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 Tocqueville on Federalism

 Delba Winthrop
 University of Virginia

 Perceptive scholarship and perhaps changed circumstances in the
 last twenty years have made it possible for political scientists and
 politicians to think of federalism as "cooperative federalism."' The
 traditional characterization of national-state relations as antagonistic
 has largely given way to a more harmonious picture of the distribu-
 tion of resources and authority, typified by "revenue sharing" pro-
 grams. Curiously, the possibility of the present cooperation and the
 cause of this possibility were foreseen by an earlier political scientist,
 namely Alexis de Tocqueville. My purpose in this article is to recount
 and interpret Tocqueville's presentation of federalism in his book,
 Democracy in America, published in 1835-1840.2 I shall not make
 uninvited comparisons to earlier or later views or defend his histori-
 cal accuracy. The way in which Tocqueville's insight is relevant for
 contemporary politics and political science should become clear to
 the reader.

 Federalism, the division of sovereignty between state and national
 governments, has been and is an inescapable fact of American poli-
 tics. Therefore, it does not seem strange to Americans that any book
 concerning American democracy should be addressed extensively to
 the phenomenon of federalism. But one such book, frequently
 cited as authoritative, is, on reflection, somewhat strange in its exten-
 sive treatment of federalism-Tocqueville's Democracy in America.

 1See, for example, Daniel J. Elazar, et al., Cooperation and Conflict: Readings in
 American Federalism (Itasca, Ill.: F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1969), p. vii. Elazar ac-
 knowledges his debt and that of so many others to the work of the late Morton Grodzins.

 2Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, ed. J. P. Mayer (New York: Doubleday
 & Co., Inc., 1969).
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 94 Delba Winthrop

 Although Democracy deals with American democracy, it was in-
 tended primarily not for American, but French readers, and its pur-
 pose to acquaint them with the ways in which their own inevitable
 democratic revolution might be guided.3 Yet, federalism was hardly
 a concern of Frenchmen, for France's provinces had long ago lost
 their feudal autonomy. Moreover, federalism, as an American prob-
 lem, is not an American democratic problem, for the states would
 have comprised the Union, however democratic or aristocratic it was
 or was to become. Consequently, we might profit from trying to
 discern Tocqueville's intention in teaching us as he does about
 federalism.

 Tocqueville wrote Democracy with the hope of making statesmen
 out of political partisans. He claims that he himself writes in a spirit
 of non-partisanship, which is not to say that his spirit is "value-
 free."4 A statesman, we might say, attempts to secure the ends that
 all political partisans intend by securing the good common to all
 parties or the good of the whole. Tocqueville's reader, he fears, is
 initially so partisan that he will find fault with the writer's dispas-
 sion. To make a statesman out of a partisan, Tocqueville must both
 moderate his partisan anger and supplement his partial vision with
 the wisdom contained in his "new science of politics" (p. 12). This
 he does primarily by describing and judging the American democ-
 racy, showing his reader what American statesmen have done and
 suggesting how they might have done better. Part I of Volume I, in
 which the first discussion of federalism occurs, is a description of the
 forms of American democracy, culminating in constitutional forms,
 the product of the American legislator's art. Part II treats, we might
 say, of the substance or underlying matter of American democracy.5
 It is at the end of this part that the second major discussion of
 federalism is found. Volume II treats of what is beyond the narrowly
 political, specifically of the modifications of "our inclinations and
 our ideas" effected by equality, (p. 417) and it is completed by a
 reconsideration of politics from this more comprehensive perspec-

 3Tocqueville, Democracy in America, p. 9: Tocqueville says that he conceived the idea
 for his book only upon observing conditions in Europe similar to those he had observed in
 America; pp. 12-13: Statesmen must now assume responsibility for democracy by educating
 and guiding it.

 4Ibid., p. 20: Tocqueville differs from a partisan only in seeing further, not differently,
 although his motive is non-partisan; p. 418: He is a critic of democracy because he is a
 friend, not an enemy who flatters.

 5Ibid., p. 171: The subject of Part II is "the sovereign power, that of the people, which
 can abolish or change [the institutions and forms] as it pleases."
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 Tocqueville on Federalism 95

 tive. Even though centralization of power is thematic in the last part,
 federalism is not mentioned. I shall comment in turn on each of
 these discussions and non-discussions of federalism.

 Tocqueville is famed for his distinction between governmental and
 administrative centralization and decentralization and for his teach-

 ing about the contribution of administrative decentralization to a
 healthy democracy. This recommendation of administrative decen-
 tralization is sometimes taken to be an endorsement of state sover-

 eignty in our federal system.6 Tocqueville himself does, on occasion,
 link administrative decentralization and state sovereignty. Eventually
 I shall suggest some reasons for this linkage, but I believe that
 Tocqueville's serious teaching on this point is that the two are
 neither identical nor necessarily linked. We need to clarify this point
 before turning to the question of federalism proper.

 The comprehensive discussion of decentralization is found in the
 fifth chapter of Part I, the stated purpose of which is to explain the
 states and their components. Initially, decentralization is equated
 with local government and opposed to state or even county govern-
 ment.7 Decentralized administration means not local execution of

 generally applicable laws, but deliberation about and determination
 of interests which are not general or necessarily of concern to all
 parts of the whole. Local matters are an example of such particular
 interests (p. 87).

 For Tocqueville, the American principle, which he understands to
 be the modern democratic principle at its best, is the dogma that
 "Providence has given each individual the amount of reason neces-
 sary for him to look after himself in matters of his own exclusive
 concern" (p. 397). By analogy, Americans apply this principle to
 townships in relation to counties and states, as well as to states in
 relation to the nation. As for the correctness of the dogma and,
 therefore, its worth as a justification for democracy, the Americans
 show its difficulty when they defer to the majority's opinion, tacitly
 acknowledging the insufficient quantity of reason found in each man

 6See, for example, Russell Kirk, "The Prospects for Territorial Democracy in Ameri-
 ca," in A Nation of States, ed. Robert A. Goldwin (Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1964), p.
 42. For an opposing point of view, see Herbert J. Storing, "The Problem of Big Govern-
 ment," p. 77, in the same volume; Martin Diamond, "On the Relationship of Federalism and
 Decentralization," in Elazar, Cooperation and Conflict, p. 81.

 7Democracy I. I, Ch. 5, generally, and p. 63 with p. 81: New England, where townships
 are strongest, is the best case; elsewhere, where counties are more powerful, the system
 seems to be inferior; p. 696: Tocqueville seems to be critical of American replacement of
 county functions by state legislative authority.
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 96 Delba Winthrop

 (p. 435). Yet Tocqueville agrees with the American dogma insofar as
 he understands that human dignity or humanity itself is manifested
 in the assertion of human will in the act of deliberating about and
 choosing what is good for oneself. Ultimately he disagrees with those
 of us Americans who might contend that such deliberations are
 necessarily mere assertions of will without reason's recourse to natu-
 ral standards.8 But in the face of teachings denying the necessity or
 possibility of human choice and, therefore, of human virtue, Tocque-
 ville insists first on the assertiveness of will and then on its submis-
 sion to nature. This insistence is reflected in his defense of decentral-

 ization. Human beings have particular interests which are not local
 interests, but which may not be shared generally by all beings.

 "Local institutions are to liberty what primary schools are to
 science" (p. 63). Here one acquires the taste for and learns the habits
 of freedom. Each citizen ought to deliberate about his own good, but
 in truth he needs to be shown what things are common goods, that
 is, goods for human beings as such. Instruction begins when he sees
 that he cannot meet all his needs by himself and, therefore, that his
 good is linked to the good of others. The others comprise the town-
 ship, the community of which he is a part. In the township the link
 between private and public good is most visible, as when one must
 impose a tax on oneself to pay for a new school that benefits every-
 one's children. Here, too, one can see that one's choices do have a
 tangible effect on the world: a school stands.9 But we must also
 acknowledge with Tocqueville that there are some men who do not
 need much encouragement to attempt to make their mark on the
 world. Their wills need to be restrained, not aroused. From this point
 of view, we can see that since the well-being of a town is of rather
 minimal world-historical import, since responsibility for its well-
 being is shared by so many assemblymen and elected officials, and
 since public opinion demands respect for communal institutions,
 then great or tyrannical ambition will have no outlet here. Decentral-
 ized administration tempers without completely suppressing the am-
 bitions of "hot hearts" by limiting their legitimate objects. In
 addition, it balances ambition with affection for fellow citizens, who
 are almost "within the family circle" (p. 69).

 8Ibid., p. 593: American women, for example, willingly submit to the bonds of mar-
 riage after concluding, on the basis of reason and experience, that this submission is neces-
 sary to their happiness; p. 659: Soldiers in a democratic army similarly submit to discipline
 in order to accomplish their purpose as an army.

 9lbid., p. 69: "Americans love their towns for much the same reasons that highlanders
 love their mountains. In both cases the native land has emphatic and peculiar features; it has
 a more pronounced physiognomy than is found elsewhere."
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 Tocqueville on Federalism 97

 Most men do not deliberate about their own good and are reluc-
 tant to act upon their own unreflective opinions. Although some
 men do not hesitate to act upon opinions of their own good, they,
 too, do so without deliberation. The advantage of township govern-
 ment is that it arouses and limits will. At the least, moderate self-
 assertion is shown to be useful and respectable, hence desirable. At
 best, men are habituated to deliberating before acting. Tocqueville
 does show that the substantive decisions of township assemblies and
 the personal ambitions of elected officials are in need of rather inob-
 trusive, but continuous, supervision by county judges and by state
 governments. 10 Nonetheless, I believe that his defense of decentral-
 ization, in the way stated, is in earnest.

 The local government which Tocqueville takes as his model of
 administrative decentralization is the New England township, with an
 average population of 2000-3000. To infer that the sovereignty of
 the states, whose size requires representative institutions, is similarly
 defensible is perhaps unwarranted, and virtually all of Tocqueville's
 examples elsewhere in Democracy suggest that he himself does not
 make this inference. The reasons given for decentralization constitute
 a defense of state sovereignty only insofar as the existence of the
 states as centers of power also defuses ambition by diffusing it. The
 existence of the states does not guarantee active deliberation on the
 local plane (p. 81) or the tempering of self-assertion by genuine
 sentiment for others (p. 81). If decentralization to the local plane is
 what is desirable, neither logic, nor fact, nor Tocqueville's text estab-
 lish the superiority of the states to the national government in effect-
 ing that decentralization. Tocqueville praises as highly as the
 American, the English decentralization, which does not depend on
 the existence of components like the semi-autonomous American
 states. Federalism is an insufficient substitute and unnecessary condi-
 tion for decentralization.

 The first long discussion of federalism is in the context of an
 analysis of the United States Constitution and is, in fact, one of the
 principal themes of that analysis. But the discussion ends with a
 caveat that a federalism similar to America's is impossible and, there-
 fore, undesirable for any European nation. Why, then, does the
 European statesman need to know so much about it?

 Nothing, in Tocqueville's opinion, justifies American pride so
 much as her government's willing appeal in 1787 to the constituent
 power and her people's patience while the legislators undertook a

 10obid., p. 73, n. 17; p. 74, n. 18 and 19; p. 76, n. 23 and 25; pp. 77-78; pp. 81-84.
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 98 Delba Winthrop

 leisurely consideration of how to reconstitute the Union. The Ameri-
 can polity was a deliberate construction. The first problem faced by
 the American legislators was that of constructing the Union, a whole,
 out of the sovereign states, parts which were already wholes, without
 destroying the latter. By what principle sovereignty was divided we
 shall see momentarily. But let us notice this first: when Tocqueville
 sketches the structure of the federal government and the powers of
 its branches, he begins with a chapter division entitled "Legislative
 Powers" (p. 117). In it, he does not discuss the powers of the federal
 legislature; rather, the "legislative power" is the power of the legis-
 lator. Tocqueville occasionally refers to the men who framed our
 Constitution as "the legislator." In other words, here the theme of
 federalism is used to introduce the question of the extent to which
 the human legislative art has power in politics. To legislate, we might
 say, is to construct a whole by articulating the laws by which the
 parts constitute an order and are, therefore, intelligible as a whole.

 Our first lesson in statecraft is that the legislator has no power to
 effect a perfectly rational construction. Tocqueville understands the
 federal Constitution to be an improvement upon nature by art, but
 he does not suppose that art simply overcomes nature." In this case,
 the legislator's power of logic was limited by the physical power of
 the states already in existence. The de jure sovereignty of the nation-
 al people, according to the dogma of popular sovereignty, seemed to
 require that each citizen, regardless of state of residence, be repre-
 sented equally in the national legislature. The de facto sovereignty of
 the states seemed to require that they be represented in the Union as
 integral wholes, each with an equal vote in the national legislature.
 Fortunately, the legislator was able to solve his problem by making
 two legislatures, combining the two opposing principles of represen-
 tation without reconciling them. The principle of the people as inte-
 gers is established in the House, and the principle of the states as
 integral beings is preserved in the Senate. Also, fortunately, no seri-
 ous antagonism between the states had thus far ever compromised
 the principle of national representation, because the states were,
 from the beginning, fairly homogeneous in nature and size. We say
 that the legislator was fortunate because it is not clear that even the
 philosophers have satisfactorily explained to us how to make hetero-
 geneous beings commensurate other than by using a mathematics

 S1Ibid., p. 163: The legislator is compared to a ship's pilot, who can control, by steering,
 his ship, but cannot change the structure of it, or the sea and winds; p. 483: The poet
 ennobles and beautifies nature "by omitting parts of what is there, adding some imaginary
 touches, and putting together things actual but not found together."
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 Tocqueville on Federalism 99

 which requires an abstraction from the heterogeneity of beings
 which are homogeneous only in the capacity to be counted.

 Tocqueville is of the opinion that this deference to the integrity of
 the states was deemed by the Founders to be necessary, but not
 desirable (p. 120). We are also told that although the national and
 state governments had similar forms, the objects of the two govern-
 ments were essentially different (p. 151). We note in passing that the
 legislator is praised for his construction of the Union's forms, but not
 necessarily for his choice of its object. The Union was formed "with
 the object of providing for certain great general needs" (p. 114), and
 it therefore had simple and easily defined duties and rights. Presum-
 ably, the actions of the federal government were to be rare, and the
 states would govern ordinarily. Although Tocqueville at first conveys
 the impression that the intention was not to usurp the powers of the
 states, he speaks of the states as powers to be humored (p. 120), and
 later says quite bluntly that the legislators "were at pains to give
 federal authority a separate existence and preponderant strength" (p.
 364).

 What Tocqueville shows us, without saying it in so many words, is
 that the legislator attempted to provide for the ultimate achievement
 of his intention by constructing the federal judiciary. Tocqueville
 implies that the Supreme Court was created for the purpose of de-
 fending the nation against the states (p. 115). As constituted, the
 Union was "an incomplete national government," by which is meant
 that it exercised direct sovereignty over individual citizens, without
 the agency of the states, but only in its well-defined sphere of au-
 thority. Aside from its responsibilities in the conduct of foreign af-
 fairs, the Union's domestic rights were "to regulate everything re-
 lating to the value of money," to establish communications networks,
 and to intervene in the internal affairs of the states, should they do
 imprudent things like establish an aristocracy (p. 116). The expecta-
 tion was that individuals would invoke their federally protected
 rights in the federal courts, giving the federal judges, who might well
 be partial to the Union, an opportunity to vitiate state laws, thus
 creating by asserting the Union's authority. The examples of such
 lawsuits which "make the legislator's thought perfectly understood"
 (p. 144), and which are "in perfect accord with the bases adopted for
 the constitution" (p. 145), are cases involving the constitutional pro-
 hibitions of state interference in the monetary system and in import
 taxation. Tocqueville also discusses at length cases arising under the
 constitutional ban on state impairment of contracts (p. 146). The
 extent to which invocation of federally guaranteed economic rights
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 100 Delba Winthrop

 might (and did) permit the new national government to nullify state
 laws is very great indeed. 12 Those simple and easily defined duties
 and rights granted the national government included supervision of
 monetary, tax, and commercial policies, and the national government
 was intended to become, with the assistance of astute judges, as
 preponderant in the American polity as its bases were to become
 decisive in men's cares.

 Hopes for the future notwithstanding, the Founding Fathers ac-
 quiesced in a federal system, prudently submitting to present neces-
 sity, as Tocqueville urges that a statesman ought to do. For the same
 reason, there should be no federal system in Europe, because what-
 ever its benefits, a federation suffers from the fatal defect of an
 inability to meet military necessities. The Americans were simply in a
 position to ignore these; no legislator should think that he can over-
 come all necessities or conquer fortune. 13 Rather, the legislator, or
 at least the political scientist as a teacher of legislators, ought to
 make a virtue of necessity, that is, to defend as choiceworthy and
 even chosen what may have been merely necessary and is not posi-
 tively bad. This thought would explain Tocqueville's praise of the
 aspect of federalism that gives the states partial sovereignty and his
 obfuscation of its consequences with the advantages of local decen-
 tralized administration.

 In his analysis of the federal Constitution, Tocqueville makes
 several arguments about the comparative advantages and disadvan-
 tages of small and large nations and of federations, which combine
 aspects of both. In a small nation and, therefore, in a state-if we
 make the questionable assumption that it is small enough-love of
 glory, deprived of a suitable object, is transformed into the more
 vulgar, but less dangerous, love of well-being. The tyranny of one
 man is made less likely and political freedom made more likely.
 Prosperity, that is, economic prosperity, and freedom are proper to
 small nations. In a great nation, intellectual growth is stimulated, and
 above all, requisite military strength is assured. Glory and strength
 are proper to great nations. There are difficulties in this accounting,

 12The reader need not be reminded that the constitutionality of the Civil Rights Act of
 1964 (the Public Accommodations Act) was upheld as an exercise of the federal commerce
 power. A law of 1875, similar in its provisions, had been held invalid as an unconstitutional
 exercise of powers granted by the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments.

 13According to Tocqueville, every time the American legislator did try to anticipate and
 thereby overcome fortune, he endangered his whole work. The point is made several times
 in Tocqueville's explanation of the election and reelection of the executive: ibid., pp.
 127-138.
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 Tocqueville on Federalism 101

 however. We are told that love of glory, which love of well-being
 replaces, might sublimate tyrannical ambition. Tyranny, while less
 likely and shorter-lived in a small nation, is not impossible and would
 be worse. Tocqueville refuses to say that liberty is impossible in a
 large nation. Finally, republicanism is not obviously superior to the
 monarchy which is better suited to large nations. Thus all of the
 arguments in favor of small nations are qualified; in contrast, none of
 the advantages provided by great nations can be secured by small
 ones, and at least one of these advantages is indispensable. Either a
 large nation or a federation is inevitable.

 Several arguments for a federation are then made. In a federation,
 the local legislative diversity, which is impossible in a large central-
 ized nation, can exist. (No argument is given to establish homoge-
 neity within each state or heterogeneity among states.) In a federa-
 tion, the passion for well-being can be indulged by the provinces,
 which do not have to provide for defense. (That citizens of the states
 do not, as citizens of the Union, have to make this provision would,
 of course, be an absurd inference.) Provincial patriotism might accrue
 to a Union which is the sum of provinces, but not to the amorphous
 mass of a unitary great nation in which one could not immediately
 connect one's own prosperity to that of some community. (Pre-
 sumably the interest of the whole would not differ from those of
 each of its parts.) In sum, the partial wholes in a federation are useful
 insofar as they allow the ultimate parts to maintain their particular
 laws, to pursue their own well-being without impediment, and to
 attach themselves to the whole by means of their happiness within a
 part. Again, the difficulty we find in all of these points is that they,
 at best and even then questionably, support local administrative
 decentralization, but not governmental decentralization to entities
 like states. 14 The final advantages derived from a federation are that
 things and ideas circulate freely and that the country is powerful.
 These are presumably contributions of the great nation to the federa-
 tion. As for the relative worth of these contributions: the necessity
 of survival must take precedence over the possibilities of prosperity
 and freedom. While intellectual development may not be a necessity
 of this sort, we do learn in the next section that the Americans are
 able to enjoy their federal system only because they are so intelligent
 (p. 164-165). Although Tocqueville says "the federal system was
 devised to combine the various advantages of large and small size for
 nations" (p. 161), we cannot help but wonder whether it would not

 14Ibid., p. 168: The United States suffers from a defect of government centralization.
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 be as correct to say that the freedom and happiness of the parts de
 pend on the benefits provided by the whole.

 In politics, reason and art seem to be opposed by unreasoned and
 often unreasonable compulsion. The American legislator succeeded
 in creating a whole only in speech. "The government of the Union
 rests almost entirely on legal fictions. The Union is an ideal nation,
 which exists, so to say, only in men's minds and whose extents and
 limits can only be discerned by the understanding" (p. 164). None-
 theless, there it does exist. And as we Americans know, it eventually
 acquired force as well, because human beings can and do act on legal
 fictions, thereby making them realities. Then since he might antici-
 pate the coincidence of reason and compulsion, the legislator must
 prepare as did the American Founders, setting down their choices
 with sufficient clarity for statesmen of the future to implement
 them. s To bow to force or necessity is not to become its lackey.

 According to Tocqueville's presentation, our legislator's bow to
 the states was only a bow; he had a clear vision of the whole he
 intended to construct. The national government was constituted to
 govern men chiefly by affording them defense and the conditions for
 economic prosperity. To acquire strength, it was to rely on men's
 invoking their self-serving rights before judges who appreciated the
 legislator's wisdom and judged in accordance with his intention.
 Tocqueville, as well as the Americans, appreciates the utility of a
 national government, although he values it for slightly different
 reasons. It affords defense, although clearly not by conventional
 military means, and it makes possible intellectual growth. He also
 departs from the Founders as he portrays them, if we can understand
 his willingness to confuse the benefits of local decentralized adminis-
 tration with the consequences of state decentralized government as
 an indication of his acquiescence in the states' existence. He acts as if
 to say that some necessities can be used advantageously and might be
 called happy accidents instead of necessities. What the meanings of
 these slight departures from the American legislator are remain to be
 examined.

 Tocqueville's comments on the Union's chances for survival are
 found at the end of the first volume, in the long concluding chapter
 devoted to things which are American and not specifically demo-
 cratic. At the beginning of that chapter we are reminded that "there

 15Supreme Court justices, and only Supreme Court justices, are referred to as statesmen:
 ibid., pp. 150-151.
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 are other things in America besides . . . democracy and the inhabi-
 tants of the New World may be considered from more than one point
 of view" (p. 316), and we are told that Tocqueville will speak of
 these things because otherwise his reader might "feel that I had not
 satisfied his expectations" (p. 316). In other words, Tocqueville
 assumes that his reader is curious about America. This assumption
 interests us only when we recall that Tocqueville initially supposed
 that his French reader was such an avid partisan that he would even
 find fault with a writer's fairness. He now addresses a man with

 curiosity about things American and seemingly non-partisan.
 Curiosity and the willingness to consider things from different points
 of view, we ought to remark, are the marks of a political scientist,
 not a political partisan. In this context, Tocqueville tells us that he
 considers the problem of dividing sovereignty between national and
 provincial governments to be very important. After restating the
 problem in general terms, he asks, with specific reference to America,
 what might cause the states to wish to separate from the union and
 whether, if the Union endures, the central government will be ener-
 getic or weak. He concludes that present tendencies point, if not to a
 dissolution, then to a weakening of the national government. He
 insists that his is not a firm prediction, because "a change of opinion,
 an internal crisis, or a war" (p. 394) could reverse these tendencies.
 We should realize that in this examination, Tocqueville necessarily
 reveals what, in his opinion, might cause the legislator's construction
 of a whole to endure. In its way, then, this commentary on things
 peculiarly American is at the same time a more general and theoreti-
 cal teaching. I suggest that Tocqueville elaborates the premises of the
 political art of "the New World" and allows us to grasp more clearly
 the opinions of the American Founders and his own opinions about
 the natural basis for unity.

 The American legislator, we have already noted, wanted to create
 a strong national government, but was unable to do so. We now learn
 somewhat more precisely why the states retained substantial power.
 The state governments purport to be concerned with the whole
 human good, or the happiness of individuals. 16 They attach the
 human heart not only through hopes and fears, but through an
 unreflective patriotism, or custom. They speak in clear and impera-
 tive language, as if commanding men in pursuit of the good, and they
 themselves act in pursuit of it. The Union, we have learned, has a
 different object. Its acts, although of the greatest necessity, are rare,

 16What follows is paraphrase and summary of Democracy, pp. 364-383.
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 and their immediate connection to individual happiness not appar-
 ent. It explains its motives and justifies itself, it argues, but it does
 not command.

 Tocqueville proceeds to elaborate the causes for which men or
 states might wish to be united or separated. Because the Americans
 attempt to ground all politics on the principle of the sovereignty of
 the people, the appropriate question to ask is whether they wish,
 that is, consent, to maintain the Union, for we must suppose that
 adherence to the dogma will preclude the use of force to keep the
 states united. Of the two principal or most apparent causes of unity,
 the first is that America needs to remain strong in order to facilitate
 international and domestic commerce and to deter threats of in-

 vasion. In other words, the first cause of uniting in a political society
 is the greatest necessity-self-preservation. The second cause is that
 none of the states have incompatible material interests. Nature favors
 the Union: the Southern economy is agricultural, the Western agri-
 cultural and manufacturing, the Northern commercial; so each needs
 the other. As in a city of pigs, American interests are different, but
 not opposed. The regions similarly benefit each other politically,
 serving their particular needs. In addition to these material interests,
 Tocqueville insists upon the necessity of similar opinions and feel-
 ings, or "immaterial interests," for he has "no confidence in that
 calculated patriotism which is founded on interest and which a
 change of interests may destroy" (p. 373). The similar feelings and
 opinions are especially a similar way of considering religious, politi-
 cal, philosophic, and moral questions. These, too, Americans are said
 to share. As is well-known, however, Americans did not share similar
 opinions about slavery. According to Tocqueville, the presence or
 absence of slavery is significant for American unity not because of
 the moral and political opinions it engenders, much less because of
 its effects on economic interests, but because of its effects on men's
 characters. In other words, even if men have similar or compatible
 material and immaterial interests, their characters, their "education
 and style of civilization" (p. 376) enhance or preclude the chances
 for unity. In the North, the absence of slavery produces men typical-
 ly middle class: men who are active, sensible, informed, skillful, and
 who value knowledge not "as a pleasure, but only as a means," and
 are greedy for its useful applications. In the South, the presence of
 slavery produces men typically aristocratic: men who are spon-
 taneous, witty, open, generous, intellectual, brilliant, but also
 haughty, irrascible, ardent in desires, impatient of obstacles, easily
 discouraged, lovers of idleness. The reader is left to wonder whether
 a middle class and an aristocracy can ever be members of a unified
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 whole and whether one ought to consider how their traits might be
 beneficially mixed. Be this as it may, the reader is left with no doubt
 that, in Tocqueville's opinion, a union of men or political entities is
 not preserved by the rational calculation that one's ultimate necessi-
 ties are thereby secured. Perhaps the reader should also not doubt
 that Tocqueville's opinion is posed as a response to those who have
 taught us about a state of nature and why men will assume political
 obligations in order to escape it."

 Proceeding, we learn that for "a society of nations, just as for one
 of individuals" to endure, three chance conditions are necessary:
 wisdom, individual weakness, and smallness of numbers. Tocqueville
 says nothing about the wisdom of the Americans, except to note that
 the new settlers of the West do not know one another and even lack

 the salutary restraints imposed by tradition, family feeling, example,
 laws, and mores. The requisite wisdom that would unify, we are left
 to surmise, is a knowledge of other men which engenders self-
 restraint. Some of the American states are no longer weak and there-
 fore consider the Union, which they now hope to dominate, useful
 but not necessary to their existence. Thus the weakness that would
 unify makes one regard others as necessary to one's existence and
 keeps one from desiring to predominate. The Union, growing in size
 as it is, is likely to have parts that see things from different points of
 view or in different manners and, therefore, make different laws. The
 smallness that would unify ensures that the parts do see things from
 the same point of view and in the same manner and do agree on laws.
 Knowledge of human beings, combined with appreciation of the
 worth of that knowledge, and moderation or self-restraint do not
 seem to be characteristic of either the middle class or the aristocracy,
 and the natural basis for unity, as Tocqueville here acknowledges,
 exists in few men.

 The greatest danger for the Union is its very prosperity. America is
 experiencing an extremely rapid economic growth, and the Ameri-
 cans rejoice in the rapidity of change that Tocqueville fears. The
 whole prospers and all Americans prosper, but not equally. The
 substance on which the legislator's construction was to be imposed is

 t7The position opposed is that of the natural rights teaching of the early modern
 political philosophers, typified by Thomas Hobbes and John Locke. We do not mean to
 suggest that Tocqueville raised objections of which Hobbes and Locke were unaware or that
 he was the first to raise them. He seems to object most of all to the rhetoric with which that
 teaching was presented, and his own procedure is to bring to light what is correct in the
 modern teaching in such a way that it can be applied by statesmen. Tocqueville, after all,
 describes the American "social state," not the state of nature.
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 human nature, and the natures of men are prone to intoxication with
 sudden success and to envy, distrust, and regret with disproportion-
 ately slow progress that looks like regress. The hostility of the South
 Tocqueville now traces not to her difference in character, but to her
 anger at losing her place; she is a falling or fallen aristocracy. Men
 cannot be expected to act on a rational calculation of their greatest
 interests because wounded feelings and passions cause them to strike
 out without reflection. Only when men are confronted by gravest
 necessities, collectively felt, do they unite to meet them. The raison
 d'etre of the Union is the combatting of necessities, but, therefore,
 also of the equal fear that obliges men to ignore their differences.
 The prosperity initially generated by fear of and resistance to neces-
 sity weakens the Union. In America, the compulsion of necessity is
 not replaced by an education that provides another basis for unity,
 although perhaps we should not expect it to be provided for so many
 men. The American legislator has encouraged men to combat neces-
 sity, but men then acquire the characteristics of combatants and tend
 to combat everything and everyone appearing to be an obstacle to
 their good. The American "general interest," which is the raison
 d'etre for the nation is not the common end of man's strivings, yet
 those strivings seem to make any other kind of unity impossible. The
 practical conclusion of the American legislator's endeavor seems to
 confirm the theoretical premise of the early modern political philos-
 ophers: there is no natural political whole.

 Having shown us the cause of the national government's weakness,
 that is, that the necessities for which it requires strength are rarely
 felt, and, therefore, the unity it can secure rarely effective, Tocque-
 ville now exposes the difficulties in the argument for the sovereignty
 of the states. He contends that the federal government is being
 weakened by being deprived of its prerogatives, and to support his
 contention, he uses several examples from American politics in his
 day. The chief examples are the opposition to the National Bank, the
 tariff controversy, and the behavior of Andrew Jackson. 18 In his
 discussion he makes it quite clear that he believes the constitutional
 support for the states' rights argument to be nonexistent; the argu-
 ment is contrary to the legislator's intent. Rather the argument is
 supported by a powerful passion. As he presents it, the juridical
 doctrine of states' rights masks an essentially partisan political posi-
 tion.

 18What follows is paraphrase and summary of Democracy, pp. 383-395.
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 Provincial opposition to the National Bank, whose benefits were
 manifest at least to Tocqueville, is analogous to opposition to Con-
 gress as the legislator for the whole. The opposition is supported by
 local and democratic passions-"a blind democratic instinct." The
 accusation made against the Bank is that its directors are aristocratic,
 and the root of the complaint is that the Bank imposes "salutary
 restraint" on the provincial banks. The people reject the Bank
 because they refuse to be restrained, at least by a power alien to the
 people. Men, or most men, tend to resist the reasonable and bene-
 ficial as well as to forget the fearsome. We can now see more clearly
 that the principle of the sovereignty of the people and the decentrali-
 zation which can follow from it mean the sovereignty of will, how-
 ever imprudent, over wisdom, however compelling.

 The majority and their demagogue, Andrew Jackson, ally in assert-
 ing their wills against federal authority; but, interestingly enough, it
 is South Carolina who, in opposing the Congress, which speaks for
 the majority, makes the argument defending the principle of opposi-
 tion. South Carolina speaks as if she had a copy of Locke's Second
 Treatise in her hand. Her argument is that if the doctrine of sover-
 eignty of the people means anything, then each of the signatories to
 the contract that constitutes the people as a whole retains the right
 of judgment enabling him to have been a signatory. In America, the
 principle of right from which majority rule is supposedly deduced is
 the presumption of an equal ability to judge. If each man's ability is
 presumed equal, there can be no one on earth with a natural title to
 pass judgment on judgments, or to arbitrate, so no judgment can be
 adjudged better or worse. Yet the mere fact that a majority sub-
 scribes to one opinion should also not, strictly speaking, affect the
 question of its superiority as judgment. Majority rule may be neces-
 sary in practice, but in theory individual judgment need not be
 abrogated. This conclusion, however, was not the intended conse-
 quence of contract theory or of the Founding Fathers' reliance on it.
 They intended to establish a government, not to justify anarchy.

 Even if South Carolina's resistance is right in principle, she also
 shows, without saying, and in contradiction to what she does say,
 that she has understood the practical significance of John Locke's
 teaching quite well. As Tocqueville informs us in a footnote, her
 nullification doctrine has been approved by less than two-thirds of
 the citizens she speaks for; she, as do most other polities, acts by
 majority rule. And although she elevates her anger to juridical prin-
 ciple, she does not fail to arm herself with more conventional
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 weapons, and it is to her weapons that Congress pays heed. 9
 Tocqueville, in showing us South Carolina's tactics, shows us that
 speeches command moral authority and are, therefore, weapons. The
 would-be despot, President Jackson, in articulating the passions of
 the people, shows military skills surpassing those General Jackson
 was reputed to have. Might is rhetorical as well as physical. The main
 point is, however, that in American politics, even if might does not
 make right, asserting the principle of right does not obviate the truth
 that issues are resolved in favor of the mighty.

 Tocqueville understands the federal issue as a partisan issue; that
 is, the relevant parts are not localities, but factions. He uses this
 discussion to bring out the difficulties he finds in the natural right
 teaching of modern political philosophy. The American premise is
 the sufficiency of individual judgment, but judgments about the
 good differ, for they are, in truth, insufficient. There is no necessary
 or principled connection between quality of judgment and quantity
 of body. 20 The basis of right both must be and should not be might:
 to permit individual judgments returns us to the state of nature, and
 this return was contrary to the Founders' intention; to forbid it is to
 acquiesce in the rule of a factious majority. There is no principled
 solution to the problem of "federalism," or whole and parts, on this
 basis.

 No one in America speaks out in defense of the national govern-
 ment, and all American partisans espouse the same political principle.
 As presented, all disputes about federalism arise because of the
 American doctrine of popular sovereignty and end in controversy
 over its meaning. The whole is not other than its parts, for the
 national government has no independent defense, but the whole
 must then be all, some many, or some few of its parts.

 The American legislator tried to impose forms on the states to
 make them a whole, but "all bodies, of whatever sort, have a secret
 instinct leading them toward independence" (p. 386). The legislator
 seems to have understood substance as body and to have wished to
 impose his forms on this substance. We have just stated the problem

 19Ibid., p. 392: In a footnote, however, Tocqueville indicates that the "armament" that
 really persuaded Congress to capitulate was the movement of Virginia to a position of
 neutrality; in other words, South Carolina acquired a bit of moral support.
 20Ibid., pp. 250-251: The appeal of one man against a law passed by a national majority

 is an appeal to the sovereignty of the human race and to justice. A majority counts as one
 by virtue of the single opinion it shares. In other words, the justice of an opinion has
 nothing to do with the number of people holding it, and one man's cause could be that of
 humanity's as a whole.
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 in trying to connect judgment and body. There are other difficulties.
 Whereas many judgments can properly be called one when identical
 because true, body as we see it is bodies, and only by abstracting
 from its essence can we speak of the sum of bodies as "body." The
 substance does not provide any natural support for the Union's
 forms. And, as we have learned from observing American partisan
 politics, all of the whole might not be composed of similar parts; but
 we do not know whether it is correct to say that whole is some of its
 parts or which of its parts to say that it is.

 In the provincial governments, as Tocqueville describes them here,
 the particularities of different bodies are manifest. In effect, the case
 for the states is the case not only for the individuality of parts, but
 for the heterogeneity of substance, if that is of any import. Assertive-
 ness, or will, the "decentralizing passion" manifested in opposition
 to the whole seems to belong especially to the human body. Man is a
 part of nature who stands in partisan opposition to the rest of
 nature, resisting, for his own good, his reduction to a mere inanimate
 body which has necessities, not choices, hence no politics. The next
 major topic of the chapter is American republicanism, which is the
 most fundamental of American mores and is itself a consequence of
 the American first principle, the dogma of the sovereignty of the
 people. The distinctiveness of human body, with its possibility of
 rebelling against nature and its pretension of judging, is the necessary
 premise of republican politics, and it must be maintained, dogmati-
 cally, if necessary. The final topic of the chapter is America's com-
 merce, which is her own form of the heroic conquest of the world.

 Tocqueville's conclusion about the prospects for the Union is that
 the central power will be weak because men in their daily lives do
 not take their bearings by the grave necessities which the American
 national government was designed to serve. Although he adopts the
 understanding of the New World, that the whole is body, he argues
 that men's lives are shaped not so much by material interests as by
 their characters, that is, the forms assumed by their characteristic
 human passion. Character causes men to perceive and define their
 interests as they do; it enables them to have an opinion about their
 needs, which means to dissociate themselves from needs and desires
 in order to take a critical stance toward them. At the core of char-

 acter is the decentralizing passion which enables man to dissociate
 himself from and oppose himself to the necessities of body. Perhaps
 we can now better appreciate Tocqueville's sympathy toward the
 states, which he presents as powers that might preserve our ability to
 acknowledge and maintain distinctiveness. Nevertheless, he does
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 approve of the Founders' attempt to make a whole; he, too, wants to
 understand how the states can be parts of a whole.

 I have suggested that Tocqueville's emphasis on decentralization
 and federalism in Volume I of Democracy in America ought to be
 seen in the light of his virtual silence about them in Volume II. That
 the wisdom of administrative decentralization is a part of Tocque-
 ville's serious political teaching is evidenced by his other major poli-
 tical work, The Old Regime, as well as by his most obvious concern
 at the end of Democracy with a formidable central power. In the
 concluding portion of Democracy he foresees and fears a tendency
 toward centralization so intense that even different European nations
 become virtually identical to one another and their peoples unwilling
 to war against each other. Among accidental causes that might fore-
 stall centralization, federalism is not listed, 21 and among means by
 which statesmen might combat excessive centralization of power,
 administrative decentralization by locality is not specifically recom-
 mended. 22 The silence of Volume II is, for us, a pregnant silence.

 From Volume I we would conclude that a "union" would be

 possible if men were beings similar to political philosophers in their
 appreciation of the importance of human wisdom and approaching
 gods in their capacity for perfect judgment and, therefore, perfect
 agreement. 23 Or, a union might be possible, although still problem-
 atic in the way indicated, 24 if men were beings like beasts compelled
 to secure their identical necessities and only their necessities, not any
 superfluous desires. 25 But men have a decentralizing passion which
 deters them from acknowledging wisdom in others as well as from
 brutalizing themselves by allowing their necessities to dictate. There-
 fore, they have disputes about the common good and partisan poli-
 tics. We ought not, however, to overlook the constituent elements of
 human nature which might be called "centralizing." Men are im-
 pelled by their desires toward the objects of their desires; they seek
 to appropriate the good to themselves (p. 698). In addition, the
 human intellect is powerfully driven, even beyond the bounds of

 21Democracy, pp. 674-679.
 22Ibid., pp. 695-702.
 231bid., p. 437 and 704: The most emphasized attribute of Tocqueville's God is his

 ability to see simultaneously all and each in their homogeneity and heterogeneity. God also
 seems to be just: p. 18, or pleased by the sight of justice: p. 704; but this may amount to
 the same thing, that is, perfect judgment.

 24Ibid., p. 22.
 25Democracy, pp. 546-547: Men differ from beasts in having pleasures infinite in variety

 and number instead of unvarying and few needs. Tocqueville traces this difference to the
 presence of soul in man; soul is the angel that shows the beast new desires and teaches him
 how to satisfy them.
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 logic, to seek a first cause, a unitary explanation for the being of all
 things.26

 Volume II of Democracy is meant to portray the effects of equal-
 ity on our inclinations and ideas. First of all, the American dogma of
 the sovereignty of the people does mean in practice the rule of the
 majority of the people or of those who slavishly cater to them, hence
 the judgments of the majority rule, and insofar as judgments are
 swayed by the passions, the passions of the majority rule. The domi-
 nant sentiments of the people are love of equality, or hatred of the
 unequal, and the desire for material well-being, not to mention for
 the immediate gratification of every passing fancy. 27 In Tocque-
 ville's opinion, these desires are incoherent desires for rational ani-
 mals. The dogma of the sovereignty of the people requires that men
 define themselves as such, because they do claim to judge. If we
 desire something, we desire it as good, and by good we mean what is
 conducive to our happiness. The Americans, however, in pursuing
 material well-being and equality satisfy their desires for neither and
 are made unhappy by the very attempt to do so. 28 In fact, they
 might not even succeed in preserving themselves as rational beings. 29
 But they do not consequently repudiate their desires, and if any-
 thing, the American legislator has intensified these desires. He has
 explicitly established as the chief internal objects of the national
 government supervision of an economic system which facilitates the
 pursuit of material well-being and enforcement of the guarantee of
 de jure equality. Provision for these "general interests" could proper-
 ly be seen as provision of the means to whatever ends are desired; in
 theory, ends were to be determined by the states and individuals.
 Tocqueville insists, however, that this rather optimistic statement
 about the relation between ends and means is unwarranted; as he
 reminds us, men often fail to distinguish clearly between means and
 ends, 30 and we need little reminder that this failure is very frequent
 when the means are wealth and the end material well-being. Money,
 the universal means of satisfying almost every desire, assumes tre-
 mendous importance in a society in which the majority reigns, uned-

 26Ibid., pp. 164, 287, 451-452, 734-735.
 27Ibid., pp. 503-506: In the first chapter of Part II of Volume II, Tocqueville explains

 why people love equality, thereby allowing us to see why people love. See also p. 548.
 28Ibid., pp. 535-538: This seems to be the point of Chapter 13 in Part II, Volume II.
 29Ibid., pp. 534-535: The Americans are sometimes driven to religious enthusiasm, or

 "religious madness;" p. 538: The French commit suicide, but in America, [t] heir will
 resists, but reason frequently gives way."

 30Ibid., p. 616: The point is made in a note about the ambiguous use in French of the
 word "honor."
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 ucated and unchecked. . The central government attaches men's
 love to itself through provision of the means to their ends, gaining
 authority without directly challenging the states and the diversity of
 desires and objects they represent. As Tocqueville told us in Volume
 I, the tendency toward a weak central government could be reversed
 by a change in opinion as well as by internal crisis and threat of
 war. 32 Men can become incapable of distinguishing the good from
 the necessary.

 To repeat: the American legislator sought to constitute a whole,
 authoritative for men because it defended them and guaranteed the
 conditions for economic prosperity and political equality. The legis-
 lator hoped to make his construction in speech a reality by exercising
 sovereignty directly over individuals and especially by relying on the
 appeals of individuals to judges who would judge in accordance with
 his intention. The states, as parts of the whole, were not to be
 abolished, but their powers undermined.

 Tocqueville begins Volume II of Democracy by calling our atten-
 tion to the similarity of American attitudes to the method of Des-
 cartes, the founder of modern philosophy (p. 429). We might say
 that the procedure of modern philosophy or science is to treat the
 object of scientific investigation as if its essential being or substance
 were a matter of indifference, while imposing on it a mathematical
 valuation and supposing that to articulate its mathematical law of
 motion is to say what needs to be said. According to an older view of
 science, which Tocqueville recalls to us, beings were understood to
 have different natures, the differences between human and non-
 human natures being most obvious and paradigmatic. 33 Human mo-
 tion, whatever its formula, is not only locomotion, but sometimes
 deliberate motion; and the intellect may well have its own laws of
 motion. 34 Pre-modern philosophers or scientists found it problem-
 atic to study heterogeneous beings with the same method, 35 whereas
 modern scientists, physical or political, do not. They do not claim

 31 Ibid., pp. 551-554, 614-615: The unequal, or would-be aristocrats, are also led to seek
 wealth in order to distinguish themselves by the quantity of their possessions.

 Ibid., p. 14.
 33Throughout Democracy Tocqueville stresses natural differences and praises the Ameri-

 cans' retention of them: See, for example, ibid., p. 546, and 600-603 on equality of the
 sexes, pp. 604-605 on the "very natural" differentiation in private life.

 34The title of the first part of Volume II is "Influence of Democracy on the Intellectual
 Movements in the United States."

 35Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1098a26-34.
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 that their method is an ontology, for strictly speaking, mathematics
 is a means of articulating or constructing order, not a definition of
 substance. They avoid a direct confrontation with natures in the
 same way that the American legislator avoids a direct confrontation
 with the states: they attach individuals to the whole by providing a
 universal means. Yet by changing our judgment about what science
 ought to be, they effectively vitiate the powers of the states, or of
 natures. 36

 Tocqueville opposes to mathematics his political science or
 philosophy. The mother art or science is the art of association,
 "the mother of all other forms of knowledge" (p. 517). The paradig-
 matic relation is that of a voluntary association to a newspaper, that
 is, of a sentiment or a doctrine to its expression in speech (p. 518). A
 human being who speaks or reasons about his desires is the model for
 the legislator's construction, and his method is an analysis of what a
 rational animal properly desires if he desires to preserve his nature. In
 man's nature, or in the natures of the best men, we encounter neces-
 sities which are indeed happy accidents. We need to be reminded of
 this fact. Instead, the legislator has tried to understand human
 being as body and has relied on the method of modern mathematical
 physics to construct his whole. His whole, we have been told and
 shown, cannot achieve its objective of defense; it cannot defend
 humanity.

 Defining substance is made problematic for the scientist especially
 by human beings who have bodies and sometimes express the desire
 to transcend them (pp. 296, 534). They seem to have souls, with
 needs of their own; but what would we say if men, the only beings
 who exhibit soul, should cease to act as if they had souls? A mathe-
 matical law articulating the necessary motions of bodies might well
 seem to us an account of the whole, if it should ever become possible
 to speak of human politics as if it too were determined by certain
 necessary causes and followed the laws of bodies in motion. The
 combination of majoritarian politics and men's believing in the cor-

 36Democracy, p. 663. With reference to Napoleon's method of warfare, Tocqueville
 comments that "had the extraordinary man lived three hundred years earlier he would not
 have reaped such a harvest from his system, or rather that he would have applied another
 method." Tocqueville's only explicit reference to Machiavelli is found in this twenty-sixth
 chapter.

 37Ibid., pp. 568-569: The Americans do not know how to act toward others because
 they cannot judge their intentions, or they do not know souls. They are ignorant because it
 has never occurred to them that men should seek out and take pleasure in the conversations
 of particular men.
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 rectness of modern science, particularly a materialistic-mechanistic
 political science, would make that science almost true by transform-
 ing or truncating human nature (p. 496).

 Tocqueville allows himself to indulge in moral indignation only
 when speaking of materialists and democratic historians (or political
 scientists), 38 and his book ends with the assertion that their teach-
 ings are untrue as well as unsalutary (p. 705). These doctrines are
 untrue and unsalutary in a way in which the American dogma of the
 sovereignty of the people is not. 39 In Democracy, Tocqueville con-
 stantly compares democracy and its premises to aristocracy and its
 premises, recalling to us the hypothesis about soul and showing us
 that men can and have acted as if they had souls about whose pros-
 perity they cared, as if to insist that man has various needs and that
 there are choices to be made about which needs are first to be served

 (p. 245). The modern concern with the well-being of the body pre-
 supposes a choice; the whole in which man is fully integrated, be-
 cause he acts as if he had only a body, is made a whole only with and
 by the debasement of the human desires. In theory, then, it is incor-
 rect to assert that man is moved by certain necessary causes, for he
 has unwittingly chosen to move in accordance with them. In prac-
 tice, it becomes increasingly difficult to find men who act as if they
 acknowledged this theoretical error.

 We have moved very far from the topic of federalism, but perhaps
 this was necessary. This is not the occasion to examine Tocqueville's
 disputes with the philosophers. It is the occasion to point out
 that political inquiries, if not aborted, tend to lead to the most
 comprehensive inquiries. Moreover, the human passion for consis-
 tency, perhaps as great or greater among those who do not make
 inquiries, places a terrible burden of responsibility on the political
 scientist who speaks and writes. All political positions are partisan,
 but all presuppose a common human partisanship, which requires for
 its defense what may be a partisan science. The modern despot is a
 schoolmaster (p. 691).

 Ibid., p. 494, 554, and 594.
 39A discussion of Tocqueville's treatment and evaluation of the American dogma of the

 sovereignty of the people is clearly not within the scope of this paper. We can only suggest
 that he treats this dogma as a political philosopher would treat a religion, interpreting and
 stating it in such a way as to make it as salutary as possible while indicating its theoretical
 difficulties in the appropriate manner. See, for example, p. 526: Tocqueville shows us that
 the Americans contradict themselves in denying that men love anything more than them-
 selves, for the Americans love their philosophy.
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 From Tocqueville's analysis of the question of federalism in the
 narrow sense, we could predict an era of what is now called coopera-
 tive federalism. The ends of the states are not opposed to the princi-
 ple on which the national government rests. We could predict the
 principle on which that cooperation would rest, a principle nicely
 summed up by the slogan "revenue-sharing." The ends of the states
 are met by the means made available through the national govern-
 ment (pp. 679-689). Tocqueville's analysis also leads us to question
 the desirability of this kind of cooperation, given its preconditions.
 Those of us who have read Democracy in America, only to find out
 what Tocqueville has to say about the pressing problems of federal-
 ism, will come away with some sense of how a statesman ought to
 adapt desired ends to existing institutions and changing necessities,
 to defend what is necessary as chosen and choiceworthy when possi-
 ble, and to defend it in such a way as to improve it. Those of us
 Americans who, like French partisans, allow Tocqueville to teach us
 what are the less urgent, but more important political problems, are
 forced to ask whether the general interests secured by the new feder-
 alism do, in fact, constitute the common good. We are forced to ask
 what is the good we can and ought to intend, or what good is
 necessarily choiceworthy. Instead of having to make a virtue of ne-
 cessity in the usual sense, we are provided the chance to see and
 choose what is, by the necessity of human nature, good. Tocqueville
 generously offers us his wisdom; one might say that he solves the
 problem of federalism by making us, his readers, sovereign states in a
 strong union 40 and by sharing with us another kind of "revenue." 41

 40Ibid., p. 118 and p. 390: The Founding Fathers rejected an alternative construction of
 the Union, that of "a league of independent states, a sort of congress where representatives
 of distinct peoples came to discuss certain matters of common interest." The reader is
 reminded of this alternative in the context of the discussion of South Carolina's desire to
 retain her right of judgment.

 41Democracy will modify the English language. "Now, the majority is more interested in
 business than study, in trade and politics than in philosophic speculation or fine writing.
 Most of the words coined or adopted for its use will bear the marks of these habits; they will
 chiefly serve to express the needs of industry, the passions of politics, or the details of
 public administration. Language will spread out endless in that direction, but metaphysics
 and theology will slowly lose ground," ibid., pp. 478-479.
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