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Poverty., State and Tocqueville’s Paradox:

On Social Policy Thought in Tocqueville’s Memior on Pauperism

Jiang Diqing

Abstract: The paper analyses paradox of Tocqueville from the perspective of social poli-

cy. In his Memior, Tocqueville accepted utilitarian doctrine, misunderstood English Poor

Law; he overemphasized centralized bureaucracy,looked down upon the role and efficiency of

social welfare supplied by local autonomous governments.
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