, becoming indolent or tyrannical, can end by
plunging the nation into impotence or servitude.

These two dangers are distant and .-.-.-.- disclose even .-.-.-.-

The good that centralization produces, the order, the regularity, the uniformity so
adored by democratic peoples, are, on the contrary, noticed and appreciated right
away by these same minds.

How would its cause not be popular? (THOUGHTS TO ADD ON THE INFLUENCE
EXERCISED BY DEMOCRATIC IDEAS ON THE FORMS OF GOVERNMENT, Rubish, 2).
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[When conditions have become equal among a nation only following a
long and difficult social effort, the sentiments that led to the democratic
revolution and those given birth by it subsist for a long time after the rev-
olution. The memory of privileges is joined with the privileges themselves.
The trace of former ranks is perpetuated. The people still see the destroyed
remnants with hatred and envy, and the nobles envisage the people with
terror. You find former adversaries around you on both sides, and you outdo
each other throwing yourselves into the arms of the government for fear
of falling under the oppression of your neighbors.

This is how the political tendencies that equality imparts are that much
stronger among a people as conditions have been more unequal and as
equality has had more difficulty becoming established.

The Americans arrived equal on the soil that they occupy. They never
had privileges of birth or fortune to destroy. They naturally feel no hatred
of some against others. So they subject themselves readily to the admin-
istration of those close at hand, because they neither hate nor fear them.]P

At the beginning of a great democratic revolution, and when the war
between the different classes has only begun, the people try hard to cen-
tralize public administration in the hands of the government, in order to
tear the direction of local affairs away from the aristocracy. Toward the end
of this same revolution, on the contrary, it is ordinarily the vanquished
aristocracy which attempts to deliver to the State the direction of all [{lo-
cal}] affairs, because it fears the petty tyranny of the people, who have be-
come its equal and often its master.

Thus, it is not always the same class of citizens that applies itself to
increasing the prerogatives of power; but as long as the democratic revo-
lution lasts, a class, powerful by numbers or by wealth, is always found in
the nation that is led to centralize the public administration by special pas-
sions and particular interests, apart from hatred of the government of the
neighbor, which is a general and permanent sentiment among democratic

peoples. You can see today that it is the lower classes of England that work

h. This fragment constitutes an independent sheet of the manuscript. Tocqueville’s
indications allow us to think that it would have been placed here.
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with all their strength to destroy local independence and to carry the ad-
ministration of all points from the circumference to the center, while the
upper classes try hard to keep this same administration within its ancient
limits. I dare to predict that a day will come when you will see an entirely
opposite spectacle.]

What precedes makes it well understood why, among a democratic peo-
ple who has arrived at equality by along and difficult social effort, the social
power must always be stronger and the individual weaker than in a dem-
ocratic society where, from the beginning, citizens have always been equal.
This is what the example of the Americans finally proves.

The men who inhabit the United States have never been separated by
any privilege; they have never known the reciprocal relation of inferiorand
master, and since they do not fear and do not hate one another, they have
never known the need to call upon the sovereign to direct the details of
their affairs.k The destiny of the Americans is singular; they took from the
aristocracy of England the idea of individual rights and the taste for local
liberties; and they were able to preserve both, because they did not have to
combat aristocracy.

If in all times enlightenment is useful to men for defending their in-

j- “When you examine all the laws that .-.-.- in England for the past fifty years and
above all during recent years, you will see that all more or less have a tendency toward
centralization and uniformity. That is enough for me to conclude that the great demo-
cratic revolution that today shapes the world is proceeding constantly among the English
people, in spite of the obstacles that oppose it and despite the wealth and the men that
the aristocracy still possesses there” (RELATIVE TO THE IDEA OF UNITY IN GENERAL,
Rubish, 2).

k. On this point the Americans, whatever their errors and their faults, deserve to be

praised. They have well earned humanity’s gratitude. They have shown that the dem-

ocratic social state and democratic laws did not have as a necessary result the degen-
eration of the human race.

I am very content to have found this idea because I believe it correct and because
itis the only way to make America appear a final time in my last chapters, which really
relate only to France.

[To the side] In America the State is a great deal, but the individual is something,.
Less than in England, but more than in France. He has rights, a strength of individ-
uality less respected than among the English, more than among us (UNITY, CEN-
TRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).
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dependence, that is above all true in democratic centuries. It is easy, when
all men are similar, to establish a unique and omnipotent government; in-
stincts are sufficient. But men need a great deal of intelligence, science and
art, in order to organize and to maintain, in the same circumstances, sec-
ondary powers, and in order to create, amid the independence and indi-
vidual weakness of citizens, free associations able to struggle against tyranny
without destroying order [{and in order to replace the individual power of
a few families with free associations of citizens}].

So concentration of powers and individual servitude will grow, among
democratic nations, not only in proportion to equality, but also by reason
of ignorance.™

It is true that, in centuries less advanced in knowledge, the government
often lacks the enlightenment to perfect despotism, as the citizens lack the
enlightenment to escape it. But the effect is not equal on the two sides.

However uncivilized a democratic people may be, the central power that
directs it is never completely without enlightenment, because it easily at-
tracts what little enlightenment there is in the country, and because, as
needed, it goes outside to seek it. So among a nation that is ignorant as well
as democratic, a prodigious difference between the intellectual capacity of
the sovereign power and that of each one of its subjects cannot fail to man-
ifest itself. The former ends by easily concentrating all powers in its hands.

m. Centralization./

There are two types of decentralization.

One that is in a way instinctive, blind, full of prejudices, devoid of rules, that is
born from the desire of small localities to be independent.

There is another one that is reasoned, enlightened, that knows its limits.

These two decentralizations are at the two ends of civilization. In the middle is a
central power [that is] energetic, intelligent, that claims [doubtful reading (ed.)] to
be able to do everything by itself and that manages, after a fashion, to do so.

Baden, 14 August 1836 (UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPO-
TISM, Rubish, 2).
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The administrative power of the State expands constantly, because only the
State is skillful enough to administer.

Aristocratic nations, however little enlightened you suppose them, never
present the same spectacle, because enlightenment there is distributed
equally between the prince and the principal citizens.

The Pasha who reigns today over Egypt found the population of the
country composed of very ignorant and very equal men, and to govern it
he appropriated the science and the intelligence of Europe. The particular
enlightenment of the sovereign thus coming to combine with the ignorance

n. On accidental causes./

After the place where I show the government as the necessary heir to the old powers
when they are suddenly destroyed.

Every time that a great revolution agitates a people, it gives birth within it to a host
of new relationships, interests and needs, and you feel on all sides the need for a power
that comes to regulate these relationships, guarantee these interests, satisfy these
needs. That gives great opportunities to the government that this revolution has es-
tablished to expand the circle of its action well beyond the old limits and to create a
multitude of new attributions that none of the abolished powers had had. That is
that much easier for the government because, amid this renewal of all things, the
citizens are full of uncertainty, ignorance and fear, not seeing clearly enough.

So when equality is established with the help of and amid a great revolution it
happens that the government immediately (two illegible words) its prerogatives not
only because of equality of conditions, but also because of the revolution (which
makes conditions equal) (YT'C, CVj, 2, p. 13).

Page 14 of this same notebook contains an identical fragment.
After this passage, you read:

This includes two ideas:

1. Current existence is more complicated than the life of the former aristocratic
societies. Consequently the social power must get involved in more things.

2. Equality is a new fact that puts the individual vis-a-vis the government in a state
of uncertainty, ignorance and weakness, which delivers him naturally to the latter.
Transitory thing which at this moment plays an immense role (illegible word)./

Another idea of L[ouis (ed.)].

Men without belief give themselves easily to the direction of the power because
they are overwhelmed by the weight of their liberty. Man cannot bear independence
in all things and the extreme liberty of his mind leads him to curb his actions.

Very debatable truth.

Talk more about all that with L{ouis (ed.)] (YTC, CVj, 2, pp. 14-15).
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and the democratic weakness of his subjects, the farthest limit of central-
ization has been attained without difficulty, and the prince has been able
to make the country into his factory and the inhabitants into his workers.©

I believe that the extreme centralization of political power ends by en-
ervating society and thus by weakening the government itself in the long
run. ButI do not deny that a centralized social force is able to execute easily,
in a given time and at a determined point, great enterprises.P That is above
all true in war, when success depends much more on the ease that you find
in bringing all your resources rapidly to a certain point, than even on the
extent of those resources. So it is principally in war that peoples feel the
desire and often the need to increase the prerogatives of the central power.
All warrior geniuses love centralization, which increases their forces, and
all centralizing geniuses love war, which obliges nations to draw all powers
into the hands of the State. Thus, the democratic tendency which leads

0. “Unity. Centralization./

“Supply myself with an article on Egypt published in the Revue des deux mondes of
1 March 1838 and in which someone admires greatly that the Pasha has made himself
the proprietor and the unique industrialist of his country, and in which it is implied that
something approaching this or analogous could perhaps be tried in France.”

“Symptoms of the time” (UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPO-
TISM, Rubish, 2).

“.-.-.- centralization of the Pasha of Egypt which proves that when conditions are
once equal, the idea of a central and uniform government presents itself as well in a
period of incomplete civilization as in one of advanced civilization. I do not even know
if centralization is not rather an idea of medium civilization than of very advanced civ-
ilization” (IDEAS TO ADD ON THE INFLUENCE EXERCISED BY DEMOCRATIC IDEAS
ON THE FORMS OF GOVERNMENT, Rubish, 2).

p. Thatamong democratic nations, above all those that are not commerecial, the State

must be involved in more enterprises than in others./

Nuance to observe in that. If the State itself takes charge of everything, it finishes
by throwing individuals into nothingness. If it takes charge of nothing, it is to be
feared that it will not be able to emerge from it. Nuances very delicate, difficult to
grasp. Position that is very easy to abuse. English system of not getting involved in
anything. Aristocratic system. Liberty gives the desire and the idea of doing great
things, and individuals powerful enough to do them easily by associating. American
system in which the State encourages and does not share in the activities of enter-
prises, loans money, grants land, does nothing by itself (with the drafts of chapter s
of the second part, on association in civil life, Rubish, 1).
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men constantly to multiply the privileges of the State and to limit the rights
of individuals is much more rapid and more continuous among democratic
peoples who are subject by their position to great and frequent wars, and
whose existence can often be put in danger, than among all others.

I have said how the fear of disorder and the love of well-being imper-
ceptibly led democratic peoples to augment the attributions of the central
government, the sole power that seems to them by itself strong enough,
intelligent enough, stable enough to protect them against anarchy. I hardly
need to add that all the particular circumstances that tend to make the state
of a democratic society disturbed and precarious increase this general in-
stinct and lead individuals, more and more, to sacrifice their rights to their
tranquillity.

So a people is never so disposed to increase the attributions of the central
power than when emerging from a long and bloody revolution that, after
tearing property from the hands of its former owners, has shaken all beliefs,
filled the nation with furious hatreds, opposing interests and conflicting
factions. The taste for public tranquillity then becomes a blind passion, and
citizens are subject to becoming enamored with a very disordered love of
order.

I have just examined several accidents, all of which contribute to aiding
the centralization of power. I have not yet spoken about the principal one.

The first of all the accidental causes which, among democratic peoples,
can draw the direction of all affairs into the hands of the sovereign is the
origin of the sovereign himself and his inclinations.

Men who live in centuries of equality love the central power natur-
allyd and willingly expand its privileges; but if it happens that this same

q. Superior men who all want to centralize. Accidental cause, the more democracies
encounter such men, the more centralized they will become.

All the extraordinary men.

All the extraordinary talents go in this direction. Extraordinary talents in other
times are often a cause of restlessness for the people among whom they are found.
They create wars, divisions, violence, tyranny. But beyond that, in democracies, they
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power faithfully represents their interests and exactly reproduces their in-
stincts, the confidence that they have in it has hardly any limits, and they
believe that they are granting to themselves all that they are giving away.”

Drawing administrative powers toward the center will always be less
easy’ and less rapid with kings who are still attached at some point to the
old aristocratic order than with new princes, self-made men, who seem to
be tied indissolubly to the cause of equality by birth, prejudices, instincts
and habits. I do not want to say that the princes of aristocratic origin who
live in the centuries of democracy do not seek to centralize. I believe that
they apply themselves to that as diligently as all the others. For them, the
only advantages of equality are in this direction; but their opportunities are
fewer, because the citizens, instead of naturally anticipating their desires,
often lend themselves to those desires only with difficulty. In democratic
societies, centralization will always be that much greater as the sovereign is
less aristocratic: there is the rule.

always create centralization, because centralization is an admirable means of action
that is clearly conceived and easily obtained only at that time.

I will say as much about all the extraordinary men who come to be born from time
to time among these peoples.

All will love centralization and will seek to expand it, and it will be that much
greater as they appear in greater number (YI'C, CVk, 1, pp. 76-77).

r. [In the margin: Ease of succeeding when the power does not give rise to fear about
equality./

January 1837.]

What must be done in order to take hold of despotic power among democratic
peoples and in the centuries of democratic transition. Ease of turning democratic
passions against their goal, to cause liberty to be sacrificed to the blind love of equality
and to the revolutionary passions that it brings about. To place somewhere toward
the end of the volume and perhaps at the end after war (YI'C, CVk, 2, p. 56).

s. Variant in the manuscript: “. . . will always be more easy, more rapid and greater
among democratic nations that live as a republic than among those that obey a monarch,
and under new dynasties than under the old, and it will never meet fewer obstacles than
under princes who have emerged from a low position, self-made men, who by their
origin, their prejudices, their interests and their habits seem intimately tied to the cause
of equality. You can say in a general way that in democratic societies centralization will
always be that much greater as the sovereign is less aristocratic.”
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(I do not believe in the hereditary and imprescriptible rights of princes,
and I know how difficult it is to maintain the old families of kings in the
midst of new ideas. Ancient dynasties have some particular advantages in
centuries of equality, however, that I want to acknowledge.]t

t. That, before everything, in order for a power to be able to arrive at tyranny among
a democratic people, it must have come from the people and must at every occasion
flatter the sentiment of equality.

Centralization. Individualism. Material enjoyment./

What precedes opens the way for me.

I want to find out by what condition despotism could establish itself among a
democratic people and show how it could use the ideas and the sentiments that arise
from equality. To struggle at the same time against the spirit of equality and the spirit
of liberty would be folly, but they can be divided. Thus the great problem that the
despots of our time and those of the centuries to come will have to have daily in view
[interrupted text (ed.)].

From now on, those who will want to create absolute power by aristocracy or
aristocracy by absolute power will be great fools, you can affirm it from today.

So what is necessary first for a power [v: government], so that it is possible for it
to aspire to tyranny in a longer or shorter time?

I am not afraid to say it, a popular [v: plebeian] origin. It must, by its prejudices,
its instincts, its memories, its interests, be intensely favorable to equality. Those are
the primary qualities, without which, skill and even genius would be of no use to it
to succeed, and with which, vices would be enough.

If it happened that this same man had a bold, brilliant, fertile mind, that he was
without restraint in his passions as without limits in his desires, and that he himself
naturally shared the democratic inclinations and vices, faults, opinions, which he
wanted to use, I do not doubt that he would soon make himself formidable to liberty,
and I do not know what the limits of his fortune would be if he added to all of these
advantages that of being a bastard [v: if he joined to all of these advantages that of
coming from the ranks of the people, his success would be even more probable].

[To the side: Debatable theorem.]

The first concern and the principal affair (of a government or of a man who aims
for tyranny) must be to interest the dominant passion of the century in his favor. He
can be wasteful, arbitrary, even cruel; it is not sure that he (illegible word) as long as
he is not assumed to be aristocratic. But were he the opposite of all these things, he
will assuredly perish if it is half-suspected that he is aristocratic. It is possible that in
this, favorable circumstances serve him.

If by chance there exists within a democratic people a party, a class, or even a man
who in the eyes of the public represents the principle of the inequality of conditions,
that is a fortunate accident from which a government that aims for omnipotence must
hasten to profit. Let it first exercise its emerging strength on the former; let it do
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When an old race of kings directs an aristocracy, since the natural prej-
udices of the sovereign are in perfect accord with the natural prejudices of
the nobles, the vices inherent in aristocratic societies develop freely and find
no remedy. The opposite happens when the offshoot of a feudal branch is
placed at the head of a democratic people. The prince is inclined each day
by his education, his habits and his memories, toward sentiments that in-
equality of conditions suggests; and the people tend constantly, by its social
state, toward the mores to which equality gives birth. So it often happens
that the citizens seek to contain the central power, much less as tyrannical
than as aristocratic; and that they firmly maintain their independence, not
only because they want to be free, but above all because they intend to
remain equal. [It is in this sense that you can say that old dynasties lead
aristocratic peoples to despotism and democratic nations to liberty.

<It is difficult for such a struggle to last for long without leading to a
revolution, but as long as it lasts, you cannot deny that it powerfully serves
the political education of the democracy.>]

A revolution that overturns an old family of kings, in order to place new
men at the head of a democratic people, can temporarily weaken the central
power; but however anarchic it seems at first, you must not hesitate to pre-
dict that its final and necessary result will be to expand and to assure the
prerogatives of this very power.

against them its apprenticeship for tyranny. It can attempt it without danger. Two
great results gained from the same blow. On the one hand, it proves in this way its
hatred for aristocracy; {on the other} it accustoms the people to illegality and famil-
iarizes them with arbitrariness and violence. How to suspect a power that emerges
from our ranks, that represents us to ourselves, that acts for us and in our name, in
the matter that is most in our hearts; that loves what we love, hates what we hate and
strikes what we cannot reach? Won'’t there be time to take precautions when it tries
finally to turn against us the weapon that has been entrusted to it? The nation closes
its eyes to that and falls asleep.

[With a bracket that includes the last two paragraphs: To delete.]

This reveals the type of utility that a democratic people can draw from ancient
dynasties. When an ancient family of kings directs an aristocracy . . . (YT'C, CVd,
pp- 32-36); you find a draft of this fragment in YT'C, CVd, pp. 37—41).
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The first, and in a way the only necessary condition for arriving at cen-
tralization of the public power in a democratic society is to love equality
or make people believe that you do. Thus, the science of despotism, for-
merly so complicated, is simplified; it is reduced, so to speak, to a unique
principle."

u. The manuscript proposes two other conclusions:

As for me, when I consider the growing weakness of the men of today, their love [v:
passion] for equality which increases with their powerlessness, and the type of natural
instinct that seems on all sides to carry them without their knowledge toward ser-
vitude, I do not dare ask God to inspire in citizens love of liberty, but I beg Him at
least to give to the sovereigns [v: princes] who govern them the taste for aristocracy.
This would be enough to save human independence.

In another place:

Last words of section IV./

Moreover, it must very much be believed, liberty, in order to become established
and to be maintained, has no less need than despotism to appear as friend of equality.
I beg the partisans of liberty to understand it well and to consider that to appear
always as a friend of equality, there [is (ed.)] only one sure means worthy of them;
it is to be so; it is to attach themselves to equality by the mind if not by the heart.
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CHAPTER §

That among the European Nations of Today the

Sovereign Power Increases Although Sovereigns
Are Less Stable*

If you come to reflect on what precedes, you will be surprised and fright-
ened to see how, in Europe, everything seems to contribute to increasing
indefinitely the prerogatives of the central power and each day to make
individual existence weaker, more subordinate and more precarious.

The democratic nations of Europe have all the general and permanent
tendencies that lead the Americans toward centralization of powers, and
moreover they are subject to a multitude of secondary and accidental causes
that the Americans do not know. You would say that each step that they
take toward equality brings them closer to despotism.

It is enough to look around us and at ourselves to be convinced of it.

During the aristocratic centuries that preceded ours, the sovereigns of
Europe had been deprived of or had let go of several of the rights inherent
in their power. Not yet one hundred years ago, among most European na-
tions, almost independent individuals or bodies were found that admin-
istered justice, called up and maintained soldiers, collected taxes, and often
even made or explained the law. Everywhere the State has, for itself alone,
taken back these natural attributions of sovereign power; in everything that
relates to government, it no longer puts up with an intermediary between
it and the citizens, and it directs the citizens by itself in general affairs. I

a. Title in the drafts: THAT CENTRALIZATION IS THE GREATEST DANGER FOR THE
DEMOCRATIC NATIONS OF EUROPE (Rubish, 2).

1221
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am very far® from censuring this concentration of power; I am limiting
myself to showing it.

In the same period, a great number of secondary powers existed in Eu-
rope that represented local interests and administered local affairs. Most of
these local authorities have already disappeared; all are tending rapidly to
disappear or to fall into the most complete dependency. From one end of
Europe to the other, the privileges of lords, the liberties of cities, the pro-
vincial administrations are destroyed or are going to be.

Europe has experienced, for a half-century, many revolutions and
counter-revolutions that have moved it in opposite directions.c Butall these
movements are similar on one point: all have shaken or destroyed secondary
powers. Local privileges that the French nation had not abolished in coun-
tries conquered by it have finally succumbed under the efforts of the princes
who defeated France. These princes rejected all the novelties that the
[French] Revolution had created among them, except centralization. It is
the only thing that they have agreed to keep from it.

What I want to note is that all these diverse rights that in our time have
been successively taken away from classes, corporations, men, have not
served to raise new secondary powers on a more democratic foundation,
but have been concentrated on all sides in the hands of the sovereign. Ev-
erywhere the State arrives more and more at directing by itself the least
citizens and at alone leading each one of them in the least affairs.!

b. The manuscript says: “I am far from censuring . . .”

c. “The greatest originality of my chapter is in this idea, still a bit confused, that shows
two revolutions operating almost in opposite directions. The one that tends to give to the
central power a new origin, new tastes, to detach it from aristocracy. . . .

“And the other that constantly increases its prerogatives” (Rubish, 2).

1. This gradual weakening of the individual in the face of society manifests irself in a
thousand ways. I will cite among others what relates to wills.

In aristocratic countries, a profound respect is usually professed for the last will of men.
That goes sometimes, among the ancient peoples of Europe, even as far as superstition; the
social power, far from hindering the caprices of the dying man, lent its strength to the least of
them; it assured him of a perpetual power.
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Nearly all the charitable establishments of old Europe were in the hands
of individuals or of corporations; they have all more or less fallen into de-
pendence on the sovereign, and in several countries they are governed by
the sovereign. It is the State that has undertaken almost alone to give bread
to those who are hungry, relief and a refuge to the sick, work to those with-
out it; it has made itself the almost unique repairer of all miseries.

Education, as well as charity, has become a national affair among most
of the peoples of today. The State receives and often takes the child from
the arms of its mother in order to entrust it to its agents; it is the State that
takes charge of inspiring sentiments in each generation and providing each
generation with ideas. Uniformity reigns in studies as in all the rest; there
diversity, like liberty, disappears each day.

Nor am I afraid to advance that, among nearly all the Christian nations
of today, Catholic as well as Protestant, religion is threatened with falling
into the hands of the government.¢Itis not that sovereigns show themselves
very eager to fix dogma themselves; but more and more they are taking
hold of the will of the one who explains dogma; they take away from the
cleric his property, assign him a salary, deflect and use for their sole profit
the influence that the priest possesses; they make him one of their officials

When all living men are weak, the will of the dead is less respected. A very narrow circle
is drawn around it, and if it happens to go outside of it, the sovereign annuls or controls it.
In the Middle Ages, the power to make out your will had, so to speak, no limits. Among the
French of today, you cannot distribute your patrimony among your children without the State
intervening. After having dictated the entire life, it still wants to regulate the final act.

d. “See piece of Beaumont on property in England and above all on the immense
place that the last will and testament occupies. 2nd volume of L Trlande.

“Individual power of the man. Very important aristocratic character which manifests
itself very strongly in what is related to the will” (with drafts of the chapter that follows,
Rubish, 2).

e. The manuscript says: “all religions tend to become national.”

f. “Ultra-unitary movement of the clergy. Symptoms of the time. Reread Lacor-
daire./

“Intellectual centralization. Idea of unity which pushed man as far as the last refuges
of individual originality” (NOTES OF THE CHAPTER, Rubish, 2).
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and often one of their servants, and with him they penetrate to the deepest
recesses of the soul of each man.?

But that is still only one side of the picture.

Not only has the power of the sovereign expanded, as we have just seen,
into the entire sphere of old powers; this is no longer enough to satisfy it;
it overflows that sphere on all sides and spreads over the domain that until
now has been reserved to individual independence. A multitude of actions
which formerly escaped entirely from the control of society has been sub-
jected to it today, and their number increases constantly.8

Among aristocratic peoples, the social power usually limited itself to
directing and to overseeing citizens in everything that had a direct and visi-
ble connection to the national interest; it willingly abandoned them to their
free will in everything else. Among these peoples, the government seemed
often to forget that there is a point at which the failings and the miseries

2. As the attributions of the central power augment, the number of officials who represent
it increases. They form a nation within each nation and, since the government lends them its
stability, they more and more replace the aristocracy among each nation.

Nmr/y everyw/aere in Europe, the sovereign [power] dominates in two ways: it leads one
part of the citizens by the fear that they feel for its agents, and the other by the hope that they
conceive of becoming those agents.

g. Nothing can delight the imagination of an ambitious man more than the image

of a unique power that, with a word, can put an entire people on alert and move it

from one place to another. That seems admirable above all in times like ours when
we are so impatient to enjoy, and when we want to gain great enjoyments only by
means of small efforts.

[To the side: Perhaps move to accidental causes.]

You can predict that nearly all the ambitious and capable minds that a democratic
country contains will apply themselves without let-up to expanding the attributions
of the social power, because all hope to direct it one day. It is a waste of time to want
to demonstrate to those men [that (ed.)] extreme centralization <agglomeration> of
powers can harm the State, since they centralize for themselves.

In democratic countries, you find only very honest or very mediocre men who
occupy themselves with setting some limits for the central power. The first are rare
and the second can do nothing,.

In democratic countries, the people are led not only by their tastes to concentrate
power, but also by the passions of all the citizens.

[To the side] Perhaps move to accidental causes (Rubish, 2). See p. 1293.
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of individuals compromise universal well-being, and that sometimes pre-
venting the ruin of an individual must be a public matter.

Democratic nations of our time lean toward an opposite extreme.

It is clear that most of our princes do not want only to direct the whole
people; you would say that they consider themselves responsible for the
actions and for the individual destiny of their subjects,h that they have un-

h. When men all depend more or less on each other, it is enough for the government
to lead the principal ones among them in order for the rest to follow.

But when they are all equal and independent, society must in a way be occupied
separately with each citizen and guide him.

So it is natural and necessary that the attributions of the government be more
numerous and more detailed in a democratic country than in an aristocratic country
(IDEAS THAT I CAN HOPE TO USE, Rubish, 2).

You find also in a copy of the drafts these two pieces on the same subject:

Centralization./

I have just pointed out in which conditions alone despotism could impose itself
on democratic peoples; it remains for me to show the means that it can use.

[To the side: Too didactic.]

I consider a democratic people abstractly from its antecedents, and I conceive that
it will always be more difficult to establish a local liberty there than among an aris-
tocratic nation. No one has a visible right to command. No one has leisure, general
ideas, enlightenment.

So along education is always required to make democratic localities able to govern
themselves.

But if I consider a democratic people at a certain point of its existence, the diffi-
culty is very much greater.

[To the side: When aristocracy has just been destroyed and when democracy is not
yet trained and elevated, to whom to give the local power?]

Among peoples, some reach democracy by liberal institutions, as the English will
do; others by absolute power, as we have done.

This changes the conditions of the problem.

In the first case, when aristocracy loses its power, all its successors are ready to take
its place. And even in this case, centralizing tendency. Say a word about the English
and show that they are not centralizing with an interest in good administration, but
with a democratic interest.

In the second, the sole possible heir to aristocracy is royal power. The only question
is knowing if it will always preserve the inheritance (YIT'C, CVd, pp. 41—42).

Centralization./
Centralization is that much more absurd as the government is more truly repre-
sentative. When the minister is occupied for six months with attacking and defending
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dertaken to lead and to enlighten each one of them in the different acts of
his life, and as needed, to make him happy despite himself.

On their side, individuals more and more envisage the social power in
the same way; they call it to their aid in all their needs, and at every moment
they set their sight on it as on a tutor or on a guide.

I assert that there is no country in Europe in which the public admin-
istration has not become not only more centralized, but also more inquis-
itorial and more detailed; everywhere it penetrates more than formerly into
private affairs; it regulates in its own way more actions and smaller actions,
and every day it establishes itself more and more beside, around and above
each individual in order to assist him, advise him and constrain him.k

himself in the chambers, how can he have the time to direct all the provincial interests
with which he is charged? The care [illegible word] the responsibility for it comes
necessarily to a clerk. Now, what superior guarantee is offered by the wisdom of a
clerk compared to that of local magistrates?

4 April 1837 (YTC, CVd, p. 31).

j. Tocqueville seems to refer to the well-known passage of chapter VII of the first
book of Contrat social. Rousseau, (Euvres complétes (Paris: Pléiade, 1964), 111, p. 364.
k. A centralized administration, but slow and fond of red tape and paperwork./

.-~ in the session of 2 .-.- March 1838 after praising the administration of m[ines
(ed.)] .-.- at the top of his voice, he complained however that its members do not
visit, as they ought to do, all the mines that are subject to their inspection and are
crushed under all the red tape and paperwork. As if a centralized administration could
ever completely meet its program, and as if it was not by its essence fond of red tape
and paperwork. This last thing above all follows very closely.

From the moment when everything comes from a center, the director of the ma-
chine, who can see nothing by himself, but who must know everything, needs to have
innumerable accounts sent to him, to sheck [check (ed.)] one employee by another.
In a great centralized administration a hierarchy is needed, that is to say a .-.-.-.- of
order and correspondence. Those are the needs. The passions are still much more
fond of red tape and paperwork. The permanent inclination of the minister is to
want to do everything and to know everything and to order everything, which ne-
cessitates still much more correspondence than need does.

And the offices that rule the minister have an interest in drawing everything toward
him, which is to say toward them. They have the same passions as the minister does,
and they never have, as he does, the political and general point of view that can curb
these passions.

So a centralized administration is by its nature slow and fond of writing. It can
have great advantages, but this disadvantage is certain./
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Formerly, the sovereign lived from the revenue of his lands or from tax
income. It is no longer the same today now that his needs have grown with
his power. In the same circumstances in which formerly a prince established
a new tax, today we resort to a loan. Little by little the State thus becomes
the debtor of most of the rich, and it centralizes in its hands the largest
capital.™

It attracts the smallest capital in another way.

As men mingle and conditions become equal, the poor man has more
resources, enlightenment and desires. He conceives the idea of bettering
his lot, and he seeks to succeed in doing so by savings. So savings give birth
each day to an infinite number of small accumulations of capital, slow and
successive fruits of work; they increase constantly. But the greatest number
would remain unproductive if they stayed scattered. That has given birth
to a new philanthropic institution which will soon become, if I am not
mistaken, one of our greatest political institutions. Charitable men con-
ceived the thought of gathering the savings of the poor and utilizing the

The obligation of dealing with all affairs without seeing each other necessitates
infinite paperwork./

Edouard told me something correct: that fondness for red tape and paperwork was
that much greater as the affair was smaller. A great affair is dealt with in Paris. People
see each other, come to an understanding, become interested. But in order to un-
derstand why a commune wants to sell six feet of land, infinite paperwork is required,
for people cannot see each other and no one takes an interest (UNITY, CENTRALI-
ZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).

Tocqueville is referring to the discussion on the administration of mines which had
taken place in the Chamber in March 1838 (see the Journal des débats of 21 March 1838).
After the floods of the mines of Rive-de-Gier, the government had presented to the
Chamber a proposed law in which it required, under penalty of expropriation, the ex-
ecution of certain measures on the part of the owners of mines in case of danger. The
deputies opposed to the proposed law defended the liberty of the owner by relying on
article 7 of the law of 21 April 1810, which considered mines asa common property whose
conveying and expropriation fell into the domain of the ordinary principles of civil law.
See, further on, Tocqueville’s note s.

m. In 1837, Tocqueville had asked Beaumont to bring back to him from England all
types of brochures and information on the Scottish savings banks, destined for the draft-
ing of the second part of his Mémoire sur le paupérisme. The information gathered by
Beaumont confirmed Tocqueville in his fear of a state centralization as regards savings
(Correspondance avec Beaumont, OC, VIII, 1, pp. 185, 191, 193, and 196).
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earnings. In some countries, these benevolent associations have remained
entirely distinct from the State; but in almost all they tend visibly to merge
with it, and there are even a few in which the governmenthas replaced them
and undertaken the immense task of centralizing the daily savings of several
million workers in a single place and of turning those savings to good ac-
count by its hands alone.

Thus, the State draws to itself the money of the rich by borrowing, and
by savings banks it disposes as it wills of the pennies of the poor. The wealth
of the country rushes constantly toward it and into its hand; wealth ac-
cumulates there all the more as equality of conditions becomes greater [{the
country is more democratic}]; for among a democratic nation, only the
State inspires confidence with individuals, because only it alone seems to
them to have some strength and some duration.?

Thus, the sovereign power does not limit itself to directing public for-
tune; it also gets into private fortunes;" it is the leader of each citizen and
often his master, and moreover, it becomes his steward and his cashier.

Notonly does the central power alone fill the entire sphere of old powers,
expand and go beyond it, but it moves there with more agility, strength and
independence than it ever did formerly.

All the governments of Europe have in our time prodigiously perfected
administrative science;® they do more things, and they do each thing with

3. On the one hand, the taste for well-being augments constantly, and the government
takes hold more and more of all the sources of well-being.

So men go by two diverse paths toward servitude. The taste for well-being turns them away
[from getting involved in the government, and the love of well-being makes them more and
more narrowly dependent on those who govern.

n. “Opinion of Michel de Bourges (23 March 1838) to ponder: I seem here to want
to strengthen beyond measure the principle of property which according to my political
principles is always defended strongly enough. That leads to reflection because it seems
that all the men of today, whatever their origin and point of departure, royalists and
republicans, democrats or fiery enemies of democracy, unite in the principle of unity,
and from there run in common toward servitude” (UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, AD-
MINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2). It probably concernsan extract from the debate
on mines to which note s of p. 1234 refers.

o. This theory, so vaunted, so accepted today, and now self-sustaining [word frag-

ment], of the exact division of judicial and administrative powers must be examined

once and for all, head on and very closely. This theory is spoken about only with
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more order, rapidity and with less expense; they seem to enrich themselves
constantly with all the enlightenment which they have taken from individ-
uals. Each day the princes of Europe hold their delegated agents in a more
narrow dependence, and they invent new methods to direct them more
closely and to oversee them with less difficulty. It is not enough for them
to conduct all affairs by their agents; they undertake to direct the conduct
of their agents in all their affairs; so that the public administration depends
not only on the same power, it draws itself more and more into the same
place and becomes concentrated in fewer hands. The government central-
izes its actions at the same time that it increases its prerogatives: double
cause of strength.

When you examine the constitution that the judicial power formerly had
among most of the nations of Europe, two things are striking: the inde-
pendence of this power and the extent of its attributions.

Not only did the courts of justice decide nearly all the quarrels among
individuals; in a great number of cases, they served as arbiters between each
individual and the State.

respect; it is the holy ark. Let us pierce this covering; let us dare to discuss what is
believed as a religion; let us see the naked truth and face to face.

That it is true in a general way that judicial and administrative powers must be
distinct is incontestable.

But is it important for the salvation of the State and for good administration that
the judicial system and the executive power are never combined in the same acts?
That is what I do not believe. You start from a good principle, but you push it to the
absurd. The intervention of the judicial power in the acts of the administrative power
seems to me often useful and sometimes so necessary that I do not imagine liberty
possible without that.

Perhaps this question must be gone into more deeply by me here, but beyond that,
it merits a particular, detailed, practical examination on my part for France. This must
be for me one of the first works after this book. For I believe that the principal hazard
for the future is there. It is incontestable that the administrative power is inevitably
called to play a more important and more multifarious role in the centuries which
begin than previously.

[In the margin: the Conseil d Etat is something, but not enough, and it would be
nothing without liberty of the press.]

The entire question is to know if you can combine the guarantees of liberty with
the necessary action of administrative power.

You cannot stop the development of this power, but you can give it some counter-
balances/ (UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).
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I do not want to speak here about the administrative and political at-
tributions that the courts had usurped in some countries, but about the
judicial attributions that they possessed in all. Among all the peoples of
Europe, there were and there still are many individual rights, most related
to the general right of property, which were placed under the safeguard of
the judge and which the State could not violate without the permission of
the former.

It is this semi-political power which principally distinguished the courts
of Europe from all the others; for all peoples have had judges, but all have
not given judges the same privileges.

If we now examine what is happening among the democratic nations of
Europe which are called free, as well as among the others, we see that on
all sides, alongside these courts, other more dependent ones are being cre-
ated, whose particular purpose is to decide in exceptional instances the li-
tigious questions that can arise between the public administration and the
citizens. The old judicial power is left with its independence, but its juris-
diction is narrowed, and more and more the tendency is to make it only
an arbiter between particular interests.P

p. Two tendencies to distinguish:

1. One that tends to concentrate all powers in the State.
2. The other that tends to concentrate the exercise of all powers in the executive./

Tendency to free the administrative power from all judicial control./

Among all peoples the judicial power appears as the support for individual inde-
pendence, and everywhere that its attributions decrease, the existence of the individ-
ual [v: of particulars] becomes precarious.

Itis from there, I believe, that the question must be engaged. There is today a clear
tendency to rid the sovereign power of the judge (Rubish, 2).

In another jacket:

French centralizers use the word Szate in a peculiar way. Often this difference alone
separates us.

The State, they say, in the century in which we are and in those into which we are
entering, must get involved in many things. Agreed. But by Szaze they almost always
mean the executive power alone, acting without the cooperation or the guarantee of
the legislative and judicial powers. It is here that we no longer agree.

The State must indeed have great prerogatives among democratic peoples, but the
executive power must not exercise them alone and without control, in order for liberty
to be saved and for the individual not to disappear entirely before the social power.
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The number of these special courts increases constantly, and their at-
tributions grow. So the government escapes more every day from the ob-
ligation to have its will and its rights sanctioned by another power. Notable
to do without judges, it wants, at least, to choose its judges itself and to
hold them always in its hand; that is to say, between it and individuals, it
places still more the image of justice rather than justice itself.d

Thus, it is not enough for the State to draw all affairs to itself; it also
ends more and more by deciding all of these by itself without control and
without recourse.*

There isamong the modern nations of Europe one great cause that, apart
from all those that I have just pointed out, contributes constantly to expand
the action of the sovereign power or to augment its prerogatives; we have
not taken enough notice of it. This cause is the development of industry,
which the progress of equality favors.”

[To the side: You see without fear the government increase its civi/ privileges, as
if it were not on the latter that political influence sooner or later rests. I would believe
the future of liberty more assured with a government that would have many political
rights and few civil rights than with a government that would have few political rights
and many civil rights.

Civil rights means nothing. The word escapes me, but the thought is there]
(UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2). See note
dof p. 1223.

q. The manuscript says: “. . . but not justice itself.”

4. On this subject in France there is a strange sophism. When a trial between the admin-
istration and an individual arises, we refuse to submit its examination to an ordinary judge,
in order it is said, not to mix administrative power and judicial power. As if it were not
mixing these two powers and mixing them in the most dangerous and most tyrannical fashion
to clothe the government with the right to judge and to administer at the same time.

r. 1. General reasons that cause the progress of industry to make the central power

progress:

1. Nature of the property and of the industrial class that most naturally occupies
the government.
2. Creation of new goods and persons.

2. Particular and European reasons:
1. Ancient prejudice against the property and the class.

Facts that support these arguments (Rubish, 2).
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[<The goods created by industry are rightly regarded by all enlightened
nations as particularly appropriate to be taxed. Thus, as industry develops,
you see new taxes arise, and these taxes are in general more complicated,
more difficult and more exacting to collect than all the others.

It must be remarked on the other hand that . . .>]t

Industry usually gathers a multitude of men in the same place; it estab-
lishes new and complicated relationships among them. It exposes them to
greatand sudden shifts between abundance and poverty, during which pub-
lic tranquillity is threatened. It can happen finally that these works com-
promise the health and even the lives of those who profit from them or of
those who devote themselves to them. Thus, the industrial class has more
need to be regulated, supervised and restrained than all the other classes,
and it is natural that the attributions of the government grow with it.

This truth is generally applicable; but here is what relates more particu-
larly to the nations of Europe.

In the centuries that have preceded those in which we live, the aristocracy
possessed the land and was able to defend it. So landed property was sur-
rounded by guarantees, and its owners enjoyed a great independence. That
created laws and habits that have been perpetuated despite the division of
lands and the ruin of the nobles; and today the landowners and farmers
are still, of all citizens, those who escape most easily from the control of
the social power.

In these same aristocratic centuries, where all the sources of our history
are found, personal property had little importance and its owners were de-
spised and weak; the industrialists formed an exceptional class in the middle
of the aristocratic world. Since they did not have assured patronage, they

were not protected, and often they were not able to protect themselves."

s. “Perhaps be infinitely more rapid in this piece. Tell the facts without explaining
them. They are present to the readers because they are French facts” (Rubish, 2).

t. In the margin: “<All this applies only to indirect taxes, and indirect taxes do not
strike only industrial products. The thought is therefore obscure and partly false.>”

u. “As industry develops you see growing with it a class of men who live only on the
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So it became a habit to consider industrial property as a property of a
particular nature, which did not merit the same guarantees as property in
general, and to consider the industrialists as a small, separate class in the
social order, whose independence had little value, and as a class that it was
fitting to abandon to the regulatory passion of princes. If, in fact, you open
the codes of the Middle Ages, you are astonished to see how, in these cen-
turies of individual independence, industry was constantly regulated by
kings, up to the smallest details; on this point, centralization is as active
and as detailed as it could be.

Since this time, a great revolution has taken place in the world; industrial
property, which was only in germ, has developed; it covers Europe; the
industrial” class has expanded; it has enriched itself from the remnants of
all the others; it has grown in number, in importance, in wealth; it grows
constantly; nearly all those who are not part of it are connected to it, at
least at some point; after having been the exceptional class, it threatens to
become the principal class and, so to speak, the sole class;™ but the political
ideas and habits to which it formerly gave birth have remained. These ideas
and these habits have not changed, because they are old, and then because
they are in perfect harmony with the new ideas and general habits of the
men of our times.X

salary of every day and who can only find in the accumulation of salary the means to
conquer their independence and to change their lot little by little. This class has always
existed in the world, but its development is new. It is already numerous; it threatens to
become innumerable” (Rubish, 2).

v. “I believe that industrialist must be understood as every man who gains money by
the aid of a mechanical art, such as iron worker, carpenter, and finally manufacturer.

“I do not believe that merchants, who only buy and sell, can be put in the number
of industrialists.

“[To the side: What do I mean by industrial property?

“You see clearly what an industrialist is, but what is an industrial property?]

“Farmers are certainly not there and, with more reason, tenant farmers” (Rubish, 2).

w. In the margin: “<The democratic class par excellence.>”

x. “<To govern the men of our times, new vices and new virtues are needed>” (Rub-

ish, 2).
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So industrial property does not augment its rights with its importance.
The industrial class does not become less dependent by becoming more
numerous; but you would say, on the contrary, that it carries despotism
within it, and that despotism expands naturally as it develops.

And in another place: “Ideas to keep, to treat, but I do not know where and how to
make them enter into my classifications./

“What astonishes me in man is not so much the weakness that he exhibits against a
multitude of natural enemies, as the manner in which he obeys a kind of invisible power

that hides in himself.”

[In the margin:

To put perhaps in the place where I will be able to depict the incessant though some-
what thwarted march of the modern world.]

There are centuries when men are always led toward the same points, from what-
ever direction they are pushed and wherever they seem to want to go. You see them
one moment rush forward along an opposite path, and when they have broken all
the barriers that were set against them and that they can breach, they stop by them-
selves and retrace their steps.

Sometimes a government wants to compel them to adopt certain opinions and
certain customs. They shudder and resist. And when they have triumphed over their
masters, they do alone what someone wanted to prescribe for them; and they succumb
to a hidden force within their own breast that acts without their knowing.

There are times when great virtues or great talents are necessary in order to act
upon a people and to dominate it; there are others when great vices suffice almost
alone.

In order to act upon an honest people and dominate it, great virtues or great talents

are necessary. In order to produce the same effect on a corrupt nation, great vices can
suffice (YI'C, CVa, pp. 33-34).

5. [ will cite a few facts in support of this. It is in the mines that the natural sources of
industrial wealth are found. As industry developed in Europe, as the product of the mines
became a more general interest and their good exploitation more difficult because of the di-
vision of property that equality brought, most sovereigns claimed the right to own the resources
of the mines and to oversee the work; this had not been seen for properties of another type.

The mines, which were individual properties subject ro the same obligations and provided
with the same guarantees as other landed property, thus fell into the public domain. It is the
State that exploits them or that grants concessions; owners are transformed into users; they
hold their rights from the State and, moreover, the State almost everywhere claims the power
to direct them; it draws up rules for them, imposes methods on them, subjects them to a habitual
surveillance, and if they resist, an administrative court dispossesses them; and the public ad-
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ministration transfers their privileges to others; so that the government possesses not only the
mines, it holds all the miners in its hand.

As industry develops, however, the exploitation of old mines increases. New ones are
opened. The population of the mines spreads and grows larger. Every day, the sovereigns expand
their domain under our feet and populate it with their servants¥

y. Unity, centralization, administrative despotism./

Discussion relative to the mines of Gier (2 .-.- March 1838) have just suggested to
me.—(the (ed.)].—following ideas:

The new world will see industrial property augment incessantly. That is indeed the
new property par excellence, the democratic property.

Now, I see clearly the means by which the government takes hold of the direction
and of the management of this property and in this way augments its influence in
proportion as this property develops. It does not lack pretexts and even reasons for
that.

[In the margin: Begin by showing how the government itself will become a great
industrialist, will do immense enterprises in industry, at the same time thatitbecomes
the master and the director of all the other industrialists. It attracts all the industrial
capital by great enterprises and by centralized savings banks.]

The first reason is that this type of property, just coming into existence so to speak,
is [not (ed.)] defended like all the others by an old respect for custom and allows itself
to be regulated much more.

But there are reasons of detail of which I am going to detail a few. Coal, iron and
minerals in general are the great sources of commercial wealth. These riches were
formerly patrimonial. The top carried ownership of the bottom. The government,
putting forward this plausible enough reason that such riches are more national than
individual, dispossesses the one who holds them, unless he exploits them, and grants
them to others (decree of 1810). Great abuses have taken place since in the practice
of concession. The government claims to oblige the new owners, who are nothing
more in its eyes than concessionaires, to exploit as it wants, to do the work that it
indicates, or it takes back the concession and gives it to another.! All this immense
population that owns or exploits the mines, a population constantly growing in num-
berand aboveall in importance, becomes by a single deed composed of administrative
agents and nothing more. The government not owning the mines, but the miners.

1. [All that will be appropriate, and even just, if the judicial power were introduced
there. Its absence causes the whole evil. The principle of the absolute and continuous
division of the administrative and judicial power is irreconcilable with the /7berty and
the prosperity of the State. If the administration does not get involved in this com-
mercial property, public prosperity is in danger; and liberty, if it alone is involved in
it. The problem to resolve is to unite them.]

Other example. The owners of land along the river do not agree on what to do to
guarantee the banks of the river. The government forces them to associate in order
to do the necessary work in common. Nothing better. But it directs the association
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and forces it to save the land. So it has all the riverside residents in its hands. But that
gets away from commercial property which I want .-.-.-

[In the margin: Bonaparte said in 1810 concerning .-.-.- by dint of multiplying the
obstacles, you make France take big steps toward tyranny. That you saw a prefect
prevent the building of a house because the owner refused to .-.-.- his plan. It was
only a matter of the rules of the .-.-.- He added: the concessionaire must only be
despoiled of his property when he himself agrees to cede it. There is no difference
from this perspective between a mine and a farm. Napoleon does not deny that the
concessionaire be subjected to conditions, he only wants the non-compliance with
these conditions not to carry the loss of the concession. Courts will sentence, he says,
the concessionaire to executing them, as is practiced in regard to other contracts.]

............ there are immense commercial enterprises that in civilized countries can-
not be carried out without the authorization of the social power, administration or
legislature. Such particularly are the great works that necessitate the destruction of
particular properties and that must respond to a public need, such as toll road, canal,
bridge, port. . . . This gives an opening to the same argument as for the mines. The
State, having granted concessions, claims to have the right to direct and, if someone
does [not (ed.)] obey its directives, to dispossess. And among the social powers, it is
the administration alone that claims the right in order not to mix legislative and ad-
ministrative powers, and it wants to do it alone in order not to mix the administrative
and judicial powers.

In England it is Parliament that authorizes. See in the work of Simon the charter
of the railroad of Birmingham.

So that apart from the canals, roads, bridges that it owns, builds or directs by its
agents, it is master of those who own, make or direct all the others.

Third example.

Among democratic peoples all commercial enterprises of some value can be carried
out only by associations, but association is a means of which you .- .- to abuse. A
collective owner is a new being that merits less consideration than individual owners
who have been known since the beginning of the world and that at the same time is
more frightening because it is more powerful. Under the pretext of gathering capital
for a useful enterprise, the credulity of the public is misled, and capital is amassed in
order to turn it to the profit of the inventor of the project. Society must be protected
against such a trap. The remedy is to charge the administration with examining in
advance the bases of the association and to grant or to refuse the right to associate,
which puts in the hands of the government the most active passions and the most
energetic needs of future generations. For, I repeat, commercial property is called to
become the first and the most important of all.

I go further and I would be very .-.-.-.- not a step further, and if after having
obtained the right to authorize .-.-.- association, you soon asked me for the right to
direct them, if not in all cases, at least in a great number, with the threat of with-
drawing the authorization for associating in case of refusal. So that after having put
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In proportion as the nation becomes more industrial, it feels a greater
need for roads, canals, ports and other works of a semi-public nature, which
facilitate the acquisition of wealth; and in proportion as the nation is more
democratic, individuals experience more difficulty in executing such works,
and the State more ease in doing them. I am not afraid to assert that the
manifest tendency of all the sovereigns of our time is to undertake alone
the execution of such enterprises; in that way, they enclose populations each
day within a more narrow dependence.

On the other hand, as the power of the State increases and as its needs
augment, the State itself consumes an always greater quantity of industrial
products, which it fabricates ordinarily in its arsenals and its factories. In
this way, in each kingdom, the sovereign power becomes the greatest in-
dustrialist; it draws to and retains in its service a prodigious number of

engineers, architects, mechanics and artisans.2

in its hands all those who have the desire to associate, you would also put there all those
who have associated, that is to say, nearly the entire society in democratic centuries.

You would leave free only non-commercial property, which every day loses its im-
portance, and individual commercial property, which cannot have any importance
among democratic nations.

Again, if you reached the owners of this latter by a thousand regulations .-.-.- of
public utility that the administration promulgates, interprets and applies alone with-
out recourse [variant: in the name of order, of the healthiness of morals, of tran-
quillity, of public prosperity or in the interest of even those you coerce]” (UNITY,
CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).

During his journey to England in 1835, Tocqueville already remarked: “The necessity
of introducing the judicial power into the administration is one of these central ideas
to which I am led by all my research about what has allowed and can allow men to have
political liberty” (Voyage en Angleterre, OC, 'V, 2, p. 68).

The idea is found again in L Ancien régime et la Révolution. In chapter 4 of the second
book (OC, 11, 1, p. 125), after having spoken about the number of special courts and of
the judicial rights of the intendant, he concluded: “The intervention of the judicial sys-
tem in the administration harms only affairs, while the intervention of the administra-
tion in the judicial system depraves men and tends to make them at the very same time
revolutionary and servile.”

z. “Double movement:

“The government draws closer to industry and takes hold of the smallest industri-
alists.

“Private industry becomes bigger and enters into the sphere of power./

“And the government descends into the sphere of private industry” (Rubish, 2).

a. “Equality is the great fact of our time.
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It is not only the first of industrialists; it tends more and more to make
itself the leader or rather the master of all the others.

Since citizens have become weak while becoming more equal,¢ they can
do nothing in industry without associating; now, the public power naturally
wants to place these associations under its control.

It must be recognized that these kinds of collective beings, which are
called associations, are stronger and more formidable than a simple indi-
vidual can be, and that they have less responsibility than the latter for their
own actions; the result is that it seems reasonable to allow to each one of
them less independence from the social power than would be allowed for
an individual.

Sovereigns have that much more inclination to act in this way since it

suits their tastes. Among democratic peoples it is only by association that

“Industrial development the second.

“Both augment the power of the government, or rather both are only one” (Rub-
ish, 2).

b. Yesterday (26 February 1836) I met M. Polonceau. I had a very interesting con-

versation with him.

He spent twenty years in the administration of bridges and roads, was chief en-
gineer there, and has more or less retired since that time. He is an active, innovative,
perhaps imprudent spirit, which the esprit de corps could not tame. He perhaps speaks
with animosity about the administration of which he was part, but he says very in-
teresting and, I believe, generally very true things, about the taste of this adminis-
tration for established things, principally established by it, about its efforts to impede
everything that does not come from it, about its determination not to adopt fixed
rules that would limit it, about its interminable delays, its expensive habits, its pref-
erences, its little taste for publicity.

He told me that to know its organization and to appreciate its spirit I must scudy:

1. The decree of organization given in 1811.
2. The collection of annual reports on bridges and roads (YIT'C, CVa, pp. 57—58).

c. In the manuscript:

... more equal, they are obliged to unite together constantly even for industrial works
of an entirely private nature. Industry cannot fail to develop in a democratic country
without giving birth to an infinite number of associations. #These associations are
so many new persons whose rights have not yet been well established and who enter
into the world at a period when the idea of the rights of individuals is weak and that
of the sovereign very extensive. You have a great facility# and these associations fall
naturally under the control of the public power.
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the resistance of citizens to the central power can come about; consequently
the latter never sees associations that are not under its control except with
disfavor; and what is very worth noting is that, among democratic peoples,
citizens often envisage these same associations, which they need so much,
with a secret sentiment of fear and jealousy which prevents them from de-
fending them. The power and the duration of these small particular soci-
eties, amid the general weakness and instability, astonishes them and wor-
ries them, and citizens are not far from considering as dangerous privileges
the free use that each association makes of its natural powers.

All these associations that are arising today are, moreover, so many new
persons, for whom time has not consecrated rights and who enter into the
world at a period when the idea of particular rights is weak, and when the
social power is without limits; it is not surprising that associations lose their
liberty at birth.

Among all the peoples of Europe, there are certain associations that can
be formed only after the State has examined their statutes and authorized
their existence. Among several, efforts are being made to extend this rule
to all associations. You see easily where the success of such an undertaking
would lead.

If the sovereign power had once the general right to authorize, on certain
conditions, associations of all types, it would not take long to claim that
of overseeing them and of directing them, so that the associations would
not able to evade the rule that it had imposed on them. In this way, the
State, after making all those who desire to associate dependent on it, would
make all those who have associated dependent as well, that is to say, nearly
all the men who are alive today.

The sovereign powers thus appropriate more and more, and put to their
use the greatest part of this new force that industry creates today in the
world. Industry leads us, and they lead industry.d

d. What happened at the end of the 1837 session for railroads, and the way in which
nearly everyone fell into agreement that the government must take charge of every-
thing, is characteristic and shows clearly the slope that carries us, friends and enemies
of liberty, toward the centralization of all powers in the hands of the government
and the introduction of its hand into all affairs.
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Those men are very foolish to believe that while giving a government immense
civil attributions, they will easily put fetters on it in the field of politics, and to think
that a man {charged} with handling by himself alone all the financial resources of a
great people, with putting millions of workers into motion, with executing works of
all types upon which national prosperity and life are based, will not be master of all
the rest when he wants to be.

This 30 June 1837.

The language of the newspaper the Siécle has for a month been characteristic be-
cause this newspaper is conspicuously in the hands of Odilon Barrotand of theliberal
and democratic opposition of the left.

If itis a matter of public works in general, it wants the government to take charge
of them alone, to dragoon masses of workers, to bring them sometimes from one
side, sometimes from another.

As for the railroads in particular, the government must above all take charge of
them, for such an undertaking would give too much power to individuals and would
grant them immense privileges. Moreover, it would be necessary to grant different
concessions, so that the great French unity and uniformity would not be altered.

There is nothing, including the mines, that, according to the Siécle (27 June 1837),
the government must not exploit. Why, it says, would the State not claim the exploi-
tation of the underground domain, instead of conceding it freely to the privileged?

Do you see how democratic passions adapt here marvelously well to the increases
of central power and how democratic instincts and prejudices go complacently before
tyranny provided that unity and equality are sheltered?/

I cannot prevent myself from admiring the simplicity of those who believe that
you can without disadvantage increase the civil rights of the government provided
that you do notincrease its political power, asif . . . [interrupted text (ed.)] (Fragment
on writing paper, UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rub-

ish, 2).
In the same jacket you also find these explanations:

Ideas relative to centralization, to blend into the final chapter./

M. Thiers said to me today (27 May 1837) regarding the commission for the railroad
from Lyon to Marseille that he had ended by convincing a// the members of the
commission that great public works must always be done in France at State expense
and by its agents.

Do not forget that when I speak about the ultra-centralizing tendency of our
times” (YI'C, CVd, p. 30).

M. Thiers, in the session of .-.-.- January 1838, said (see Siécle of that day).

Without doubt Spain did not enter into the c.-.- of 92 and 93. Spain did not build
scaffolds as in France; the terror was what it could be in the peninsula, in a country
without centralization, without unity. So no scaffold, but the cutting of throats.

The comment is good, to keep (UNITY, CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE
DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).
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[As for those who still work alone in the industrial world, their number
and above all their importance is constantly decreasing; and for along time,
moreover, the government has exercised the right to regulate them as it
pleases and has imposed on them each day new laws of which the govern-
ment itself alone is the administrator and the interpreter.

<#Perhaps you will find that I have expanded too much on this last part.
Its importance will be my excuse.

The progress of equality and the development of industry are the two
greatest facts of our times.

I wanted to show how both contributed to enlarge the sphere of the
central power and to restrict individual independence each day within the
narrowest limits.#>]¢

I attach so much importance to all that I have just said that I am tor-
mented with the fear of having detracted from my thought by wanting to
make it clearer.

So if the reader finds that the examples cited to support my words are
insufficient or badly chosen; if he thinks that in some place I have exag-
gerated the progress of the social power, and that on the contrary I have
limited beyond measure the sphere in which individual independence still
moves, I beg him to abandon the book for a moment and to consider in
his turn by himself the matters that I have undertaken to show him. Let
him examine attentively what is happening each day among us and beyond
us; let him question his neighbors; let him finally consider himself; I am
very much mistaken if he does not arrive, without a guide and by other
paths, at the point where I wanted to lead him.

[He will discover that the various rights that today have been successively
wrested from classes, corporations, men, instead of serving to raise new
secondary powers on another more democratic foundation, have almostall
collected in the sole hands of the sovereign, that everywhere the public
administration has become more clever, more intelligent and stronger, that
the individual has become more isolated, more inexperienced, and weaker
relative to the public administration, and that finally the State, whatever

e. In the margin: “<#These two facts are closely related to each other, for it is enough
to enlighten equal men for them to tend all by themselves toward industry.#>”
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its representative, has placed itself more every day next to and above each
citizen in order to instruct him, guide him, aid him and constrain him.]f
He will notice that, during the half-century that has just gone by, cen-
tralization has grown everywhere in a thousand different fashions. Wars,
revolutions, conquests have served its development; all men have worked
to increase it.8 During this same period, when men have with a prodigious
rapidity succeeded each other at the head of affairs, their ideas, their in-
terests, their passions have varied infinitely; butall have wanted to centralize
in some ways. The instinct for centralization has been like the soleimmobile
point amid the singular mobility of their existence and their thoughts.h
And when the reader, after examining this detail of human affairs, will
want to embrace the vast picture as a whole, he will remain astonished.
On the one hand, the firmest dynasties are shaken or destroyed; on all
sides peoples escape violently from the dominion of their laws; they destroy

f. To the side: “<This said above. Is it better there?>”
g. It concentrates in its hand great public functions that were wrongly separated from
it, such as the preparation of all types of general laws,
customs,
the collection of taxes,
the central direction of the judicial system,
the army, the police,
the direction of great local affairs that by their greatness have a general interest,
the supervision of all [interrupted text (ed.)] (Rubish, 2).

h. #To uphold the individual in the face of the social power whatever itis, to preserve
for him something of his independence, of his strength, of his originality, such must
be the continual effort of all the friends of humanity in democratic centuries. Just
as in democratic [aristocratic (ed.)] centuries, it was necessary to magnify society and
to reduce the individual.

Were I alone in saying that, I would not remain silent.#

[To the side: This must go in the peroration of section V.

Question of dynasty, secondary question.]

Centralization must grow constantly because it results from instincts that do not
change. Men succeed each other in power; their passions, their interests, their ideas
vary; but all, either voluntarily or involuntarily, centralize, because by centralizing,
they obey, without knowing it, an instinct that is immobile. Amid the singular mo-
bility of their thoughts and of their existence, it is the only permanent and durable
thing that is in power today.

[In the margin] 27 February 1838 (YT'C, CVKk, 2, pp. 41-42).
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or limit the authority of their lords or of their princes; all the nations that
are not in revolution seem at least restless and unsettled; the same spirit of
revolt animates them. And, on the other, in this same time of anarchy and
among these same peoples so unruly, the social power constantly increases
its prerogatives; it becomes more centralized, more enterprising, more ab-
solute, more extensive. The citizens fall under the control of the public
administration at every instant; they are carried imperceptibly and as if
without their knowledge to sacrifice to the public administration some new
parts of their individual independence, and these same men who from time
to time overturn a throne and trample kings underfoot, bow more and
more, without resistance, to the slightest will of a clerk.

So therefore, two revolutions seem to be taking place today in opposite
directions: one continually weakens power, and the other constantly re-
inforces it. In no other period of our history has it appeared either so weak
or so strong.

But when you finally come to consider the state of the world more
closely, you see that these two revolutions are intimately linked to each
other, that they come from the same source, and that, after having had a
different course, they finally lead men to the same place.

I will not be afraid again to repeat one last time what I have already said
or pointed out in several places of this book. We must be very careful about
confusing the very fact of equality with the revolution that finally intro-
duces it into the social state and into the laws; that is the reason for nearly
all the phenomena that astonish us.

All the ancient political powers of Europe, the greatest as well as the
least, were established in the centuries of aristocracy, and they more or less
represented or defended the principle of inequality and of privilege. To
make the new needs and interests suggested by growing equality prevail in
the government, it was therefore necessary for the men of our times to
overturn or restrain the ancient powers. That has led them to make revo-
lutions and has inspired in a great number of them this wild taste for dis-
order and for independence to which all revolutions, whatever their objec-
tive, always give birth.

I do not believe that there is a single country in Europe where the de-
velopment of equality has not been preceded or followed by some violent
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changes in the state of property and of persons, and almostall these changes
have been accompanied by a great deal of anarchy and license, because they
were done by the least civilized portion of the nation against the portion
that was most civilized.

From that have come the two opposite tendencies that I previously
showed. As long as the democratic revolution was in its heat, the men oc-
cupied with destroying the ancient aristocratic powers that fought against
it appeared animated by a great spirit of independence; and as the victory
of equality became more complete, they abandoned themselves little by
little to the natural instincts that arose from this same equality, and they
reinforced and centralized the social power. They had wanted to be free in
order to be able to make themselves equal; and as equality became more
established with the help of liberty, it made liberty more difficult for them.

These two states have not always been successive. Our fathers have
shown how a people could organize an immense tyranny within itself at
the very moment when it escaped from the authority of the nobles and
braved the power of all the kings, teaching the world at the same time the
way to conquer its independence and to lose it.

The men of today notice that the old powers are collapsing on all sides;
they see all the old influences dying, all the old barriers falling; that disturbs
the judgment of the most able; they pay attention only to the prodigious
revolution which is taking place before their eyes, and they believe that
humanity is going to fall forever into anarchy. If they considered the final
consequences of this revolution, they would perhaps imagine other fears.

As for me, I do not trust, I confess, the spirit of liberty which seems to
animate my contemporaries; [ see well that the nations of today are tur-
bulent; but I do not find clearly that they are liberal, and I am afraid that
at the end of these agitations, which make all thrones totter, sovereigns will
find themselves stronger than they were [I am afraid finally that in this
century of license, everything is being prepared for the enslavement of the
generations to come].
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CHAPTER 6

What Type of Despotism
Democratic Nations Have to Fear®

I had noticed during my stay in the United States that a democratic social

state similar to that of the Americans could offer singular opportunities for

the establishment of despotism,b and I had seen on my return to Europe

how most of our princes had already made use of the ideas, sentiments and

a. What the character of military despotism would be if it came to be established
among a democratic people.

Idea to treat either at military spirit or at administrative despotism. Probably at the
first. To blend into a chapter rather than to treat separately.

I see two places for this.

1. The first is after what I said about the turbulent spirit of the army, about its
habitual discontent, about the place that it occupies in society. I could show these
sentiments leading the army to seize the government. I would then say in what spirit
it would govern.

2. Here is the second place: after painting administrative despotism, I could ask
myself if it would not be changed for the worse by its combination with military
government (something possible). I would prove that things would hardly be worse.
I would then pass to the combination of this same despotism with sovereignty of the
people and I would prove that things would hardly be better.

3. Finally couldn’tI place this idea separately (illegible word)? (YT'C, CVj, 2, pp. 9—
10).

b. “Despotism, tyrannical, arbitrary and absolute government of only one man (or of

only one power must be added).

“The principle of despotic States is that only one man governs there entirely accord-

ing to his will, having absolutely no other laws than that of his caprices. Encyclopédie.
This was written before we had seen the despotism of an assembly under the Republic.”

In another place in the rubish: “This word despotism is unfortunate because its old

meaning does not exactly correspond to the new meaning that I want to give it” (Rubish,

1245
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needs that arose from that social state, in order to expand the circle of their
power.

That led me to believe that Christian nations would end perhaps by
suffering some oppression similar to that which weighed formerly on several
of the peoples of antiquity.©

A more detailed examination of the subject and five years of new med-
itations have not lessened my fears, but they have changed their object.

We have never in past centuries seen a sovereign so absolute and so pow-
erful that he undertook to administer by himself, and without the help of
secondary powers, all the parts of a great empire; there is none who at-
tempted to subject all his subjects indiscriminately to the details of a uni-
form rule, or who descended to the side of each one of his subjects in order
to rule over him and to lead him. The idea of such an undertaking had
never occurred to the human mind, and if a man ever happened to imagine
it, the insufficiency of enlightenment, the imperfection of administrative
procedures, and above all the natural obstacles that inequality of conditions
created would have soon stopped him in the execution of such a vast design.

We see that in the time of the greatest power of the Caesars, the different
peoples who inhabited the Roman world had still kept diverse customs and
mores. Although subjected to the same monarch, most of the provinces
were administered separately; they were full of powerful and active mu-
nicipalities, and although all the government of the empire was concen-
trated in the hands of the emperor alone, and although he remained always,
as needed, the arbiter of all things, the details of social life and of individual
existence ordinarily escaped his control.

The emperors possessed, it is true, an immense power without counter-
balance, which allowed them to give themselves freely to their bizarre in-
clinations and to use the entire strength of the State to satisfy them; they

c. To the side: “<Perhaps place this here:

“Those, I said, who think to rediscover the monarchy of H[enri (ed.)]. IV or L[ouis
(ed.)]. XIV seem very blind to me. As for me, when I consider the state which several
European nations have already reached and toward which all the others are tending, I
feel myself led to believe that among them there will soon no longer be a place except
for democratic liberty or for the tyranny of the Caesars.>” Tocqueville cites here p. 511
of the second volume.
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often happened to abuse this power in order arbitrarily to take away a citi-
zen’s property or his life. Their tyranny weighed prodigiously on a few; but
it did not extend to a great number; it was tied to a few great principal
matters and neglected the rest; it was violent and limited.d

d. 7 March 1838.

I said in the first part of this book that the new societies could well finally arrive
at something similar to what we saw at the fall of the Roman empire. There is no
longer any middle ground, I said, between the government of all and the tyranny of
the Caesars.

Four years of new meditations made me consider the same matter from another
point of view and convinced me that if men are enslaved, they will be so in an entirely
new fashion and will exhibit a spectacle for which the past has not prepared us.

There was something of the great, of the colossal in the Roman tyranny, of the
aristocratic, the magnificent, of the master of slaves, of the barbaric, of the pagan.
All things that cannot habitually be found in a civilized and democratic society.

New society, regular, peaceful, ruled with art and uniformity, mixture of college,
seminary, regiment, asleep rather than chained in the arms of clerks and soldiers,
bureaucratic tyranny, fond of red tape, very repressive of all impulse, destroying the
will for great things in germ, but mild and regular, equal for all. A sort of paternity
without the purpose of bringing the children to manhood.

That is the real and original picture. That of the first volume was declamatory,
common, hackneyed and false (Rubish, 2).

To reflect.

If, instead of the disordered despotism of the army rabble, idea already known, it
would not be better to introduce here the portrait of a regulated despotism in which
everything happens with as much order, meticulousness, and tyranny as in a barracks.

If instead of that I adopt the ancient idea of military despotism, there is at least
a new notion to show.

It is military despotism following revolution and democratic anarchy, becoming es-
tablished in a time when everything has been overturned and when nothing has yet
settled down in positions, habits, ideas, tastes, when everything is in question, when
the limits of the just and the unjust are abolished, when even the limits of practice
and custom no longer exist, when we are accustomed to everything, when we expect
anything in advance, when nothing is absolutely unforeseen and everything possible.

[To the side] Perhaps the image of the barracks could be placed after that as the
port, the definitive state (YT'C, CVd, pp. 15-16).

On the different types of despotism in the work of Tocqueville, see James T. Schleifer,
The Making of Tocqueville’s “Democracy in America,” pp. 147—56, 179-8s. Roger Boesche,
“The Prison, Tocqueville’s Model for Despotism,” Weszern Political Quarterly 33, no. 4
(1980): 550—63, established some points of similarity between the despotism of Tocque-
ville and his idea of the prison.



TYPE OF DESPOTISM 1248

It seems that, if despotism came to be established among the demo-
cratic nations of today, it would have other characteristics; it would be
more extensive and milder, and it would degrade men without tormenting
them.

I do not doubt that, in centuries of enlightenment and equality such as
ours, sovereigns might have succeeded more easily in uniting all public
powers in their hands alone, and in penetrating more habitually and more
deeply into the circle of private interests, than any of those of antiquity
were ever able to do. But this same equality, which facilitates despotism,
tempers it; we have seen how, as men are more similar and more equal,
public mores become more humane and milder; when no citizen has a great
power or great wealth, tyranny lacks, in a way, opportunity and theater.
Since all fortunes are mediocre, passions are naturally contained, imagi-
nation limited, pleasures simple. This universal moderation moderates the
sovereign himself and stops within certain limits the disordered impulse of
his desires.

Apart from these reasons drawn from the very nature of the social state,
I could add many others that would take me beyond my subject; but I want
to keep myself within the limits that I have set for myself.

Democratic governments will be able to become violent and even cruel
in certain moments of great agitation and great dangers; but these crises
will be rare and passing.

When I think about the petty passions of the men of our times, about
the softness of their mores, about the extent of their enlightenment, about
the purity of their religion, about the mildness of their morality, about their
painstaking and steady habits, about the restraint that they nearly all main-
tain in vice as in virtue, I am not afraid that they will find in their leaders
tyrants, but rather tutors.

So I think that the type of oppression by which democratic peoples are
threatened will resemble nothing of what preceded it in the world; our
contemporaries cannot find the image of itin their memories. I seek in vain
myself for an expression that exactly reproduces the idea that I am forming
of itand includes it; [<the thing that I want to speak about is new, and men
have not yet created the expression which must portray it.>] the old words
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of despotism and of tyranny do not work. The thing is new, so I must try
to define it, since I cannot name it.¢

I'want to imagine under what new features despotism could presentitself
to the world; I see an innumerable crowd of similar and equal men who
spin around restlessly, in order to gain small and vulgar pleasures with which
they fill their souls.f Each one of them, withdrawn apart, is like a stranger
to the destiny of all the others; his children and his particular friends form

e. The despotism that I fear for the generations to come has no precedent in the world
and lacks a name. I will call it administrative despotism! for lack of anything better.
<I would call it paternal if it aimed at making men free and if it set a limit for itself
like paternity.>

[To the side: To be completely true, it is necessary to make it understood that
equality can, it is true, lead as far as a violent and cruel oppression because of the
weakness of individuals, but that is a rare and exceptional event. The ordinary course
is one that I am pointing out.]

If you attentively examine all the tyrannies known in history, you see that they
have all consisted of a more or less unlimited power entrusted to one or several men
and which they used violently against a few. It was by its violence rather than by its
generality that this tyranny made itself conspicuous.

[In the margin: It is in this portrait that all the originality and the depth of my
idea resides. What I have at the end of my first work was hackneyed and superficial.]

(1) <Apply myself to finding a name for it. That is important> (Rubish, 2).

This difficulty in finding new words recalls Montesquieu who, in the foreword of
L’Esprit des lois ((Euvres complétes, Paris: Pléiade, 1951, 11, p. 227), writes: “I had new
ideas; it was very necessary to find new words, or to give new meanings to old ones.”

On the origins of paternal despotism, see Rousseau, chapter IV, book I, of the Conzrar
social and his Discours sur ['origine et les fondements de l'inégalité parmi les hommes (Euvres
complétes, Paris: Pléiade, 1964, 111, p. 182).

f. Liberty in the very midst of these diversions is always serious. But there is nothing

so joyful as despotism. The sight of human miseries, the unhappy are its natural

enemies. It loves on the contrary to find the image of joy everywhere in its path, and
it is pleased with games and spectacles. However timid it is by its nature, it does not
fear the excesses of a licentious gaity; and the foulest voluptuous pleasures do not
frighten it. No one desires more than it does that peoples enjoy themselves, provided
that they think only about enjoying themselves; and it willingly intoxicates them with
pleasures so that they do more easily without happiness (YT'C, CVd, p. 12).

In a similar fragment, on p. 13 of the same notebook, this sentence is found: “Only
novice despots are enemies of joy. Free governments seek to give men happiness rather
than pleasure” (YIT'C, CVd, p. 13). The rubish contains an identical passage.
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for him the entire human species;8 as for the remainder of his fellow citi-
zens, he is next to them, but he does not see them; he touches them without
feeling them; he exists only in himself and for himself alone, and if he still
has a family, you can say that at least he no longer has a country.h

Above those men arises an immense and tutelary power that alone takes
charge of assuring their enjoyment and of looking after their fate. It is ab-
solute, detailed, regular, far-sighted and mild. It would resemble paternal
power if, like it, it had as a goal to prepare men for manhood; but on the
contrary it seeks only to fix them irrevocably in childhood; it likes the cit-
izens to enjoy themselves, provided that they think only about enjoying
themselves. It works willingly for their happiness; but it wants to be the

g. In the margin: “<Perhaps narrow this tableau. See the effect that it produces when
reading.>”
h. In the margin: “<See if this is not found word for word at individualism; that the
idea was there would not be important.
“Very useful here, try to leave it.>”
y Yy
j- Note in the manuscript:

Idea that revolutions and anarchy could be combined with this sort of administrative
despotism. Days of anarchy in years of despotism. Revolutions always shortand not
very profound, but perhaps frequent. Palace revolutions that I can easily distinguish
from great revolutions, the near impossibility of which I depicted above. These are
not revolutions truly speaking. Idea to introduce somewhere in this chapter. Because
our contemporaries fear disorder much more than servitude, they mustbe struck from
that side.

A draft comments:

To fight despotism I am obliged to prove that it leads to anarchy. If it led only to
itself, it would perhaps be followed willingly.

[In the margin: Continuation of note (B. B.).

Perhaps at the type of despotism which threatens us./

If you could believe in a tranquil and stable despotism, that is to say, in the worst
of all, my cause would be lost./

A singular state, ours, in which we have had at the same time too little liberty and
license, too little authority and tyranny!/

For a people who has come to the state that I suppose, anarchy, license are possible
accidents, even probable ones, but despotism is the normal condition.]

Anarchy is not a lasting state, despotism is. Apathy where we find ourselves leads
it is true to anarchy and to despotism. But I can say nonetheless that it leads to des-
potism because despotism is the final state. Can’t this be disputed? And is it not per-
missible to believe that, in a country in which you would have equality of conditions
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unique agent for it and the sole arbiter; it attends to their security, provides
for their needs, facilitates their pleasures, conducts their principal affairs,
directs their industry, settles their estates, divides their inheritances;k how
can it not remove entirely from them the trouble to think and the difficulty
of living?

This is how it makes the use of free will less useful and rarer every day;
how it encloses the action of the will within a smaller space and little by
little steals from each citizen even the use of himself.™ Equality has prepared
men for all these things; it has disposed men to bear them and often even
to regard them as a benefit.

without rooted free institutions, you could go perpetually from anarchy to despotism
and from despotism to anarchy without ever settling down? No, despotism would
finish by taking root, growing and finally covering the whole country with its harmful
shadow.

If that s true, it must be said. It would be an order of ideas that could be developed
with advantage and with coloring,.

You could believe that equality gives too much taste for independence for des-
potism to be lasting, and too few habits of independence and means of defending it
for liberty to be lasting./

I believe, after all, that all the movement of my (illegible word), which is the ten-
dency of democratic societies toward despotism, is true and must remain, but it must
be amply inserted somewhere that this tendency does not exclude a great deal of
anarchy before and during this gradual but not continuous march toward despotism.
Equality, without rooted free institutions, leading to anarchy almost as energetically
as to despotism (YTC, CVKk, 2, pp. 48—49).

k. Toward the end of the manuscript of the chapter: “#The aristocracy of England
is the only one that knows how to defend itself and that has offered liberty to men at
the cost of equality; it will fall, but it will fall slowly, and with glory.#”

m. There are men who have no will to distinguish themselves from their fellows; there

are others who have, on the contrary, a permanent and continual will to do so. There

are others finally who make only small efforts in order to raise themselves above the
earth and who immediately fall back. The latter are the unhappiest of all; for they
have the troubles of ambition without having the dubious pleasures of it.

All of man is in the will. His entire future is hidden there as in a germ that the
first ray of good fortune comes to make fruitful. There are women who put qualities
of character before everything, because those qualities provide the tranquillity of
every day, and for those women the idea of happiness does not go beyond the tran-
quillity and peace of the household. Women of that kind recall to me those men who
prefer the type of social paralysis given by despotism to the agitation and the great
emotions of liberty. Both hold the same place in my estimation (YT'C, CVa, p. 56).
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After having thus taken each individual one by one into its powerful
hands, and having molded him as it pleases, the sovereign power extends
its arms over the entire society; it covers the surface of society with a net-
work of small, complicated, minute, and uniform rules, which the most
original minds and the most vigorous souls cannot break through to go
beyond the crowd; it does not break wills, but it softens them, bends them
and directs them; [<#in certain moments of great passions and great dan-
gers, the sovereign power becomes suddenly violent and arbitrary. Habit-
ually it is moderate, benevolent, regular and humane#>] it rarely forces
action, but it constantly opposes your acting; it does not destroy, it prevents
birth; it does not tyrannize, it hinders, it represses, it enervates, it extin-
guishes, it stupifies, and finally it reduces each nation to being nothing more
than a flock of timid and industrious animals, of which the governmentis
the shepherd.”

I have always believed that this sort of servitude, regulated, mild and
peaceful, of which I have just done the portrait, could be combined better
than we imagine with some of the external forms of liberty, and that it

n. On a loose sheet of the manuscript:

Centralization./

Show well that the administrative despotism that I am speaking about is indepen-
dent of representative, liberal or revolutionary institutions, in a word, of political
power; that whether the political world is led by an absolute king, by one or several
assemblies, whether it is contested in the name of liberty or of order, whether it even
falls into anarchy, whether it becomes weak and is divided, the action of the admin-
istrative power will be neither less continuous nor less strong, nor less overwhelming.

[To the side: The man or class that puts the administrative machine in motion can
change without the machine changing. You can argue in order to know who will hold
the instrument of tyranny, but the instrument remains the same.]

It is a true distinction and one very important to make in order to dispel the cloud
that exists in the mind of the reader every time that you threaten with tyranny the
men of today who live amid anarchy and who see political power vacillate or become
weak./

[To the side: A great political anarchy and an overwhelming administrative des-
potism./

4 May 1838.]
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would not be impossible for it to be established in the very shadow of the
sovereignty of the people.©

0. So you can say that for democratic peoples centralization is an innate idea. Not
only will this monstrous concentration of all the social [v: political] powers in the
same hands not shock the natural ideas of democratic peoples as regards government,
but it will favor several of the secret instincts and the most lively tastes that equality
[v: their social state] suggests.

Equality of conditions suggests naturally to men an intense and constant taste for
material well-being. I said so elsewhere. I have also shown in another place how, as
equality became greater, each man, finding himself more independentand moresepa-
rated from his fellows, felt more disposed to consider himself (this word implies a
contradiction with what precedes on the innate idea of centralization) separatelyand
to live in isolation.

Those are powerful instruments of tyranny for whoever knows how to use them.

Far from combating these natural tendencies of a democratic social state, a gov-
ernment which aims for absolute power will work with all its power to make them
irresistible, and it will inflame the passions that liberty should moderate or extinguish.
There exist in the south of Europe petty princes whose tyranny is so touchy and so
irksome that the life of the most inoffensive citizens [v: the most servile and the most
peaceful souls are] was saddened and made uncomfortable by it. Those princes are,
if T am not mistaken, clumsy despots. They bring to the execution of their designs
more zeal than light, and they do not know that in the centuries in which we are living
men are more disposed to bear that you violate their rights than their comforts.

[To the side: Two consequences of the taste for material well-being for a despot to
look after: 1. Softening of souls which causes you no longer to have a taste for the
highest pleasures that liberty provides; 2. Effort of the whole human spirit toward
the acquisition of well-being, which causes you no longer to have the time to give
yourself to those pleasures.]

The clever man who seeks to establish absolute power among a democratic nation
will demand only one thing from the citizens: that they do not get involved in the
government and contract none of the habits that can in the long run lead men to get
involved in it. But he will also work hard to make civil life as independent, as pros-
perous, as easy as it can be without political liberty. He will facilitate material well-
being with all his power; he will honor it, he will glorify it each day in the eyes of the
crowd, and pushing with all his power the souls that are naturally inclined toward
solely the enjoyments of the senses, he will turn them away from the most beautiful
works and the most noble pleasures of man.

Among democratic peoples men have little leisure; they are all naturally very oc-
cupied with their private affairs and only impatiently do they bear being turned away
from them. The concern for common interests distracts and fatigues them; the sov-
ereign power appears and unburdens them. Do not believe that it intends to oppress
them in this way; it is relieving them. It carefully organizes the time of which they
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(I suppose that a democratic nation, after destroying within it all the
secondary powers, establishes in its midst a very inquisitorial, very exten-
sive, very centralized, very powerful executive power, that it confers on this
power the right to conduct all the details of public affairs and to lead a part
of private affairs, thatit put [sic] individualsin a strictand daily dependence
on this power, but that it makes this executive power itself depend on an
elected legislature which, without governing, traces the principal rules of
the government.

<I gosstill further and I suppose that the administration, instead of being

make such good use, and removes from them the troubles and the worries of gov-
ernment in order to deliver them entirely to concerns about their private fortunes.

So the State is full of solicitude for the happiness of the citizens, but it wants to
be the unique agent and the sole (illegible word) of it. It is the State that takes care
of providing their security, facilitating their pleasures, directing the principal affairs;
the State itself creates roads, digs canals, directs industries, divides inheritances. It
may even be able to plow the earth and finally take away from each man even the
difficulty of living!

Equality of conditions has prepared men for all these things; it has disposed them
to bear them and often even to regard them as a good.

This is how, aiding itself sometimes with the vices of men, sometimes with their
weaknesses, often with their inexperience, the central power little by little and without
effort takes hold of the entire life of a democratic people. It does not tear their rights
away from them; their rights are abandoned to it. It does not do violence to mores
[v: sentiments]; it does not overturn ideas, but it gently directs both toward servitude.

Here it is, acknowledged arbiter of everything. Society does nothing for itself, and
it does everything. Divided from his fellows, each citizen thinks only of himself. The
source of public virtues has dried up.

[What will the first tyrant who is coming be called? I do not know, but he is ap-
proaching. What is still missing for this deceptive symbol of public order to disappear
and for a profound and incurable disorder to be revealed?

What more is needed for this sublime authority, for this visible providence that
we have established among us to be able to trample underfoot the most holy laws, do
violence as it pleases to our hearts and walk over our heads? War. Peace has prepared
despotism, war establishes it.

[In the margin: Not only as a consequence of victory, but war alone by the need
for power and for concentration that it creates.

A new aristocracy of soldiers is the only one that seems to messtill practical.]] (YT'C,
CVd, pp. 34, 8-9, 9-10, 10-12).

There are several variants of these passages in the same pages. In another place,
Tocqueville repeats: “When I said that there was no more aristocracy possible, I was
mistaken; you can still have the aristocracy of men of war” (YI'C, CVd, p. 26).
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alongside the legislative chambers, is in the very legislature, as was seen in
France at the time of the Convention, so that the same elected power makes
the law and executes it even in its smallest details.>

All that means, if I am not mistaken, that after allowing the sovereign
power as a master to direct each citizen [v: particular wills] and to bend
him every day as it pleases, the sovereign itself is subjected from time to
time to the general will [volontés générales: (Translator)] of the nation.]

Our contemporaries are incessantly tormented by two hostile passions:
they feel the need to be led and the desire to remain free. Unable to destroy
either the one or the other of these opposite instincts, they work hard to
satisfy both at the same time. They imagine a unique, tutelary, omnipotent
power, but elected by the citizens. They combine centralizationP and sov-
ereignty of the people. That gives them some relief. They console them-
selves about being in tutelage by thinking that they have chosen their tutors
themselves. Each individual endures being bound, because he sees that it
is not a man or a class, but the people itself that holds the end of the chain.

In this system, the citizens emerge for a moment from dependency in
order to indicate their master, and return to it.9

p. The French believe that centralization is French. They are wrong; it is democratic
and I dare to predict that all peoples whose social state will be the same and who
follow only the instincts that this social state suggests will arrive at the point where
we are./

Destroy classes, equalize ranks, make men similar, and you will see power become
centralized as if by itself, whatever the country, the genius of the people or the state
of enlightenment. Particular circumstances will be able to hasten the natural move-
ment or slow it down, but not stop it or create an opposite one.

[To the side: Contained within certain limits, centralization is a necessary fact, and
I add that it is a fact about which we must be glad./

A strong and intelligent central power is one of the first political necessities in
centuries of equality. Acknowledge it boldly] (Rubish, 2).

Already in 1828, in an already quoted letter to Gustave de Beaumont, Tocqueville said
of Edward I: “He reestablished order and made good civil laws which, as you know, often
make people forget about good political laws” ( Correspondance avec Beaumont, OC, V111,
L p. 55).

q. “<This is seen above all today in the nations of Europe, still half filled with liberal
passions that arose from the struggle with aristocracy, working hard to find a form of
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There are many men today who accommodate themselves very easily to
this type of compromise between administrative despotism and sovereignty
of the people, and who think they have guaranteed the liberty of individ-
uals when it is to the national power that they deliver that liberty. That is
not enough for me. The nature of the master is much less important to me
than the obedience.

I will not deny, however, that such a constitution is infinitely preferable
to one that, after concentrating all powers, would put them in the hands
of an unaccountable man or body. Of all the different forms that demo-
cratic despotism could take, the latter would assuredly be the worst.

When the sovereign is elected or closely supervised by a legislature truly
elected and independent, the oppression that it can make individuals suffer
is sometimes greater; but the oppression is always less degrading because
each citizen, when he is being hindered and when he is reduced to pow-
erlessness, can still imagine that by obeying he is only submitting to himself,
and that it is to one of his desires that he is sacrificing all the rest.”

I understand equally that, when the sovereign represents the nation and
depends on it, the strength and the rights that are taken from each citizen
do not serve only the leader of the State, but profit the State itself, and that
individuals gain some advantage from the sacrifice of their independence
that they have made to the public.

(I understand also that when public opinion draws certain limits and
can keep the sovereign power within them, tyranny properly speaking is

government that at the same time satisfies the love that they still have for independence
and the new instincts that make them tend toward servitude>" (Note in the drafts that
could also refer to another part of the chapter, Rubish, 2).

r. In the margin: “<I do not know if, everything considered, this is still not the best
course that you can reasonably hope from equality and the only type of liberty that it is
capable of allowing to men.>”

And a litte further along: “<All the end of the chapter starting from here seems to
me to come to an end too abruptly. All the more because that is the most vulnerable side
and the most interesting side of the entire book.>”
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little to be feared, or at least it can never become general. Thus it is not the
tyranny of the social power that is the most to fear, but its regular use.]®

To create a national representation in a very centralized country, is there-
fore to diminish the evil that extreme centralization can produce, but not
to destroy it.t

s. In the margin: “<This is not relevant because I have already ruled out the idea of
tyranny above.>”
t. Title on a jacket:

That the instinct of democratic peoples is to want one great assembly of its repre-
sentatives rather than secondary assemblies. That a government that aims at tyranny
among a democratic people can tolerate a great general representation {(it is often
obliged to do so)}, but must never allow secondary assemblies {(which is usually easy
for it)}.

[Within the jacket] Unique assembly./

If T were secretly a friend of absolute power and were, however, forced to grant
my country the forms of liberty, I would seek first to untangle among free institutions
those that a democratic people imagines the best, that it requires with the most au-
thority, and that its leaders cannot refuse to it without danger; I would soon discover
that what it asks above all, still less by reasoning than by instinct, is one general as-
sembly of its representatives. All the rest seems doubtful or indifferent to it, but this
first axiom of its politics seems principal and almost unique to it. So I would hasten
to yield to this irresistible desire of an emerging democracy.

I would allow the free will of all the citizens to be represented in one assembly,
but I would want it to express itself only there. I would grant independence for great
affairs; I would keep despotism for small ones, so that if I were forced to tolerate
liberty in the laws, I would at least prevent liberty from becoming established in
habits.

[In the margin: So I would limit myself to making a magnificent exception to the
general rule of servitude, following this principle of logic that the exception proves
the rule and confirms it.]

#So I would allow the deputies of the whole country to deliberate on peace and
war, regulate the finances of the State, its prosperity, its industry, its life, but I would
prevent at all cost the inhabitants [v: representatives] of a canton from having the
liberty to settle things among themselves.#

A great legislative body placed at the center of a democratic people manifests the
present independence of this people, but it cannot ever guarantee its future
independence.

Since it is at the very same time provided with a great material strength and an
immense moral power, since it alone has the right to speak in the general silence, since
it alone can act amid the universal weakness, it feels itself above all the laws; it is free
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I see clearly that, in this way, individual intervention is kept in the most
important affairs; but it is no less suppressed in the small ones and the
particular ones." We forget that it is dangerous, above all, to enslave men

from all the rules and sheltered from all points of resistance. So it bends wills as it
wishes, abolishes rights, alters or changes mores. And if it comes finally to be de-
stroyed or to destroy itself, the habits of servility that it created survive it.

[To the side: You bring to the national representation men who have received no
preliminary and in a way primary education in the representative system; they appear
ignorant, undisciplined, indecisive, confused; you then say that it is the representative
system which is worth nothing and you distance yourself from it.

All that I see and hear since my arrival in Paris (April 1837) shows me that in a
lively way.]

To concentrate all the political life of a people in one assembly is to give to liberty
only a single head and to expose it to perishing with one blow.

So as long as a free institution of this nature remains isolated, it always leaves fair
hopes to despotism; it is an evil that carries its remedy with it (YT'C, CVd, pp. 45—
48).

There are other versions of this paragraph in CVd, pp. 48—s2. Following the coup
d’état of Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte, Tocqueville will abandon all political activity. In
February 1852, he writes to a friend, with an entirely similar tone:

I have refused any type of candidacy for the next elections, not wanting to have the
appearance of taking seriously the parody of a free government that is going to be
played. You know that the new assembly is nothing because it has no publicity and
can only reject the budget without being able to amend it, and you have learned
undoubtedly that the candidates who would want to oppose those of the government
cannot either speak to the voters, or write to them, or form committees, or travel
across the country without risk of being arrested; that in a word the new power pur-
sues its plan to govern with the aid of the peasants and the soldiers, borrowing from
democracy only its worst principle, the brutal strength of numbers, the universal vote
amid the silence and the darkness that despotism creates. You understand that it is
better to write books than to get involved in such a mess (Letter of Tocqueville to
Milnes, 9 February 1852. With the kind permission of Trinity College, Cambridge.
Houghton papers, 25/209).

u. In the margin:

<Perhaps begin this page with this sentence:

I see citizens who gather together to constitute and regulate in common a sole and
unique power that represents them all and to which each one of them delivers the
care of his particular interests and which he charges with exercising all rights.

In this way, something of individual intervention is preserved in the most impor-
tant and most general affairs, but it is suppressed entirely in the small ones and the
particular ones. We forget . . .>
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in the detail. I would, for my part, be led to believe liberty less necessary
in the great things than in the least, if I thought that the one could ever be
assured without possessing the other.

Subjection in small affairs manifests itself every day and makes itself felt
indiscriminately by all citizens. It does not drive them to despair; but it
thwarts them constantly and leads them to relinquish the use of their will
[and finally to give up on themselves]. It thus extinguishes their spirit little
by little, and enervates their souls; while the obedience that is due only in
a small number of very grave, but very rare circumstances, displays servi-
tude only now and then, and makes it weigh only on certain men. In vain
will you charge these same citizens, whom you have made so dependent on
the central power, with choosing from time to time the representatives of
this power; this use so important, but so short and so rare, of their free will,
will not prevent them from losing little by little the ability to think, to feel
and to act by themselves, and from thus falling gradually below the level
of humanity."

I add that they will soon become incapable of [properly] exercising the
great and sole privilege remaining to them. Democratic peoples who have
introduced liberty in the political sphere, at the same time that they in-
creased despotism in the administrative sphere, have been led to very
strange peculiarities. If small affairs, in which simple good sense can suf-

v. The Americans have avoided these first dangers of democratic infancy. Although
they have granted immense rights to society, they have not sacrificed the individual
to it. They have left to the latter, outside of the political world, a great security and a
great independence. They have not given the government the same civil privileges, and
they have not put it beyond the reach and the control of the judicial power by re-
quiring in a stupid manner as we the necessity of the division of powers (UNITY,
CENTRALIZATION, ADMINISTRATIVE DESPOTISM, Rubish, 2).

w. Note at the end of the manuscript of the chapter:

Their pet hobby is to want to combine the greatest political independence with the
greatest administrative dependence.

I would do well, I believe, to hit this prejudice straight on, to say something anal-
ogous to the above sentence, to say that that comes from tugging in opposite direc-
tions. We tend toward liberty and toward servitude at the same time; we want to
combine them, although they cannot be combined. Not able to be free, we want at
least to be oppressed in the name of the people.
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fice, must be managed, they consider that the citizens are incapable of it;
if it is a matter of the government of the whole State, they entrust these
citizens with immense prerogatives; they make them alternately the play-
things of the sovereign and its masters, more than kings and less than men.
After having exhausted all the different systems of election, withoutfinding
one that suits them, they are surprised and still search; as if the evil that
they notice were not due to the constitution of the country much more
than to that of the electoral body.

It is, in fact, difficult to imagine how men who have entirely given up
the habit of directing themselves, could succeed in choosing well those who
should lead them; and it cannot be believed that a liberal, energetic and
wise government can ever come out of the votes of a people of servants.

A constitution that would be republican at the head, and ultra-
monarchical in all the other parts has always seemed to me an ephemeral
monster. The vices of those who govern and the imbecility of the governed

x. Unity, centralization./

We believe we are making a clever and sufficient concession by allowing these same
men, almost entirely deprived of their free will in every day actions, to unite now
and then to choose one of the three great powers. In other words, after refusing to
them the right to direct their own affairs, we concede to them the privilege of gov-
erning the State.

[To the side: The idea opposite is good. If I want to strike minds by the picture
of administrative despotism, 1 must move away as little as possible from what we see
before our eyes. A tyranny of the Caesars was a bogeyman that cannot make anyone
afraid, although at bottom that is not so unreasonable as we think. I must not aim
to say the most complete truth, but the most easily grasped and the most useful.]

This is a very insufficient and very dangerous remedy.

A national assembly named by such voters cannot fail to be revolutionary or servile.

It is a great foolishness to hope to make a strong, liberal, energetic and wise gov-
ernment emerge from a people of servants./

6 April 1838 (Rubish, 2).

On another page, Tocqueville adds: “I cannot prevent myself from considering this
form of governmentas transitory. It leads necessarily to institutions truly [v: more] liberal
or to the non-accountable despotism of one man” (Rubish, 2).
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would not take long to lead them to ruin; and the people, tired of its rep-
resentatives and of itself, would create freer institutions, or would soon
return to stretching out at the feet of a single master.¥

y. “Those who believe they are able to stop for long at a government which is repub-
lican at its head and ultra-monarchical at its tail, chambers and a centralized administra-
tion, are great fools. But the thing can go for a while in this way. Portray it in the place
where I do the portrait of democratic despotism.

“22 June” (Rubish, 2).
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CHAPTER 7°

Continuation of the Preceding Chapters

I believe that it is easier to establish an absolute and despotic government
among a [democratic] people where conditions are equal than among an-
other, and I think that, if such a government were once established among
such a people, not only would it oppress men, but in the long run it would
rob from each of them some of the principal attributes of humanity.

So despotism seems to me particularly to be feared in democratic
ages.

a. The jacket that contains the manuscript of the chapter also contains Tocqueville’s
working manuscript and a copy of the entire chapter written in his hand. You can read
on the jacket: “Continuation of the preceding chapter./

“[In pencil] I bet that M. de Clhateaubriand? (ed.)]. did not understand this chapter.

“20 minutes.”

In the plan for the fourth part included in Rubish, 1 (contained in a jacket that is
found with the drafts of the chapter on material enjoyments and that bears the title How
EQUALITY OF RANKS SUGGESTS TO MEN THE TASTE FOR LIBERTY AND FOR EQUAL-
1TY), the chapter on the type of despotism is followed by another with the title waAT
MUST BE DONE TO TURN ASIDE THIS DANGER. Tocqueville notes to the side of the
title: “This title contains the idea, but not the expression that this idea must have. The
title drafted in this way would be too ambitious. It would promise more than I can keep.”

The same idea is found on the jacket that contains the manuscript: “This title means
nothing at all, but all those that I want to put in its place mean too much. The only real
title would be: What must be done to avoid the evils that I point out in the preceding
chapters. Butsuch a title would announce much more than the chapter can hold; in such
a case, it is better to be useless than ambitious.”

b. “The social state separates men, the political state must draw them closer./

“The social state gives them the taste for well-being [v: inclines them toward the
earth], the political state must raise them up by giving them great ideas and great emo-
tions” (Rubish, 2).

1262
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I would, I think, have loved liberty in all times; but I feel myself inclined
to adore it in the times in which we live.

I am persuaded, on the other hand, that in the centuries which we are
entering, all those who try to base liberty on privilege and on aristocracy
will fail. All those who want to attract and keep authority within a single
class will fail. There is today no sovereign power clever enough and strong
enough to establish despotism by reestablishing permanent distinctions
among its subjects; nor is there any legislator so wise and so powerful who

c. From now on the atmosphere that surrounds us will be democratic, you will be
able to breathe only on condition of taking up your position there.

There show how the members of the aristocracy can without haste and without
delay, without pride and without servility, draw closer to the people and, abandoning
the memories of another time, take a place in the present time . . .

Then add.

As for those who will want to hold themselves aside, hoping to escape in this way
the common destruction and to preserve for other times the elements of an aristoc-
racy, they will soon discover that life is tiring and difficult for them. Surrounded by
hostile prejudices, the butt of suspicions, forced to breathe on all sides the air of
hatred, objects of pity and envy at the same time, more strangers in the country where
they were born than the traveler who comes to find shelter under their roof, they will
be like the Jews after the destruction of the temple; like [them (ed.)], they will con-
stantly await a Messiah who must not come. But they will differ from the Jews on
one point; they will not perpetuate themselves. An aristocracy in vain wants to outlive
its grandeur and to preserve itself intact amid the ruin of the institutions that it
established; it cannot succeed. And if its enemies are powerless to accomplish its ruin,
it will soon take charge itself of accomplishing it. Careers that gain honors and glory
are closed to its members, and they refuse to embrace professions that give or preserve
wealth. So they are asif struck with immobility amid the universal movement;among
a people in which all work, they are reduced to an idleness so complete that you have
never seen any thing like it. Within the most aristocratic [democratic (ed.)] societies
this immense and useless leisure overwhelms them. A restless boredom devours them.
Since they cannot obtain the most noble pleasures of men, they seek the tumultuous
and coarse enjoyments that tear them violently away from themselves, and they con-
sole themselves with horses and dogs for not being able to govern the State. They
have neither the courtesy nor the energy of their ancestors; they have only preserved
their pride. And you are astonished by the unimaginable sterility of the races most
fruitful in great men./

At every moment the law of inheritances comes to surprise a few among them
amid these obscene and unworthy leisure activities and throws them into obscurity
and poverty. The solitude then becomes more profound around those who remain,
the isolation more frightening, the discouragement more complete every day; a name
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is able to maintain free institutions if he does not take equality as first prin-
ciple and as symbol. So all those among our contemporaries who want to
create or to assure the independence and dignity of their fellows must ap-
pear as friends of equality; and the only means worthy of them of appearing
50 is to be so: the success of their holy enterprise depends on it.d

Thus, it is not a matter of reconstructing an aristocratic society, but of
making liberty emerge from within the democratic society in which God
makes us live.

is lost, a precious memory fades, the trace of several generations gone by disappears.
New families come out of the void into which the first descend. Power, wealth and
glory have forever passed into other hands.

I am profoundly convinced that it is no less impossible to establish a new aristoc-
racy than to preserve the ruins of the former aristocracy. For my part, I cannot un-
derstand the fears that are inspired among the friends of democracy, openly or in
secret, by those who intend to re-create to a certain measure ranks, privileges, hered-
itary rights, permanent influences. Such men are dangerous only to themselves. They
only compromise the cause that they embrace and the conservative doctrines that
they mix with it.

The current of the century is against them, and the day when finally they want
seriously to raise the dike that is to contain it, they will immediately be swept away
forever by it. So democracy has henceforth nothing to fear from its adversaries. It is
from within that its corrupters and its masters will come. I do not see how its reign
could be prevented from becoming established, but I easily discover what must be
done to make it detestable./

What is the danger?

To flatter the feelings of democratic hate and envy and to gain power in this way.

To give equality lavishly, to take away liberty in return (YT'C, CVc, pp. 55-58).

E D. often repeats that an aristocracy is a command staff. Thatisa good definition.
An aristocracy is not a body by itself all alone, but the head of a body. Reduced to
itself it can still do brilliant things, but not great and lasting things.

This comparison of an aristocracy to a command staff was found with a rigorous
exactitude in 1792. The officers being all gathered on the right of the Rhine, the
soldiers remained on the left bank. This was the final demonstration of what I said
above, the most striking image of the state of French society (YI'C, CVa, pp. 52-53).
The same idea appears in YTC, CVg, p. ss.

d. In the margin of the copy of the chapter, in pencil: “I strongly persist in asking
deletion.”
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These two first truths seem to me simple, clear and fertile, and they lead
me naturally to consider what type of free government can be established
among a people in which conditions are equal.

It results from the very constitution of democratic nations and from
their needs that, among them, the power of the sovereign must be more
uniform, more centralized, more extensive, more penetrating, more pow-
erful than elsewhere.¢ Society there is naturally more active and stronger;
the individual, more subordinate and weaker. The one does more; the other
less; that is inevitable.f

So in democratic countries you must not expect the circle of individual
independence ever to be as wide as in countries of aristocracy. But that is
not to be desired; for among aristocratic nations, society is often sacrificed
to the individual, and the prosperity of the greatest number to the grandeur
of a few.

It is at the very same time necessary and desirable that the central power
that directs a democratic people be active and powerful. It is not a matter
of making it weak or indolent, but only of preventing it from abusing its
agility and strength.8

e. “In democratic societies not only is the government stronger (illegible word) than
the citizens, but also it alone has duration, foresight, extended plans, profound calcu-
lations. It surpasses the citizens as much in quality as in strength. At the next-to-last
chapter. 1 September 1838” (YT'C, CVk, 1, p. 23).

f. In the margin: “Men who live in centuries of equality are naturally isolated and
powerless; it is only by the artificial and temporary combination of their efforts that they
can attain great objectives.”

g. Notes on a page at the end of the manuscript of the chapter:

Necessity of a strong government, because of the weakness or the destruction of all
the other social bonds that could allow a society to march all alone and to contain
disorder within certain limits./

Remove all political government from an aristocracy, annul entirely the national,
central power, a certain order will still be maintained there, because, exercising a cer-
tain influence on each other, individuals hold together, have the habit of immobility
and keep in their place for a long time, without the political power getting involved.

[To the side] Another idea to recall here. Among democratic peoples only the gov-
ernment has stability, duration, extended plans, views of the future, can follow ex-
tended undertakings, all things necessary to the well-being of nations which have
such a long life. Everything is unstable and fleeting among democratic peoples, out-
side of the government.
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What contributed the most to assure the independence of individuals
in aristocratic centuries is that the sovereign power did not take chargealone
of governing and administering the citizens; it was obliged to leave a part
of this concern to the members of the aristocracy; so that the social power,
always divided, never weighed entirely and in the same way on every man.h

Not only did the sovereign power not do everything by itself, but most
of the officers who acted in its place, since they drew their power from the
fact of their birth and not from it, were not constantly in its hand. It could
not at any moment create them or destroy them, depending on its caprices,
and bend them all uniformly to its least desires. That also guaranteed the
independence of individuals.

I also understand that today you cannot resort to the same means, but
[ see democratic procedures that replace them.]

The same idea is expressed in a rough draft:

I confess that the government among democratic peoples is easier and more conve-
nient than in democracies [aristocracies (ed.)], but is it better? That is the question.
Is the first merit of a government to work easily? If that was so, what better than
despotism and what worse than liberty? What more stable than the one? You establish
it one day and it works for a thousand years. What more fragile than the other? What
efforts to establish it, what (illegible word) work to (illegible word) it. See however
the result of the oneand the other. So the ideal of perfection must be soughtelsewhere
(YTC, CVk, 2, p. 54).

h. You are astonished at first sight by the respect that is still witnessed today for do-
manial property and the little respect that is shown for industrial property.! Thatcomes
from the fact that domanial property .- [is (ed.)] .- ancient property, the property of
aristocratic centuries and that the principles that protected it in these centuries (prin-
ciples deriving from the social state) have left profound traces in the mores. While
for industrial property, modern and democratic property, you give yourself to the
instincts natural to democracy, which are to substitute the State for the individual
and constantly to break the latter under the feet of the mass.

1. Those two terms are not in natural opposition, but I do not have the time to
clarify my thought (Rubish, 2).

j- Remedies to democracy indicated in the course of the book, to gather together
perhaps in the first or final chapter.

[In the margin: Try to arrive at the same conclusion by another path than in po-
litical society.]
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Instead of giving to the sovereign alone all the administrative powers
that were taken from the corporation or from the nobles, you can entrust
a part of them to secondary bodies formed temporarily out of simple cit-
izens; in this way, the liberty of individuals will be surer, without their
equality being less.

The Americans, who are not as attached as we to words, have kept the
name of county for the largest of their administrative districts; but they
have in part replaced the county by a provincial assemblyk [chosen freely
by the inhabitants themselves].™

I will admit without difficulty that in a period of equality like ours, it
would be unjust and unreasonable to institute hereditary officials; but noth-
ing prevents substituting for them, to a certain measure, elected officials.
Election is a democratic expedient that assures the independence of the
official vis-a-vis the central power, as much as and more than heredity can
do among aristocratic peoples.

Aristocratic countries are full of rich and influential individuals who
know how to be self-sufficient and who are not easily or secretly op-
pressed; and the latter keep power within the general habits of moder-
ation and restraint [<while in democratic countries each citizen taken

in isolation cannot offer any resistance and does not ever succeed in

Necessity of not giving omnipotence to the majority in order not to lose the liberty
to act which results naturally from a democratic social state.

Necessity of introducing liberty among a democratic people in order to give it the
necessary movement toward things of the mind.

Pour out enlightenment lavishly in democratic nations in order to elevate the ten-
dencies of the human mind. Democracy without enlightenment and liberty would
lead the human species back to barbarism.

Necessity of beliefs in order to immaterialize the lives of democratic peoples. Dem-
ocratic peoples can be grasped only by them. Religion is an almost non-material in-
terest which gives celestial thoughts./

Do not adopt one social principle alone however good it seems.

Do not use one form of government alone. Stay away from acridity [unity? (ed.)]

(YTC, CVk, 2, pp. 54-55).

k. “Only provincial institutions can make the democratic instinct of liberty a habit”

(YTC, CVd, p. 19).
m. This fragment is found in the copy of the chapter.
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attracting the eyes of the public to the evils that tyranny makes him
suffer.>]

I know well that democratic countries do not naturally present similar
individuals; but there you can artificially create something analogous.

I believe firmly that you cannot establish an aristocracy® again in the
world; but I think that simple citizens by associating together can constitute
very wealthy, very influential, very strong beings, in a word aristocratic
persons.°®

[<Thus, in whatever direction I look, I discover association as the most
powerful remedy for the evils with which equality threatens us.>]

n. “As for me, all that I wish for my country is that those who aim for despotism there
aim at the same time for aristocracy” (YI'C, CVd, p. 25).

o. In a jacket with rough drafts of the chapter which bears the title IDEA OF ARIS-
TOCRATIC PERSONS:

Possibility of creating within a democratic people aristocratic persons, means of
uniting in part the advantages of the two systems.

What I mean by aristocratic persons are permanent and legal associations such as
cities, cantons, departments, or voluntary and temporary associations such as, I sup-
pose, in literature, the Norman association; in industry, the company of Messageries;
in politics, the society “Aide-toi le ciel Caidera.” These associations are cited as ex-
amples and not as models.

This would have one part of the advantages of aristocracy properly speaking with-
out its disadvantages.

That would not establish permanent inequality and .-.- the injustices that .-.-.- ;
it would not elevate .-.- certain men above .-.- all the rest . . .

It would create powerful individuals capable of great efforts, of vast projects, of
firm resistance; it would bind men together in another way, but as tightly as aristoc-
racy. It would make the species greater and would elevate thought. . . . (Rubish, 2).

On the question of associations for Tocqueville, see: Renato Cavallaro, “Dall’in-
dividualismo al controllo democratico: aspetti del pensiero di Alexis de Tocqueville
sull’associazionismo volontario,” Critica Sociologica, 28,1973-1974, pp. 99—125; William
H. George, “Montesquieu and De Tocqueville and Corporative Individualism,” Amer-
ican Political Science Review 16, no. 1 (1922): 10-21; Georges Gojat, “Les corps inter-
médiaires et la décentralisation dans I'oeuvre de Tocqueville,” in Libéralisme, tradit