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In a recent bulletin of the Superintendent of the Census for 1890 appear these significant 
words: "Up to and including 1880 the country had a frontier of settlement, but at present 
the unsettled area has been so broken into by isolated bodies of settlement that there can 
hardly be said to be a frontier line. In the discussion of its extent, its westward movement, 
etc., it can not, therefore, any longer have a place in the census reports." This brief 
official statement marks the closing of a great historic movement. Up to our own day 
American history has been in a large degree the history of the colonization of the Great 
West. The existence of an area of free land, its continuous recession, and the advance of 
American settlement westward, explain American development.  

Behind institutions, behind constitutional forms and modifications, lie the vital forces that 
call these organs into life and shape them to meet changing conditions. The peculiarity of 
American institutions is, the fact that they have been compelled to adapt themselves to 
the changes of an expanding people--to the changes involved in crossing a continent, in 
winning a wilderness, and in developing at each area of this progress out of the primitive 
economic and political conditions of the frontier into the complexity of city life. Said 
Calhoun in 1817, "We are great, and rapidly--I was about to say fearfully--growing!", 2 
So saying, he touched the distinguishing feature of American life. All peoples show 
development; the germ theory of politics has been sufficiently emphasized. In the case of 
most nations, however, the development has occurred in a limited area; and if the nation 
has expanded, it has met other growing peoples whom it has conquered. But in the case 
of the United States we have a different phenomenon. Limiting our attention to the 
Atlantic coast, we have the familiar phenomenon of the evolution of institutions in a 
limited area, such as the rise of representative government; into complex organs; the 
progress from primitive industrial society, without division of labor, up to manufacturing 
civilization. But we have in addition to this a recurrence of the process of evolution in 
each western area reached in the process of expansion. Thus American development has 
exhibited not merely advance along a single line, but a return to primitive conditions on a 
continually advancing frontier line, and a new development for that area. American social 
development has been continually beginning over again on the frontier. This perennial 
rebirth, this fluidity of American life, this expansion westward with its new opportunities, 
its continuous touch with the simplicity of primitive society, furnish the forces 
dominating American character. The true point of view in the history of this nation is not 
the Atlantic coast, it is the Great West. Even the slavery struggle, which is made so 
exclusive an object of attention by writers like Professor von Holst, occupies its 
important place in American history because of its relation to westward expansion.  
In this advance, the frontier is the outer edge of the wave-- the meeting point between 
savagery and civilization. Much has been written about the frontier from the point of 
view of border warfare and the chase, but as a field for the serious study of the economist 
and the historian it has been neglected.  
 
The American frontier is sharply distinguished from the European frontier--a fortified 
boundary line running through dense populations. The most significant thing about the 



American frontier is, that it lies at the hither edge of free land. In the census reports it is 
treated as the margin of that settlement which has a density of two or more to the square 
mile. The term is an elastic one, and for our purposes does not need sharp definition. We 
shall consider the whole frontier belt including the Indian country and the outer margin of 
the "settled area " of the census reports. This paper will make no attempt to treat the 
subject exhaustively; its aim is simply to call attention to the frontier as a fertile field for 
investigation, and to suggest some of the problems which arise in connection with it.  
In the settlement of America we have to observe how European life entered the continent, 
and how America modified and developed that life and reacted on Europe. Our early 
history is the study of European germs developing in an American environment. Too 
exclusive attention has been paid by institutional students to the Germanic origins, too 
little to the American factors. The frontier is the line of most rapid and effective 
Americanization. The wilderness masters the colonist. It finds him a European in dress, 
industries, tools, modes of travel, and thought. It takes him from the railroad car and puts 
him in the birch canoe. It strips off the garments of civilization and arrays him in the 
hunting shirt and the moccasin. It puts him in the log cabin of the Cherokee and Iroquois 
and runs an Indian palisade around him. Before long he has gone to planting Indian corn 
and plowing with a sharp stick, he shouts the war cry and takes the scalp in orthodox 
Indian fashion. In short, at the frontier the environment is at first too strong for the man. 
He must accept the conditions which it furnishes, or perish, and so he fits himself into the 
Indian clearings and follows the Indian trails. Little by little he transforms the wilderness, 
but the outcome is not the old Europe, not simply the development of Germanic germs, 
any more than the first phenomenon was a case of reversion to the Germanic mark. The 
fact is, that here is a new product that is American. At first, the frontier was the Atlantic 
coast. It was the frontier of Europe in a very real sense. Moving westward, the frontier 
became more and more American. As successive terminal moraines result from 
successive glaciations, so each frontier leaves its traces behind it, and when it becomes a 
settled area the region still partakes of the frontier characteristics. Thus the advance of the 
frontier has meant a steady movement away from the influence of Europe, a steady 
growth of independence on American lines. And to study this advance, the men who 
grew up under these conditions, and the political, economic, and social results of it, is to 
study the really American part of our history.  
In the course of the seventeenth century the frontier was advanced up the Atlantic river 
courses, just beyond the "fall line," and the tidewater region became the settled area. In 
the first half of the eighteenth century another advance occurred. Traders followed the 
Delaware and Shawnee Indians to the Ohio as early as the end of the first quarter of the 
century.3 Gov. Spotswood, of Virginia, made an expedition in 1714 across the Blue 
Ridge. The end of the first quarter of the century saw the advance of the Scotch-Irish and 
the Palatine Germans up the Shenandoah Valley into the western part of Virginia, and 
along the Piedmont region of the Carolinas.4 The Germans in New York pushed the 
frontier of settlement up the Mohawk to German Flats.5 In Pennsylvania the town of 
Bedford indicates the line of settlement. Settlements had begun on New River, a branch 
of the Kanawha, and on the sources of the Yadkin and French Broad.6 The King 
attempted to arrest the advance by his proclamation of 1763,7 forbidding settlements 
beyond the sources of the rivers flowing into the Atlantic, but in vain. In the period of the 
Revolution the frontier crossed the Alleghanies into Kentucky and Tennessee, and the 



upper waters of the Ohio were settled.8 When the first census was taken in 1790, the 
continuous settled area was bounded by a line which ran near the coast of Maine, and 
included New England except a portion of Vermont and New Hampshire, New York 
along the Hudson and up the Mohawk about Schenectady, eastern and southern 
Pennsylvania, Virginia well across the Shenandoah Valley, and the Carolinas and eastern 
Georgia. 9 Beyond this region of continuous settlement were the small settled areas of 
Kentucky and Tennessee, and the Ohio, with the mountains intervening between them 
and the Atlantic area, thus giving a new and important character to the frontier. The 
isolation of the region increased its peculiarly American tendencies, and the need of 
transportation facilities to connect it with the East called out important schemes of 
internal improvement, which will be noted farther on. The "West," as a self-conscious 
section, began to evolve.  
From decade to decade distinct advances of the frontier occurred. By the census of 1820 

10 the settled area included Ohio, southern Indiana and Illinois, southeastern Missouri, 
and about one-half of Louisiana. This settled area had surrounded Indian areas, and the 
management of these tribes became an object of political concern. The frontier region of 
the time lay along the Great Lakes, where Astor's American Fur Company operated in the 
Indian trade, 11 and beyond the Mississippi, where Indian traders extended their activity 
even to the Rocky Mountains; Florida also furnished frontier conditions. The Mississippi 
River region was the scene of typical frontier settlements.12  
The rising steam navigation l3 on western waters, the opening of the Erie Canal, and the 
westward extension of cotton 14 culture added five frontier states to the Union in this 
period. Grund, writing in 1836, declares: "It appears then that the universal disposition of 
Americans to emigrate to the western wilderness, in order to enlarge their dominion over 
inanimate nature, is the actual result of an expansive power which is inherent in them, 
and which by continually agitating all classes of society is constantly throwing a large 
portion of the whole population on the extreme confines of the State, in order to gain 
space for its development. Hardly is a new State of Territory formed before the same 
principle manifests itself again and gives rise to a further emigration; and so is it destined 
to go on until a physical barrier must finally obstruct its progress." 15  
In the middle of this century the line indicated by the present eastern boundary of Indian 
Territory, Nebraska, and Kansas marked the frontier of the Indian country. l6 Minnesota 
and Wisconsin still exhibited frontier conditions, 17 but the distinctive frontier of the 
period is found in California, where the gold discoveries had sent a sudden tide of 
adventurous miners, and in Oregon, and the settlements in Utah.18 As the frontier had 
leaped over the Alleghanies, so now it skipped the Great Plains and the Rocky 
Mountains; and in the same way that the advance of the frontiersmen beyond the 
Alleghanies had caused the rise of important questions of transportation and internal 
improvement, so now the settlers beyond the Rocky Mountains needed means of 
communication with the East, and in the furnishing of these arose the settlement of the 
Great Plains and the development of still another kind of frontier life. Railroads, fostered 
by land grants, sent an increasing tide of immigrants into the Far West. The United States 
Army fought a series of Indian wars in Minnesota, Dakota, and the Indian Territory.  
By 1880 the settled area had been pushed into northern Michigan, Wisconsin, and 
Minnesota, along Dakota rivers, and in the Black Hills region, and was ascending the 
rivers of Kansas and Nebraska. The development of mines in Colorado had drawn 



isolated frontier settlements into that region, and Montana and Idaho were receiving 
settlers. The frontier was found in these mining camps and the ranches of the Great 
Plains. The superintendent of the census for 1890 reports, as previously stated, that the 
settlements of the West lie so scattered over the region that there can no longer be said to 
be a frontier line.  
In these successive frontiers we find natural boundary lines which have served to mark 
and to affect the characteristics of the frontiers, namely: the "fall line;" the Alleghany 
Mountains; the Mississippi; the Missouri where its direction approximates north and 
south; the line of the arid lands, approximately the ninety-ninth meridian; and the Rocky 
Mountains. The fall line marked the frontier of the seventeenth century; the Alleghanies 
that of the eighteenth; the Mississippi that of the first quarter of the nineteenth; the 
Missouri that of the middle of this century (omitting the California movement); and the 
belt of the Rocky Mountains and the arid tract, the present frontier. Each was won by a 
series of Indian wars.  
At the Atlantic frontier one can study the germs of processes repeated at each successive 
frontier. We have the complex European life sharply precipitated by the wilderness into 
the simplicity of primitive conditions. The first frontier had to meet its Indian question, 
its question of the disposition of the public domain, of the means of intercourse with 
older settlements, of the extension of political organization, of religious and educational 
activity. And the settlement of these and similar questions for one frontier served as a 
guide for the next. The American student needs not to go to the "prim little townships of 
Sleswick" for illustrations of the law of continuity and development. For example, he 
may study the origin of our land policies in the colonial land policy; he may see how the 
system grew by adapting the statutes to the customs of the successive frontiers.19 He may 
see how the mining experience in the lead regions of Wisconsin, Illinois, and Iowa was 
applied to the mining laws of the Sierras, 20 and how our Indian policy has been a series 
of experimentations on successive frontiers. Each tier of new States has found in the 
older ones material for its constitutions. 21 Each frontier has made similar contributions to 
American character, as will be discussed farther on.  
But with all these similarities there are essential differences, due to the place element and 
the time element. It is evident that the farming frontier of the Mississippi Valley presents 
different conditions from the mining frontier of the Rocky Mountains. The frontier 
reached by the Pacific Railroad, surveyed into rectangles, guarded by the United States 
Army, and recruited by the daily immigrant ship, moves forward at a swifter pace and in 
a different way than the frontier reached by the birch canoe or the pack horse. The 
geologist traces patiently the shores of ancient seas, maps their areas, and compares the 
older and the newer. It would be a work worth the historian's labors to mark these various 
frontiers and in detail compare one with another. Not only would there result a more 
adequate conception of American development and characteristics, but invaluable 
additions would be made to the history of society.  
Loria,22 the Italian economist, has urged the study of colonial life as an aid in 
understanding the stages of European development, affirming that colonial settlement is 
for economic science what the mountain is for geology, bringing to light primitive 
stratifications. "America," he says, "has the key to the historical enigma which Europe 
has sought for centuries in vain, and the land which has no history reveals luminously the 
course of universal history." There is much truth in this. The United States lies like a 



huge page in the history of society. Line by line as we read this continental page from 
West to East we find the record of social evolution. It begins with the Indian and the 
hunter; it goes on to tell of the disintegration of savagery by the entrance of the trader, the 
pathfinder of civilization; we read the annals of the pastoral stage in ranch life; the 
exploitation of the soil by the raising of unrotated crops of corn and wheat in sparsely 
settled farming communities; the intensive culture of the denser farm settlement; and 
finally the manufacturing organization with city and factory system.23 This page is 
familiar to the student of census statistics, but how little of it has been used by our 
historians. Particularly in eastern States this page is a palimpsest. What is now a 
manufacturing State was in an earlier decade an area of intensive farming. Earlier yet it 
had been a wheat area, and still earlier the "range" had attracted the cattleherder. Thus 
Wisconsin, now developing manufacture, is a State with varied agricultural interests. But 
earlier it was given over to almost exclusive grain-raising, like North Dakota at the 
present time.  
Each of these areas has had an influence in our economic and political history; the 
evolution of each into a higher stage has worked political transformations. But what 
constitutional historian has made any adequate attempt to interpret political facts by the 
light of these social areas and changes? 24  
The Atlantic frontier was compounded of fisherman, fur trader, miner, cattle-raiser, and 
farmer. Excepting the fisherman, each type of industry was on the march toward the 
West, impelled by an irresistible attraction. Each passed in successive waves across the 
continent. Stand at Cumberland Gap and watch the procession of civilization, marching 
single file-- the buffalo following the trail to the salt springs, the Indian, the fur trader and 
hunter, the cattle-raiser, the pioneer farmer --and the frontier has passed by. Stand at 
South Pass in the Rockies a century later and see the same procession with wider 
intervals between. The unequal rate of advance compels us to distinguish the frontier into 
the trader's frontier, the rancher's frontier, or the miner's frontier, and the farmer's 
frontier. When the mines and the cow pens were still near the fall line the traders' pack 
trains were tinkling across the Alleghanies, and the French on the Great Lakes were 
fortifying their posts, alarmed by the British trader's birch canoe. When the trappers 
scaled the Rockies, the farmer was still near the mouth of the Missouri.  
Why was it that the Indian trader passed so rapidly across the continent? What effects 
followed from the trader's frontier? The trade was coeval with American discovery. The 
Norsemen, Vespuccius, Verrazani, Hudson, John Smith, all trafficked for furs. The 
Plymouth pilgrims settled in Indian cornfields, and their first return cargo was of beaver 
and lumber. The records of the various New England colonies show how steadily 
exploration was carried into the wilderness by this trade. What is true for New England 
is, as would be expected, even plainer for the rest of the colonies. All along the coast 
from Maine to Georgia the Indian trade opened up the river courses. Steadily the trader 
passed westward, utilizing the older lines of French trade. The Ohio, the Great Lakes, the 
Mississippi, the Missouri, and the Platte, the lines of western advance, were ascended by 
traders. They found the passes in the Rocky Mountains and guided Lewis and Clark,25 
Fremont, and Bidwell. The explanation of the rapidity of this advance is connected with 
the effects of the trader on the Indian. The trading post left the unarmed tribes at the 
mercy of those that had purchased fire-arms--a truth which the Iroquois Indians wrote in 
blood, and so the remote and unvisited tribes gave eager welcome to the trader "The 



savages," wrote La Salle, "take better care of us French than of their own children; from 
us only can they get guns and goods." This accounts for the trader's power and the 
rapidity of his advance. Thus the disintegrating forces of civilization entered the 
wilderness. Every river valley and Indian trail became a fissure in Indian society, and so 
that society became honeycombed. Long before the pioneer farmer appeared on the 
scene, primitive Indian life had passed away. The farmers met Indians armed with guns. 
The trading frontier, while steadily undermining Indian power by making the tribes 
ultimately dependent on the whites, yet, through its sale of guns, gave to the Indian 
increased power of resistance to the farming frontier. French colonization was dominated 
by its trading frontier; English colonization by its farming frontier. There was an 
antagonism between the two frontiers as between the two nations. Said Duquesne to the 
Iroquois, "Are you ignorant of the difference between the king of England and the king of 
France? Go see the forts that our king has established and you will see that you can still 
hunt under their very walls. They have been placed for your advantage in places which 
you frequent. The English, on the contrary, are no sooner in possession of a place than 
the game is driven away. The forest falls before them as they advance, and the soil is laid 
bare so that you can scarce find the wherewithal to erect a shelter for the night."  
And yet, in spite of this opposition of the interests of the trader and the farmer, the Indian 
trade pioneered the way for civilization. The buffalo trail became the Indian trail, and this 
became the trader's "trace;" the trails widened into roads, and the roads into turnpikes, 
and these in turn were transformed into railroads. The same origin can be shown for the 
railroads of the South, the Far West, and the Dominion of Canada.26 The trading posts 
reached by these trails were on the sites of Indian villages which had been placed in 
positions suggested by nature; and these trading posts, situated so as to command the 
water systems of the country, have grown into such cities as Albany, Pittsburgh, Detroit, 
Chicago, St. Louis, Council Bluffs, and Kansas City. Thus civilization in America has 
followed the arteries made by geology, pouring an ever richer tide through them, until at 
last the slender paths of aboriginal intercourse have been broadened and interwoven into 
the complex mazes of modern commercial lines; the wilderness has been interpenetrated 
by lines of civilization growing ever more numerous. It is like the steady growth of a 
complex nervous system for the originally simple, inert continent. If one would 
understand why we are to-day one nation, rather than a collection of isolated states, he 
must study this economic and social consolidation of the country. In this progress from 
savage conditions lie topics for the evolutionist.27  
The effect of the Indian frontier as a consolidating agent in our history is important. From 
the close of the seventeenth century various intercolonial congresses have been called to 
treat with Indians and establish common measures of defense. Particularism was 
strongest in colonies with no Indian frontier. This frontier stretched along the western 
border like a cord of union. The Indian was a common danger, demanding united action. 
Most celebrated of these conferences was the Albany congress of 1754, called to treat 
with the Six Nations, and to consider plans of union. Even a cursory reading of the plan 
proposed by the congress reveals the importance of the frontier. The powers of the 
general council and the officers were, chiefly, the determination of peace and war with 
the Indians, the regulation of Indian trade, the purchase of Indian lands, and the creation 
and government of new settlements as a security against the Indians. It is evident that the 
unifying tendencies of the Revolutionary period were facilitated by the previous 



coöperation in the regulation of the frontier. In this connection may be mentioned the 
importance of the frontier, from that day to this, as a military training school, keeping 
alive the power of resistance to aggression, and developing the stalwart and rugged 
qualities of the frontiersman.  
It would not be possible in the limits of this paper to trace the other frontiers across the 
continent. Travelers of the eighteenth century found the "cowpens" among the canebrakes 
and peavine pastures of the South, and the "cow drivers" took their droves to Charleston, 
Philadelphia, and New York.28 Travelers at the close of the War of 1812 met droves of 
more than a thousand cattle and swine from the interior of Ohio going to Pennsylvania to 
fatten for the Philadelphia market.29 The ranges of the Great Plains, with ranch and 
cowboy and nomadic life, are things of yesterday and of to-day. The experience of the 
Carolina cowpens guided the ranchers of Texas. One element favoring the rapid 
extension of the rancher's frontier is the fact that in a remote country lacking 
transportation facilities the product must be in small bulk, or must be able to transport 
itself, and the cattle raiser could easily drive his product to market. The effect of these 
great ranches on the subsequent agrarian history of the localities in which they existed 
should be studied.  
The maps of the census reports show an uneven advance of the farmer's frontier, with 
tongues of settlement pushed forward and with indentations of wilderness. In part this is 
due to Indian resistance, in part to the location of river valleys and passes, in part to the 
unequal force of the centers of frontier attraction. Among the important centers of 
attraction may be mentioned the following: fertile and favorably situated soils, salt 
springs, mines, and army posts.  
The frontier army post, serving to protect the settlers from the Indians, has also acted as a 
wedge to open the Indian country, and has been a nucleus for settlement. 30 In this 
connection mention should also be made of the government military and exploring 
expeditions in determining the lines of settlement. But all the more important expeditions 
were greatly indebted to the earliest pathmakers, the Indian guides, the traders and 
trappers, and the French voyageurs, who were inevitable parts of governmental 
expeditions from the days of Lewis and Clark.31 Each expedition was an epitome of the 
previous factors in western advance.  
In an interesting monograph, Victor Hehn32 has traced the effect of salt upon early 
European development, and has pointed out how it affected the lines of settlement and 
the form of administration. A similar study might be made for the salt springs of the 
United States. The early settlers were tied to the coast by the need of salt, without which 
they could not preserve their meats or live in comfort. Writing in 1752, Bishop 
Spangenburg says of a colony for which he was seeking lands in North Carolina, "They 
will require salt & other necessaries which they can neither manufacture nor raise. Either 
they must go to Charleston, which is 300 miles distant .. . Or else they must go to 
Boling's Point in Va on a branch of the James & is also 300 miles from here. . . Or else 
they must go down the Roanoke--I know not how many miles--where salt is brought up 
from the Cape Fear." 33 This may serve as a typical illustration. An annual pilgrimage to 
the coast for salt thus became essential. Taking flocks or furs and ginseng root, the early 
settlers sent their pack trains after seeding time each year to the coast.34 This proved to be 
an important educational influence, since it was almost the only way in which the pioneer 
learned what was going on in the East. But when discovery was made of the salt springs 



of the Kanawha, and the Holston, and Kentucky, and central New York, the West began 
to be freed from dependence on the coast. It was in part the effect of finding these salt 
springs that enabled settlement to cross the mountains.  
From the time the mountains rose between the pioneer and the seaboard, a new order of 
Americanism arose. The West and the East began to get out of touch of each other. The 
settlements from the sea to the mountains kept connection with the rear and had a certain 
solidarity. But the over-mountain men grew more and more independent. The East took a 
narrow view of American advance, and nearly lost these men. Kentucky and Tennessee 
history bears abundant witness to the truth of this statement. The East began to try to 
hedge and limit westward expansion. Though Webster could declare that there were no 
Alleghanies in his politics, yet in politics in general they were a very solid factor.  
The exploitation of the beasts took hunter and trader to the west, the exploitation of the 
grasses took the rancher west, and the exploitation of the virgin soil of the river valleys 
and prairies attracted the farmer. Good soils have been the most continuous attraction to 
the farmer's frontier. The land hunger of the Virginians drew them down the rivers into 
Carolina, in early colonial days; the search for soils took the Massachusetts men to 
Pennsylvania and to New York. As the eastern lands were taken up migration flowed 
across them to the west. Daniel Boone, the great backwoodsman, who combined the 
occupations of hunter, trader, cattle-raiser, farmer, and surveyor-learning, probably from 
the traders, of the fertility of the lands of the upper Yadkin, where the traders were wont 
to rest as they took their way to the Indians, left his Pennsylvania home with his father, 
and passed down the Great Valley road to that stream. Learning from a trader of the game 
and rich pastures of Kentucky, he pioneered the way for the farmers to that region. 
Thence he passed to the frontier of Missouri, where his settlement was long a landmark 
on the frontier. Here again he helped to open the way for civilization, finding salt licks, 
and trails, and land. His son was among the earliest trappers in the passes of the Rocky 
Mountains, and his party are said to have been the first to camp on the present site of 
Denver. His grandson, Col. A. J. Boone, of Colorado, was a power among the Indians of 
the Rocky Mountains, and was appointed an agent by the government. Kit Carson's 
mother was a Boone. 35 Thus this family epitomizes the backwoodsman's advance across 
the continent  
The farmer's advance came in a distinct series of waves. In Peck's New Guide to the 
West, published in Boston in 1837, occurs this suggestive passage:  
Generally, in all the western settlements, three classes, like the waves of the ocean, have 
rolled one after the other. First comes the pioneer, who depends for the subsistence of his 
family chiefly upon the natural growth of vegetation, called the "range," and the proceeds 
of hunting. His implements of agriculture are rude, chiefly of his own make, and his 
efforts directed mainly to a crop of corn and a "truck patch." The last is a rude garden for 
growing cabbage, beans, corn for roasting ears, cucumbers, and potatoes. A log cabin, 
and, occasionally, a stable and corn-crib, and a field of a dozen acres, the timber girdled 
or "deadened," and fenced, are enough for his occupancy. It is quite immaterial whether 
he ever becomes the owner of the soil. He is the occupant for the time being, pays no 
rent, and feels as independent as the " lord of the manor." With a horse, cow, and one or 
two breeders of swine, he strikes into the woods with his family, and becomes the 
founder of a new county, or perhaps state. He builds his cabin, gathers around him a few 
other families of similar tastes and habits, and occupies till the range is somewhat 



subdued, and hunting a little precarious, or, which is more frequently the case, till the 
neighbors crowd around, roads, bridges, and fields annoy him, and he lacks elbow room. 
The preëmption law enables him to dispose of his cabin and cornfield to the next class of 
emigrants; and, to employ his own figures, he "breaks for the high timber," "clears out for 
the New Purchase," or migrates to Arkansas or Texas, to work the same process over.  
The next class of emigrants purchase the lands, add field to field, clear out the roads, 
throw rough bridges over the streams, put up hewn log houses with glass windows and 
brick or stone chimneys, occasionally plant orchards, build mills, school-houses, court-
houses, etc., and exhibit the picture and forms of plain, frugal, civilized life.  
Another wave rolls on. The men of capital and enterprise come. The settler is ready to 
sell out and take the advantage of the rise in property, push farther into the interior and 
become, himself, a man of capital and enterprise in turn. The small village rises to a 
spacious town or city; substantial edifices of brick, extensive fields, orchards, gardens, 
colleges, and churches are seen. Broad-cloths, silks, leghorns, crepes, and all the 
refinements, luxuries, elegancies, frivolities, and fashions are in vogue. Thus wave after 
wave is rolling westward; the real Eldorado is still farther on.  
A portion of the two first classes remain stationary amidst the general movement, 
improve their habits and condition, and rise in the scale of society.  
The writer has traveled much amongst the first class, the real pioneers. He has lived many 
years in connection with the second grade; and now the third wave is sweeping over large 
districts of Indiana, Illinois, and Missouri. Migration has become almost a habit in the 
West. Hundreds of men can be found, not over 50 years of age, who have settled for the 
fourth, fifth, or sixth time on a new spot. To sell out and remove only a few hundred 
miles makes up a portion of the variety of backwoods life and manners. 36  
Omitting those of the pioneer farmers who move from the love of adventure, the advance 
of the more steady farmer is easy to understand. Obviously the immigrant was attracted 
by the cheap lands of the frontier, and even the native farmer felt their influence strongly. 
Year by year the farmers who lived on soil whose returns were diminished by unrotated 
crops were offered the virgin soil of the frontier at nominal prices. Their growing families 
demanded more lands, and these were dear. The competition of the unexhausted, cheap, 
and easily tilled prairie lands compelled the farmer either to go west and continue the 
exhaustion of the soil on a new frontier, or to adopt intensive culture. Thus the census of 
1890 shows, in the Northwest, many counties in which there is an absolute or a relative 
decrease of population. These States have been sending farmers to advance the frontier 
on the plains, and have themselves begun to turn to intensive farming and to manufacture. 
A decade before this, Ohio had shown the same transition stage. Thus the demand for 
land and the love of wilderness freedom drew the frontier ever onward.  
Having now roughly outlined the various kinds of frontiers, and their modes of advance, 
chiefly from the point of view of the frontier itself, we may next inquire what were the 
influences on the East and on the Old World. A rapid enumeration of some of the more 
noteworthy effects is all that I have time for.  
First, we note that the frontier promoted the formation of a composite nationality for the 
American people. The coast was preponderantly English, but the later tides of continental 
immigration flowed across to the free lands. This was the case from the early colonial 
days. The Scotch-Irish and the Palatine Germans, or " Pennsylvania Dutch," furnished the 
dominant element in the stock of the colonial frontier. With these peoples were also the 



freed indented servants, or redemptioners, who at the expiration of their time of service 
passed to the frontier. Governor Spotswood of Virginia writes in 1717, "The inhabitants 
of our frontiers are composed generally of such as have been transported hither as 
servants, and, being out of their time, settle themselves where land is to be taken up and 
that will produce the necessarys of life with little labour." 37 Very generally these 
redemptioners were of non-English stock. In the crucible of the frontier the immigrants 
were Americanized, liberated, and fused into a mixed race, English in neither nationality 
nor characteristics. The process has gone on from the early days to our own. Burke and 
other writers in the middle of the eighteenth century believed that Pennsylvania38 was 
"threatened with the danger of being wholly foreign in language, manners, and perhaps 
even inclinations." The German and Scotch-Irish elements in the frontier of the South 
were only less great. In the middle of the present century the German element in 
Wisconsin was already so considerable that leading publicists looked to the creation of a 
German state out of the commonwealth by concentrating their colonization.39 Such 
examples teach us to beware of misinterpreting the fact that there is a common English 
speech in America into a belief that the stock is also English.  
In another way the advance of the frontier decreased our dependence on England. The 
coast, particularly of the South, lacked diversified industries, and was dependent on 
England for the bulk of its supplies. In the South there was even a dependence on the 
Northern colonies for articles of food. Governor Glenn, of South Carolina, writes in the 
middle of the eighteenth century: "Our trade with New York and Philadelphia was of this 
sort, draining us of all the little money and bills we could gather from other places for 
their bread, flour, beer, hams, bacon, and other things of their produce, all which, except 
beer, our new townships begin to supply us with, which are settled with very industrious 
and thriving Germans. This no doubt diminishes the number of shipping and the 
appearance of our trade, but it is far from being a detriment to us.40 Before long the 
frontier created a demand for merchants. As it retreated from the coast it became less and 
less possible for England to bring her supplies directly to the consumer's wharfs, and 
carry away staple crops, and staple crops began to give way to diversified agriculture for 
a time. The effect of this phase of the frontier action upon the northern section is 
perceived when we realize how the advance of the frontier aroused seaboard cities like 
Boston, New York, and Baltimore, to engage in rivalry for what Washington called "the 
extensive and valuable trade of a rising empire."  
The legislation which most developed the powers of the national government, and played 
the largest part in its activity, was conditioned on the frontier. Writers have discussed; the 
subjects of tariff, land, and internal improvement, as subsidiary to the slavery question. 
But when American history comes to be rightly viewed it will be seen that the slavery 
question is an incident. In the period from the end of the first half of the present century 
to the close of the Civil War slavery rose to primary, but far from exclusive, importance. 
But this does not justify Dr. von Holst (to take an example) in treating our constitutional 
history in its formative period down to 1828 in a single volume, giving six volumes 
chiefly to the history of slavery from 1828 to 1861, under the title "Constitutional History 
of the United States." The growth of nationalism and the evolution of American political 
institutions were dependent on the advance of the frontier. Even so recent a writer as 
Rhodes, in his "History of the United States since the Compromise of 1850," has treated 
the legislation called out by the western advance as incidental to the slavery struggle.  



This is a wrong perspective. The pioneer needed the goods of the coast, and so the grand 
series of internal improvement and railroad legislation began, with potent nationalizing 
effects. Over internal improvements occurred great debates, in which grave constitutional 
questions were discussed. Sectional groupings appear in the votes, profoundly significant 
for the historian. Loose construction increased as the nation marched westward41 But the 
West was not content with bringing the farm to the factory. Under the lead of Clay--
"Harry of the West"--protective tariffs were passed, with the cry of bringing the factory to 
the farm. The disposition of the public lands was a third important subject of national 
legislation influenced by the frontier.  
The public domain has been a force of profound importance in the nationalization and 
development of the government. The effects of the struggle of the landed and the landless 
States, and of the Ordinance of 1787, need no discussion.42 Administratively the frontier 
called out some of the highest and most vitalizing activities of the general government. 
The purchase of Louisiana was perhaps the constitutional turning point in the history of 
the Republic, inasmuch as it afforded both a new area for national legislation and the 
occasion of the downfall of the policy of strict construction. But the purchase of 
Louisiana was called out by frontier needs and demands. As frontier States accrued to the 
Union the national power grew In a speech on the dedication of the Calhoun monument 
Mr. Lamar explained: "In 1789 the States were the creators of the Federal Government; 
in 1861 the Federal Government was the creator of a large majority of the States."  
When we consider the public domain from the point of view of the sale and disposal of 
the public lands we are again brought face to face with the frontier. The policy of the 
United States in dealing with its lands is in sharp contrast with the European system of 
scientific administration. Efforts to make this domain a source of revenue, and to 
withhold it from emigrants in order that settlement might be compact, were in vain. The 
jealousy and the fears of the East were powerless in the face of the demands of the 
frontiersmen. John Quincy Adams was obliged to confess: "My own system of 
administration, which was to make the national domain the inexhaustible fund for 
progressive and unceasing internal improvement, has failed." The reason is obvious; a 
system of administration was not what the West demanded; it wanted land. Adams states 
the situation as follows: "The slaveholders of the South have bought the coöperation of 
the western country by the bribe of the western lands, abandoning to the new Western 
States their own proportion of the public property and aiding them in the design of 
grasping all the lands into their own hands. Thomas H. Benton was the author of this 
system, which he brought forward as a substitute for the American system of Mr. Clay, 
and to supplant him as the leading statesman of the West. Mr. Clay, by his tariff 
compromise with Mr. Calhoun, abandoned his own American system. At the same time 
he brought forward a plan for distributing among all the States of the Union the proceeds 
of the sales of the public lands. His bill for that purpose passed both Houses of Congress, 
but was vetoed by President Jackson, who, in his annual message of December, 1832, 
formally recommended that all public lands should be gratuitously given away to 
individual adventurers and to the States in which the lands are situated.43  
"No subject," said Henry Clay, "which has presented itself to the present, or perhaps any 
preceding, Congress, is of greater magnitude than that of the public lands." When we 
consider the far-reaching effects of the government's land policy upon political, 
economic, and social aspects of American life, we are disposed to agree with him. But 



this legislation was framed under frontier influences, and under the lead of Western 
statesmen like Benton and Jackson. Said Senator Scott of Indiana in 1841: "I consider the 
preemption law merely declaratory of the custom or common law of the settlers."  
It is safe to say that the legislation with regard to land, tariff, and internal improvements-
the American system of the nationalizing Whig party--was conditioned on frontier ideas 
and needs. But it was not merely in legislative action that the frontier worked against the 
sectionalism of the coast. The economic and social characteristics of the frontier worked 
against sectionalism. The men of the frontier had closer resemblances to the Middle 
region than to either of the other sections. Pennsylvania had been the seed plot of frontier 
emigration, and, although she passed on her settlers along the Great Valley into the west 
of Virginia and the Carolinas, yet the industrial society of these Southern frontiersmen 
was always more like that of the Middle region than like that of the tide water portion of 
the South, which later came to spread its industrial type throughout the South. The 
Middle region, entered by New York harbor, was an open door to all Europe. The tide-
water part of the South represented typical Englishmen, modified by a warm climate and 
servile labor, and living in baronial fashion on great plantations; New England stood for a 
special English movement-- Puritanism. The Middle region was less English than the 
other sections. It had a wide mixture of nationalities, a varied society, the mixed town and 
county system of local government, a varied economic life, many religious sects. In short, 
it was a region mediating between New England and the South, and the East and the 
West. It represented that composite nationality which the contemporary United States 
exhibits, that juxtaposition of non-English groups, occupying a valley or a little 
settlement, and presenting reflections of the map of Europe in their variety. It was 
democratic and nonsectional, if not national; "easy, tolerant, and contented;" rooted 
strongly in material prosperity. It was typical of the modern United States. It was least 
sectional, not only because it lay between North and South, but also because with no 
barriers to shut out its frontiers from its settled region, and with a system of connecting 
waterways, the Middle region mediated between East and West as well as between North 
and South. Thus it became the typically American region. Even the New Englander, who 
was shut out from the frontier by the Middle region, tarrying in New York or 
Pennsylvania on his west. ward march, lost the acuteness of his sectionalism on the 
way.44  
The spread of cotton culture into the interior of the South finally broke down the contrast 
between the "tide-water " region and the rest of the State, and based Southern interests on 
slavery. Before this process revealed its results the western portion of the South, which 
was akin to Pennsylvania in stock, society, and industry, showed tendencies to fall away 
from the faith of the fathers into internal improvement legislation and nationalism. In the 
Virginia convention of 1829-30, called to revise the constitution, Mr. Leigh, of 
Chesterfield, one of the tide-water counties, declared:  
One of the main causes of discontent which led to this convention, that which had the 
strongest influence in overcoming our veneration for the work of our fathers, which 
taught us to contemn the sentiments of Henry and Mason and Pendleton, which weaned 
us from our reverence for the constituted authorities of the State, was an overweening 
passion for internal improvement. I say this with perfect knowledge, for it has been 
avowed to me by gentlemen from the West over and over again. And let me tell the 
gentleman from Albemarle (Mr. Gordon) that it has been another principal object of those 



who set this ball of revolution in motion, to overturn the doctrine of State rights, of which 
Virginia has been the very pillar, and to remove the barrier she has interposed to the 
interference of the Federal Government in that same work of internal improvement, by so 
reorganizing the legislature that Virginia, too, may be hitched to the Federal car.  
It was this nationalizing tendency of the West that transformed the democracy of 
Jefferson into the national republicanism of Monroe and the democracy of Andrew 
Jackson. The West of the War of 1812, the West of Clay, and Benton and Harrison, and 
Andrew Jackson, shut off by the Middle States and the mountains from the coast sections, 
had a solidarity of its own with national tendencies.45 On the tide of the Father of Waters, 
North and South met and mingled into a nation. Interstate migration went steadily on--a 
process of crossfertilization of ideas and institutions. The fierce struggle of the sections 
over slavery on the western frontier does not diminish the truth of this statement; it 
proves the truth of it. Slavery was a sectional trait that would not down, but in the West it 
could not remain sectional. It was the greatest of frontiersmen who declared: "I believe 
this Government can not endure permanently half slave and half free. It will become all 
of one thing or all of the other." Nothing works for nationalism like intercourse within the 
nation. Mobility of population is death to localism, and the western frontier worked 
irresistibly in unsettling population. The effect reached back from the frontier and 
affected profoundly the Atlantic coast and even the Old World.  
But the most important effect of the frontier has been in the promotion of democracy here 
and in Europe. As has been indicated, the frontier is productive of individualism. 
Complex society is precipitated by the wilderness into a kind of primitive organization 
based on the family. The tendency is anti-social. It produces antipathy to control, and 
particularly to any direct control. The tax-gatherer is viewed as a representative of 
oppression. Prof. Osgood, in an able article,46 has pointed out that the frontier conditions 
prevalent in the colonies are important factors in the explanation of the American 
Revolution, where individual liberty was sometimes confused with absence of all 
effective government. The same conditions aid in explaining the difficulty of instituting a 
strong government in the period of the confederacy. The frontier individualism has from 
the beginning promoted democracy. The frontier States that came into the Union in the 
first quarter of a century of its existence came in with democratic suffrage provisions, and 
had reactive effects of the highest importance upon the older States whose peoples were 
being attracted there. An extension of the franchise became essential. It was western New 
York that forced an extension of suffrage in the constitutional convention of that State in 
1821; and it was western Virginia that compelled the tide-water region to put a more 
liberal suffrage provision in the constitution framed in 1830, and to give to the frontier 
region a more nearly proportionate representation with the tide-water aristocracy. The 
rise of democracy as an effective force in the nation came in with western preponderance 
under Jackson and William Henry Harrison, and it meant the triumph of the frontier-- 
with all of its good and with all of its evil elements.47 An interesting illustration of the 
tone of frontier democracy in 1830 comes from the same debates in the Virginia 
convention already referred to. A representative from western Virginia declared:  
But, sir, it is not the increase of population in the West which this gentleman ought to 
fear. It is the energy which the mountain breeze and western habits impart to those 
emigrants. They are regenerated, politically I mean, sir. They soon become working 
politicians, and the difference, sir, between a talking and a working politician is immense. 



The Old Dominion has long been celebrated for producing great orators; the ablest 
metaphysicians in policy; men that can split hairs in all abstruse questions of political 
economy. But at home, or when they return from Congress, they have negroes to fan 
them asleep. But a Pennsylvania, a New York, an Ohio, or a western Virginia statesman, 
though far inferior in logic, metaphysics, and rhetoric to an old Virginia statesman, has 
this advantage, that when he returns home he takes off his coat and takes hold of the 
plow. This gives him bone and muscle, sir, and preserves his republican principles pure 
and uncontaminated.  
So long as free land exists, the opportunity for a competency exists, and economic power 
secures political power. But the democracy born of free land, strong in selfishness and 
individualism, intolerant of administrative experience and education, and pressing 
individual liberty beyond its proper bounds, has its dangers as well as its benefits. 
Individualism in America has allowed a laxity in regard to governmental affairs which 
has rendered possible the spoils system and all the manifest evils that follow from the 
lack of a highly developed civic spirit. In this connection may be noted also the influence 
of frontier conditions in permitting lax business honor, inflated paper currency and wild-
cat banking. The colonial and revolutionary frontier was the region whence emanated 
many of the worst forms of an evil currency.48 The West in the War of 1812 repeated the 
phenomenon on the frontier of that day, while the speculation and wild-cat banking of the 
period of the crisis of 1837 occurred on the new frontier belt of the next tier of States. 
Thus each one of the periods of lax financial integrity coincides with periods when a new 
set of frontier communities had arisen, and coincides in area with these successive 
frontiers for the most part. The recent Populist agitation is a case in point. Many a State 
that now declines any connection with the tenets of the Populists, itself adhered to such 
ideas in an earlier stage of the development of the State. A primitive society can hardly 
be expected to show the intelligent appreciation of the complexity of business interests in 
a developed society. The continual recurrence of these areas of paper-money agitation is 
another evidence that the frontier can be isolated and studied as a factor in American 
history of the highest importance. 49  
The East has always feared the result of an unregulated advance of the frontier, and has 
tried to check and guide it. The English authorities would have checked settlement at the 
headwaters of the Atlantic tributaries and allowed the "savages to enjoy their deserts in 
quiet lest the peltry trade should decrease." This called out Burke's splendid protest:  
If you stopped your grants, what would be the consequence? The people would occupy 
without grants. They have already so occupied in many places. You can not station 
garrisons in every part of these deserts. If you drive the people from one place, they will 
carry on their annual tillage and remove with their flocks and herds to another Many of 
the people in the back settlements are already little attached to particular situations. 
Already they have topped the Appalachian Mountains. From thence they behold before 
them an immense plain, one vast, rich, level meadow; a square of five hundred miles. 
Over this they would wander without a possibility of restraint; they would change ,their 
manners with their habits of life; would soon forget a government by which they were 
disowned; would become hordes of English Tartars; and, pouring down upon your 
unfortified frontiers a fierce and irresistible cavalry, become masters of your governors 
and your counselers, your collectors and comptrollers, and of all the slaves that adhered 
to them. Such would, and in no long time must, be the effect of attempting to forbid as a 



crime and to suppress as an evil the command and blessing of Providence, "Increase and 
multiply." Such would be the happy result of an endeavor to keep as a lair of wild beasts 
that earth which God, by an express charter, has given to the children of men.  
But the English Government was not alone in its desire to limit the advance of the 
frontier and guide its destinies. Tidewater Virginia50 and South Carolina51 
gerrymandering those colonies to insure the dominance of the coast in their legislatures. 
Washington desired to settle a State at a time in the Northwest; Jefferson would reserve 
form settlement the territory of his Louisiana Purchase north of the thirty-second parallel, 
in order to offer it to the Indians in exchange for their settlements east of the Mississippi. 
"When we shall be full on this side," he writes, "we may lay off a range of States on the 
western bank from the head to the mouth, and so range after range, advancing compactly 
as we multiply." Madison went so far as to argue to the French minister that the United 
States had no interest in seeing population extend itself on the right bank of the 
Mississippi, but should rather fear it. When the Oregon question was under debate, in 
1824, Smyth, of Virginia, would draw an unchangeable line for the limits of the United 
States at the outer limit of two tiers of States beyond the Mississippi, complaining that the 
seaboard States were being drained of the flower of their population by the bringing of 
too much land into market. Even Thomas Benton, the man of widest views of the destiny 
of the West, at this stage of his career declared that along the ridge of the Rocky 
mountains "the western limits of the Republic should be drawn, and the statue of the 
fabled god Terminus should be raised upon its highest peak, never to be thrown down." 52 
But the attempts to limit the boundaries, to restrict land sales and settlement, and to 
deprive the West of its share of political power were all in vain. Steadily the frontier of 
settlement advanced and carried with it individualism, democracy, and nationalism, and 
powerfully affected the East and the Old World.  
The most effective efforts of the East to regulate the frontier came through its educational 
and religious activity, exerted by interstate migration and by organized societies. 
Speaking in 1835, Dr. Lyman Beecher declared: "It is equally plain that the religious and 
political destiny of our nation is to be decided in the West," and he pointed out that the 
population of the West "is assembled from all the States of the Union and from all the 
nations of Europe, and is rushing in like the waters of the flood, demanding for its moral 
preservation the immediate and universal action of those institutions which discipline the 
mind and arm the conscience and the heart. And so various are the opinions and habits, 
and so recent and imperfect is the acquaintance, and so sparse are the settlements of the 
West, that no homogeneous public sentiment can be formed to legislate immediately into 
being the requisite institutions. And yet they are all needed immediately in their utmost 
perfection and power. A nation is being 'born in a day.' . . . But what will become of the 
West if her prosperity rushes up to such a majesty of power, while those great institutions 
linger which are necessary to form the mind and the conscience and the heart of that vast 
world. It must not be permitted. . . . Let no man at the East quiet himself and dream of 
liberty, whatever may become of the West.... Her destiny is our destiny." 53  
With the appeal to the conscience of New England, he adds appeals to her fears lest other 
religious sects anticipate her own. The New England preacher and school-teacher left 
their mark on the West. The dread of Western emancipation from New England's 
political and economic control was paralleled by her fears lest the West cut loose from 
her religion. Commenting in 1850 on reports that settlement was rapidly extending 



northward in Wisconsin, the editor of the Home Missionary writes: "We scarcely know 
whether to rejoice or mourn over this extension of our settlements. While we sympathize 
in whatever tends to increase the physical resources and prosperity of our country, we can 
not forget that with all these dispersions into remote and still remoter corners of the land 
the supply of the means of grace is becoming relatively less and less." Acting in 
accordance with such ideas, home missions were established and Western colleges were 
erected. As seaboard cities like Philadelphia, New York, and Baltimore strove for the 
mastery of Western trade, so the various denominations strove for the possession of the 
West. Thus an intellectual stream from New England sources fertilized the West. Other 
sections sent their missionaries; but the real struggle was between sects. The contest for 
power and the expansive tendency furnished to the various sects by the existence of a 
moving frontier must have had important results on the character of religious 
organization in the United States. The multiplication of rival churches in the little frontier 
towns had deep and lasting social effects. The religious aspects of the frontier make a 
chapter in our history which needs study.  
From the conditions of frontier life came intellectual traits of profound importance. The 
works of travelers along each frontier from colonial days onward describe certain 
common traits, and these traits have, while softening down, still persisted as survivals in 
the place of their origin, even when a higher social organization succeeded. The result is 
that to the frontier the American intellect owes its striking characteristics. That 
coarseness and strength combined with acuteness and inquisitiveness; that practical, 
inventive turn of mind, quick to find expedients; that masterful grasp of material things, 
lacking in the artistic but powerful to effect great ends; that restless, nervous energy; 54 
that dominant individualism, working for good and for evil, and withal that buoyancy and 
exuberance which comes with freedom-these are traits of the frontier, or traits called out 
elsewhere because of the existence of the frontier. Since the days when the fleet of 
Columbus sailed into the waters of the New World, America has been another name for 
opportunity, and the people of the United States have taken their tone from the incessant 
expansion which has not only been open but has even been forced upon them. He would 
be a rash prophet who should assert that the expansive character of American life has 
now entirely ceased. Movement has been its dominant fact, and, unless this training has 
no effect upon a people, the American energy will continually demand a wider field for 
its exercise. But never again will such gifts of free land offer themselves. For a moment, 
at the frontier, the bonds of custom are broken and unrestraint is triumphant. There is not 
tabula rasa. The stubborn American environment is there with its imperious summons to 
accept its conditions; the inherited ways of doing things are also there; and yet, in spite of 
environment, and in spite of custom, each frontier did indeed furnish a new field of 
opportunity, a gate of escape from the bondage of the past; and freshness, and 
confidence, and scorn of older society, impatience of its restraints and its ideas, and 
indifference to its lessons, have accompanied the frontier. What the Mediterranean Sea 
was to the Greeks, breaking the bond of custom, offering new experiences, calling out 
new institutions and activities, that, and more, the ever retreating frontier has been to the 
United States directly, and to the nations of Europe more remotely. And now, four 
centuries from the discovery of America, at the end of a hundred years of life under the 
Constitution, the frontier has gone, and with its going has closed the first period of 
American history.  



 
Footnotes: Chapter I  
1 A paper read at the meeting of the American Historical Association in Chicago, July 12, 
1893. It first appeared in the Proceedings of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 
December 14, 1893, with the following note: "The foundation of this paper is my article 
entitled 'Problems in American History,' which appeared in The Ægis, a publication of the 
students of the University of Wisconsin, November 4, 1892... It is gratifying to find that 
Professor Woodrow Wilson-- whose volume on 'Division and Reunion' in the Epochs of 
American History Series, has an appreciative estimate of the importance of the West as a 
factor in American history--accepts some of the views set forth in the papers above 
mentioned, and enhances their value by his lucid and suggestive treatment of them in his 
article in The Forum December, 1893, reviewing Goldwin Smith's 'History of the United 
States.'" The present text is that of the Report of the American Historical Association for 
1893, 199-227. It was printed with additions in the Fifth Year Book of the National 
Herbart Society, and in various other publications.  
2 "Abridgment of Debates of Congress," v, p. 706.  
3 Bancroft (1860 ed.), iii, pp. 344, 345, citing Logan MSS.; [Mitchell] "Contest in 
America," etc. (1752), p. 237.  
4 Kercheval, "History of the Valley ''; Bernheim, "German Settlements in the Carolinas"; 
Winsor, "Narrative and Critical History of America," v, p. 304; Colonial Records of 
North Carolina, iv, p. xx; Weston, "Documents Connected with the History of South 
Carolina," p. 82; Ellis and Evans, "History of Lancaster County, Pa.," chs. iii, xxvi.  
5 Parkman, "Pontiac," ii; Griffis, "Sir William Johnson," p. 6; Simms's "Frontiersmen of 
New York."  
6 Monette, "Mississippi Valley," i, p. 311.  
7 Wis. Hist. Cols., xi, p. 50; Hinsdale, " Old Northwest," p. 121; Burke, "Oration on 
Conciliation," Works (1872 ed.), i, p. 473.  
8 Roosevelt, "Winning of the West," and citations there given, Cutler's "Life of Cutler."  
9 Scribner's Statistical Atlas, xxxviii, pl. 13; McMaster, "Hist. of People of U. S.," i, pp. 
4, 60, 61; Imlay and Filson, "Western Territory of America" (London, 1793); 
Rochefoucault-Liancourt, "Travels Through the United States of North America '' 
(London, 1799); Michaux's "Journal," in Proceedings American Philosophical Society, 
xxvi, No. 129; Forman, "Narrative of a Journey Down the Ohio and Mississippi in 1780-
'90" (Cincinnati, 1888); Bartram, "Travels Through North Carolina," etc. (London, 1792); 
Pope, "Tour Through the Southern and Western Territories," etc. (Richmond, 1792); 
Weld; "Travels Through the States of North America " (London, 1799); Baily, "Journal 
of aTour in the Unsettled States of North America, 1796-'97" (London, 1856); 
Pennsylvania Magazine of History, July, 1886; Winsor, "Narrative and Critical History of 
America," vii, pp. 491, 492, citations.  
10 Scribner's Statistical Atlas, xxxix.  
11 Turner, "Character and Influence of the Indian Trade in Wisconsin" (Johns Hopkins 
University Studies, Series ix), pp. 61ff.  
12 Monette, "History of the Mississippi Valley," ii; Flint, "Travels and Residence in 
Mississippi," Flint, "Geography and History of the Western States," "Abridgment of 
Debates of Congress," vii, pp. 397 398, 404; Holmes, "Account of the U. S."; Kingdom, 
"America and the British Colonies" (London, 1820); Grund, "Americans," ii, chs. i, iii, vi 



(although writing in 1836, he treats of conditions that grew out of western advance from 
the era of 1820 to that time) Peck, "Guide for Emigrants" (Boston, 1831); Darby, 
"Emigrants' Guide to Western and Southwestern States and Territories"; Dana, 
"Geographical Sketches in the Western Country"; Kinzie, "Waubun"; Keating, "Narrative 
of Long's Expedition"; Schoolcraft, "Discovery of the Sources of the Mississippi River," 
"Travels in the Central Portions of the Mississippi Valley." and "Lead Mines of the 
Missouri"; Andreas, "History of Illinois,'' i, 86-99; Hurlbut, "Chicago Antiquities"; 
McKenney, "Tour to the Lakes"; Thomas "Travels Through the Western Country," etc. 
(Auburn, N. Y., 1819),  
13 Darby, "Emigrants' Guide," pp. 272 ff; Benton, "Abridgment of Debates," vii, p. 397.  
14 De Bow's Review, iv, p. 254; xvii, p. 428.  
15 Grund. "Americans." ii, p. 8.  
16 Peck, "New Guide to the West" (Cincinnati, 1848), ch. iv; Parkman, "Oregon Trail"; 
Hall, "The West" (Cincinnati, 1848); Pierce, "Incidents of Western Travel"; Murray, 
"Travels in Norrh America"; Lloyd, "Steamboat Directory" (Cincinnati, 1856); "Forty 
Days in a Western Hotel", (Chicago), in Putnam's Magazine, December, 1894; Mackay, 
"The Western World," ii, ch. ii, iii; Meeker, "Life in the West"; Bogen, "German in 
America" (Boston, 1851); Olmstead, "Texas Journey", Greeley, "Recollections of a Busy 
Life"; Schouler, "History of the United States" v, 261-267; Peyton, "Over the Alleghanies 
and Across the Prairies" (London, 1870); Loughborough, "The Pacific Telegraph and 
Railway" (St. Louis, 1849); Whitney, "Project for a Railroad to the Pacific" (New York, 
1849); Peyton, "Suggestions on Railroad Communication with the Pacific, and the Trade 
of China and the Indian Islands"; Benton, "Highway to the Pacific," (a speech delivered 
in the U. S. Senate, December 36, 1850).  
17 A writer in The Home Missionary (1850), p. 239, reporting Wisconsin conditions, 
exclaims: "Think of this, people of the enlightened East. What an example, to come from 
the very frontier of civilization!" But one of the missionaries writes: "In a few years 
Wisconsin will no longer be considered as the West, or as an outpost of civilization, any 
more than Western New York, or the Western Reserve."  
18 Bancroft (H. H.), "History of California, History of Oregon, and Popular Tribunals"; 
Shinn, "Mining Camps."  
19 See the suggestive paper by Prof. Jesse Macy, "The Institutional Beginnings of a 
Western State."  
20 Shinn, "Mining Camps."  
21 Compare Thorpe, in Annals American Academy of Political and Social Science, 
September, 1891; Bryce, "American Commonwealth," (1888), ii, p. 689.  
22 Loria, Analisi della Proprieta Capitalista, ii, p. 15.  
23 Compare "Observations on the North American Land Company," London, 1796, pp. 
xv, 144; Logan, "History of Upper South Carolina,'' i, pp. 149-151; Turner, "Character 
and Influence of Indian Trade in Wisconsin," p. 18; Peck, "New Guide for Emigrants" 
(Boston, 1837), ch. iv; "Compendium Eleventh Census," i, p. xl.  
24 See post, for illustrations of the political accompaniments of changed industrial 
conditions.  
25 But Lewis and Clark were the first to explore the route from the Missouri to the 
Columbia.  
 



26 "Narrative and Critical History of America," viii, p. 10; Sparks' "Washington Works," 
ix, pp. 303, 327; Logan, " History of Upper South Carolina," i; McDonald, "Life of 
Kenton," p. 72; Cong. Record, xxiii, p. 57.  
27 On the effect of the fur trade in opening the routes of migration see the author's 
"Character and Influence of the Indian Trade in Wisconsin."  
28 Lodge, "English Colonies," p. 152 and citations; Logan, "Hist. of Upper South 
Carolina," i, p. 151.  
29 Flint, "Recollections," p. 9.  
30 See Monette, "Mississippi Valley," i, p. 344.  
31 Coues', "Lewis and Clark's Expedition," i, pp. 2, 253-259, Benton in Cong. Record, 
xxiii, p. 57.  
32 Hehn, Das Salz (Berlin, 1873).  
33 Col. Records of N. C., v, p. 3.  
34 Findley, "History of the Insurrection in the Four Western Counties of Pennsylvania in 
the Year 1794" (Philadelphia, 1796), p. 35.  
35 Hale, "Daniel Boone" (pamphlet).  
36 Compare Baily, "Tour in the Unsettled Parts of North America" (London, 1856), pp. 
217-219, where a similar analysis is made for 1796 See also Collot, "Journey in North 
America" (Paris, 1826), p. 109 "Observations on the North American Land Company " 
(London, 1796), pp. xv, 144; Logan, "History of Upper South Carolina."  
37 "Spotswood Papers," in Collections of Virginia Historical Society, i, ii.  
38 [Burke], "European Settlements" (1765 ed.), ii p. 200.  
39 Everest, in "Wisconsin Historical Collections," xii, pp. 7 ff.  
40 Weston, "Documents connected with History of South Carolina, p. 61.  
41 See for example, the speech of Clay, in the House of Representatives, January 30, 
1824.  
42 See the admirable monograph by Prof. H. B. Adams, "Maryland's influence on the 
Land Cessions"; and also President Welling, in Papers American Historical Association, 
iii, p. 411.  
43 Adams' Memoirs, ix, pp. 247, 248.  
44 Author's article in The Ægis (Madison, Wis.), November 4, 1892.  
45 Compare Roosevelt, " Thomas Benton," ch. i.  
46 Political Science Quarterly, ii, p. 457. Compare Sumner, "Alexander Hamilton," chs. 
ii-vii.  
47 Compare Wilson, "Division and Reunion," pp. 15, 24.  
48 On the relation of frontier conditions to Revolutionary taxation, see Sumner, Alexander 
Hamilton, ch. iii.  
49 I have refrained from dwelling on the lawless characteristics of the frontier, because 
they are sufficiently well known. The gambler and desperado, the regulators of the 
Carolinas and the vigilantes of California are types of that line of scum that the waves of 
advancing civilization bore before them, and of the growth of spontaneous organs of 
authority where legal authority was absent. Compare Barrows, "United States of 
Yesterday and To-morrow"; Shinn, "Mining Camps"; and Bancroft, "Popular Tribunals." 
The humor, bravery, and rude strength, as well as the vices of the frontier in its worst 
aspect, have left traces on American character, language, and literature, not soon to be 
effaced.  



50 Debates in the Constitutional Convention, 1829-1830.  
51 [McCrady] Eminent and Representative Men of the Carolinas, i, p. 43; Calhoun's 
Works, i, pp. 401-406.  
52 Speech in the Senate, March 1, 1825; Register of Debates. i, 721.  
53 Plea for the West (Cincinnati, 1835), pp. 11 ff.  
54 Colonial travelers agree in remarking on the phlegmatic characteristics of the colonists. 
It has frequently been asked how such a people could have developed that strained 
nervous energy now characteristic of them. Compare Sumner, "Alexander Hamilton," p. 
98, and Adams "History of the United States," i, p 60; ix, pp 240, 241. The transition 
appears to become marked at the close of the War of 1812, a period when interest 
centered upon the development of the West, and the West was noted for restless energy. 
Grund, "Americans," ii, ch. i.  
 
Source: http://xroads.virginia.edu/~HYPER/TURNER/chapter1.html. Accessed 8/10/05. 
 
 
 

Immanuel Kant, “What is Enlightenment?,” 1784. 

Enlightenment is man's release from his self-incurred tutelage. Tutelage s man's inability 
to make use of his understanding without direction from another. Self-incurred is this 
tutelage when its cause lies not in lack of reason but in lack of resolution and courage to 
use it without direction from another. Sapere aude! "Have courage to use your own 
reason!"- that is the motto of enlightenment.  

Laziness and cowardice are the reasons why so great a portion of mankind, after nature 
has long since discharged them from external direction (naturaliter maiorennes), 
nevertheless remains under lifelong tutelage, and why it is so easy for others to set 
themselves up as their guardians. It is so easy not to be of age. If I have a book which 
understands for me, a pastor who has a conscience for me, a physician who decides my 
diet, and so forth, I need not trouble myself. I need not think, if I can only pay - others 
will easily undertake the irksome work for me.  

That the step to competence is held to be very dangerous by the far greater portion of 
mankind (and by the entire fair sex) - quite apart from its being arduous is seen to by 
those guardians who have so kindly assumed superintendence over them. After the 
guardians have first made their domestic cattle dumb and have made sure that these 
placid creatures will not dare take a single step without the harness of the cart to which 
they are tethered, the guardians then show them the danger which threatens if they try to 
go alone. Actually, however, this danger is not so great, for by falling a few times they 
would finally learn to walk alone. But an example of this failure makes them timid and 
ordinarily frightens them away from all further trials.  

For any single individua1 to work himself out of the life under tutelage which has 
become almost his nature is very difficult. He has come to be fond of his state, and he is 
for the present really incapable of making use of his reason, for no one has ever let him 



try it out. Statutes and formulas, those mechanical tools of the rational employment or 
rather misemployment of his natural gifts, are the fetters of an everlasting tutelage. 
Whoever throws them off makes only an uncertain leap over the narrowest ditch because 
he is not accustomed to that kind of free motion. Therefore, there are few who have 
succeeded by their own exercise of mind both in freeing themselves from incompetence 
and in achieving a steady pace.  

But that the public should enlighten itself is more possible; indeed, if only freedom is 
granted enlightenment is almost sure to follow. For there will always be some 
independent thinkers, even among the established guardians of the great masses, who, 
after throwing off the yoke of tutelage from their own shoulders, will disseminate the 
spirit of the rational appreciation of both their own worth and every man's vocation for 
thinking for himself. But be it noted that the public, which has first been brought under 
this yoke by their guardians, forces the guardians themselves to renain bound when it is 
incited to do so by some of the guardians who are themselves capable of some 
enlightenment - so harmful is it to implant prejudices, for they later take vengeance on 
their cultivators or on their descendants. Thus the public can only slowly attain 
enlightenment. Perhaps a fall of personal despotism or of avaricious or tyrannical 
oppression may be accomplished by revolution, but never a true reform in ways of 
thinking. Farther, new prejudices will serve as well as old ones to harness the great 
unthinking masses.  

For this enlightenment, however, nothing is required but freedom, and indeed the most 
harmless among all the things to which this term can properly be applied. It is the 
freedom to make public use of one's reason at every point. But I hear on all sides, "Do not 
argue!" The Officer says: "Do not argue but drill!" The tax collector: "Do not argue but 
pay!" The cleric: "Do not argue but believe!" Only one prince in the world says, "Argue 
as much as you will, and about what you will, but obey!" Everywhere there is restriction 
on freedom.  

Which restriction is an obstacle to enlightenment, and which is not an obstacle but a 
promoter of it? I answer: The public use of one's reason must always be free, and it alone 
can bring about enlightenment among men. The private use of reason, on the other hand, 
may often be very narrowly restricted without particularly hindering the progress of 
enlightenment. By the public use of one's reason I understand the use which a person 
makes of it as a scholar before the reading public. Private use I call that which one may 
make of it in a particular civil post or office which is entrusted to him. Many affairs 
which are conducted in the interest of the community require a certain mechanism 
through which some members of the community must passively conduct themselves with 
an artificial unanimity, so that the government may direct them to public ends, or at least 
prevent them from destroying those ends. Here argument is certainly not allowed - one 
must obey. But so far as a part of the mechanism regards himself at the same time as a 
member of the whole community or of a society of world citizens, and thus in the role of 
a scholar who addresses the public (in the proper sense of the word) through his writings, 
he certainly can argue without hurting the affairs for which he is in part responsible as a 
passive member. Thus it would be ruinous for an officer in service to debate about the 



suitability or utility of a command given to him by his superior; he must obey. But the 
right to make remarks on errors in the military service and to lay them before the public 
for judgment cannot equitably be refused him as a scholar. The citizen cannot refuse to 
pay the taxes imposed on him; indeed, an impudent complaint at those levied on him can 
be punished as a scandal (as it could occasion general refractoriness). But the same 
person nevertheless does not act contrary to his duty as a citizen, when, as a scholar, he 
publicly expresses his thoughts on the inappropriateness or even the injustices of these 
levies, Similarly a clergyman is obligated to make his sermon to his pupils in catechism 
and his congregation conform to the symbol of the church which he serves, for he has 
been accepted on this condition. But as a scholar he has complete freedom, even the 
calling, to communicate to the public all his carefully tested and well meaning thoughts 
on that which is erroneous in the symbol and to make suggestions for the better 
organization of the religious body and church. In doing this there is nothing that could be 
laid as a burden on his conscience. For what he teaches as a consequence of his office as 
a representative of the church, this he considers something about which he has not 
freedom to teach according to his own lights; it is something which he is appointed to 
propound at the dictation of and in the name of another. He will say, "Our church teaches 
this or that; those are the proofs which it adduces." He thus extracts all practical uses for 
his congregation from statutes to which he himself would not subscribe with full 
conviction but to the enunciation of which he can very well pledge himself because it is 
not impossible that truth lies hidden in them, and, in any case, there is at least nothing in 
them contradictory to inner religion. For if he believed he had found such in them, he 
could not conscientiously discharge the duties of his office; he would have to give it up. 
The use, therefore, which an appointed teacher makes of his reason before his 
congregation is merely private, because this congregation is only a domestic one (even if 
it be a large gathering); with respect to it, as a priest, he is not free, nor can he be free, 
because he carries out the orders of another. But as a scholar, whose writings speak to his 
public, the world, the clergyman in the public use of his reason enjoys an unlimited 
freedom to use his own reason to speak in his own person. That the guardian of the 
people (in spiritual things) should themselves be incompetent is an absurdity which 
amounts to the eternalization of absurdities.  

But would not a society of clergymen, perhaps a church conference or a venerable classis 
(as they call themselves among the Dutch) , be justified in obligating itself by oath to a 
certain unchangeable symbol inorder to enjoy an unceasing guardianship over each of its 
numbers and thereby over the people as a whole , and even to make it eternal? I answer 
that this is altogether impossible. Such contract, made to shut off all further 
enlightenment from the human race, is absolutely null and void even if confirmed by the 
supreme power , by parliaments, and by the most ceremonious of peace treaties. An age 
cannot bind itself and ordain to put the succeeding one into such a condition that it cannot 
extend its (at best very occasional) knowledge , purify itself of errors, and progress in 
general enlightenment. That would be a crime against human nature, the proper 
destination of which lies precisely in this progress and the descendants would be fully 
justified in rejecting those decrees as having been made in an unwarranted and malicious 
manner.  



The touchstone of everything that can be concluded as a law for a people lies in the 
question whether the people could have imposed such a law on itself. Now such religious 
compact might be possible for a short and definitely limited time, as it were, in 
expectation of a better. One might let every citizen, and especially the clergyman, in the 
role of scholar, make his comments freely and publicly, i.e. through writing, on the 
erroneous aspects of the present institution. The newly introduced order might last until 
insight into the nature of these things had become so general and widely approved that 
through uniting their voices (even if not unanimously) they could bring a proposal to the 
throne to take those congregations under protection which had united into a changed 
religious organization according to their better ideas, without, however hindering others 
who wish to remain in the order. But to unite in a permanent religious institution which is 
not to be subject to doubt before the public even in the lifetime of one man, and thereby 
to make a period of time fruitless in the progress of mankind toward improvement, thus 
working to the disadvantage of posterity - that is absolutely forbidden. For himself (and 
only for a short time) a man may postpone enlightenment in what he ought to know, but 
to renounce it for posterity is to injure and trample on the rights of mankind. And what a 
people may not decree for itself can even less be decreed for them by a monarch, for his 
lawgiving authority rests on his uniting the general public will in his own. If he only sees 
to it that all true or alleged improvement stands together with civil order, he can leave it 
to his subjects to do what they find necessary for their spiritual welfare. This is not his 
concern, though it is incumbent on him to prevent one of them from violently hindering 
another in determining and promoting this welfare to the best of his ability. To meddle in 
these matters lowers his own majesty, since by the writings in which his own subjects 
seek to present their views he may evaluate his own governance. He can do this when, 
with deepest understanding, he lays upon himself the reproach, Caesar non est supra 
grammaticos. Far more does he injure his own majesty when he degrades his supreme 
power by supporting the ecclesiastical despotism of some tyrants in his state over his 
other subjects.  

If we are asked , "Do we now live in an enlightened age?" the answer is, "No ," but we do 
live in an age of enlightenment. As things now stand, much is lacking which prevents 
men from being, or easily becoming, capable of correctly using their own reason in 
religious matters with assurance and free from outside direction. But on the other hand, 
we have clear indications that the field has now been opened wherein men may freely 
dea1 with these things and that the obstacles to general enlightenment or the release from 
self-imposed tutelage are gradually being reduced. In this respect, this is the age of 
enlightenment, or the century of Frederick.  

A prince who does not find it unworthy of himself to say that he holds it to be his duty to 
prescribe nothing to men in religious matters but to give them complete freedom while 
renouncing the haughty name of tolerance, is himself enlightened and deserves to be 
esteemed by the grateful world and posterity as the first, at least from the side of 
government , who divested the human race of its tutelage and left each man free to make 
use of his reason in matters of conscience. Under him venerable ecclesiastics are allowed, 
in the role of scholar, and without infringing on their official duties, freely to submit for 
public testing their judgments and views which here and there diverge from the 



established symbol. And an even greater freedom is enjoyed by those who are restricted 
by no official duties. This spirit of freedom spreads beyond this land, even to those in 
which it must struggle with external obstacles erected by a government which 
misunderstands its own interest. For an example gives evidence to such a government 
that in freedom there is not the least cause for concern about public peace and the 
stability of the community. Men work themselves gradually out of barbarity if only 
intentional artifices are not made to hold them in it.  

I have placed the main point of enlightenment - the escape of men from their self-
incurred tutelage - chiefly in matters of religion because our rulers have no interest in 
playing guardian with respect to the arts and sciences and also because religious 
incompetence is not only the most harmful but also the most degrading of all. But the 
manner of thinking of the head of a state who favors religious enlightenment goes further, 
and he sees that there is no danger to his lawgiving in allowing his subjects to make 
public use of their reason and to publish their thoughts on a better formulation of his 
legislation and even their open-minded criticisms of the laws already made. Of this we 
have a shining example wherein no monarch is superior to him we honor.  

But only one who is himself enlightened, is not afraid of shadows, and has a numerous 
and well-disciplined army to assure public peace, can say: "Argue as much as you will , 
and about what you will , only obey!" A republic could not dare say such a thing. Here is 
shown a strange and unexpected trend in human affairs in which almost everything, 
looked at in the large , is paradoxical. A greater degree of civil freedom appears 
advantageous to the freedom of mind of the people, and yet it places inescapable 
limitations upon it. A lower degree of civil freedom, on the contrary, provides the mind 
with room for each man to extend himself to his full capacity. As nature has uncovered 
from under this hard shell the seed for which she most tenderly cares - the propensity and 
vocation to free thinking - this gradually works back upon the character of the people, 
who thereby gradually become capable of managing freedom; finally, it affects the 
principles of government, which finds it to its advantage to treat men, who are now more 
than machines, in accordance with their dignity.  

Source: http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/kant-whatis.html. Accessed 8/14/04. 
 
 
Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer, “The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as 
Mass Deception,” Dialectic of Enlightenment (Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
Press, 2002): 120-167. 
 
THE sociological theory that the loss of the support of objectively established religion, 
the dissolution of the last remnants of pre-capitalism, together with technological and 
social differentiation or specialisation, have led to cultural chaos is disproved every day; 
for culture now impresses the same stamp on everything.  
Films, radio and magazines make up a system which is uniform as a whole and in every 
part. Even the aesthetic activities of political opposites are one in their enthusiastic 
obedience to the rhythm of the iron system. The decorative industrial management 



buildings and exhibition centers in authoritarian countries are much the same as 
anywhere else. The huge gleaming towers that shoot up everywhere are outward signs of 
the ingenious planning of international concerns, toward which the unleashed 
entrepreneurial system (whose monuments are a mass of gloomy houses and business 
premises in grimy, spiritless cities) was already hastening. Even now the older houses 
just outside the concrete city centres look like slums, and the new bungalows on the 
outskirts are at one with the flimsy structures of world fairs in their praise of technical 
progress and their built-in demand to be discarded after a short while like empty food 
cans.  
Yet the city housing projects designed to perpetuate the individual as a supposedly 
independent unit in a small hygienic dwelling make him all the more subservient to his 
adversary – the absolute power of capitalism. Because the inhabitants, as producers and 
as consumers, are drawn into the center in search of work and pleasure, all the living 
units crystallise into well-organised complexes. The striking unity of microcosm and 
macrocosm presents men with a model of their culture: the false identity of the general 
and the particular. Under monopoly all mass culture is identical, and the lines of its 
artificial framework begin to show through. The people at the top are no longer so 
interested in concealing monopoly: as its violence becomes more open, so its power 
grows. Movies and radio need no longer pretend to be art. The truth that they are just 
business is made into an ideology in order to justify the rubbish they deliberately 
produce. They call themselves industries; and when their directors’ incomes are 
published, any doubt about the social utility of the finished products is removed. 
Interested parties explain the culture industry in technological terms. It is alleged that 
because millions participate in it, certain reproduction processes are necessary that 
inevitably require identical needs in innumerable places to be satisfied with identical 
goods. The technical contrast between the few production centers and the large number of 
widely dispersed consumption points is said to demand organisation and planning by 
management. Furthermore, it is claimed that standards were based in the first place on 
consumers’ needs, and for that reason were accepted with so little resistance. The result is 
the circle of manipulation and retroactive need in which the unity of the system grows 
ever stronger. No mention is made of the fact that the basis on which technology acquires 
power over society is the power of those whose economic hold over society is greatest. A 
technological rationale is the rationale of domination itself. It is the coercive nature of 
society alienated from itself. Automobiles, bombs, and movies keep the whole thing 
together until their leveling element shows its strength in the very wrong which it 
furthered. It has made the technology of the culture industry no more than the 
achievement of standardisation and mass production, sacrificing whatever involved a 
distinction between the logic of the work and that of the social system.  
This is the result not of a law of movement in technology as such but of its function in 
today’s economy. The need which might resist central control has already been 
suppressed by the control of the individual consciousness. The step from the telephone to 
the radio has clearly distinguished the roles. The former still allowed the subscriber to 
play the role of subject, and was liberal. The latter is democratic: it turns all participants 
into listeners and authoritatively subjects them to broadcast programs which are all 
exactly the same. No machinery of rejoinder has been devised, and private broadcasters 



are denied any freedom. They are confined to the apocryphal field of the “amateur,” and 
also have to accept organisation from above.  
But any trace of spontaneity from the public in official broadcasting is controlled and 
absorbed by talent scouts, studio competitions and official programs of every kind 
selected by professionals. Talented performers belong to the industry long before it 
displays them; otherwise they would not be so eager to fit in. The attitude of the public, 
which ostensibly and actually favours the system of the culture industry, is a part of the 
system and not an excuse for it. If one branch of art follows the same formula as one with 
a very different medium and content; if the dramatic intrigue of broadcast soap operas 
becomes no more than useful material for showing how to master technical problems at 
both ends of the scale of musical experience – real jazz or a cheap imitation; or if a 
movement from a Beethoven symphony is crudely “adapted” for a film sound-track in the 
same way as a Tolstoy novel is garbled in a film script: then the claim that this is done to 
satisfy the spontaneous wishes of the public is no more than hot air. 
We are closer to the facts if we explain these phenomena as inherent in the technical and 
personnel apparatus which, down to its last cog, itself forms part of the economic 
mechanism of selection. In addition there is the agreement – or at least the determination 
– of all executive authorities not to produce or sanction anything that in any way differs 
from their own rules, their own ideas about consumers, or above all themselves. 
In our age the objective social tendency is incarnate in the hidden subjective purposes of 
company directors, the foremost among whom are in the most powerful sectors of 
industry – steel, petroleum, electricity, and chemicals. Culture monopolies are weak and 
dependent in comparison. They cannot afford to neglect their appeasement of the real 
holders of power if their sphere of activity in mass society (a sphere producing a specific 
type of commodity which anyhow is still too closely bound up with easy-going liberalism 
and Jewish intellectuals) is not to undergo a series of purges. The dependence of the most 
powerful broadcasting company on the electrical industry, or of the motion picture 
industry on the banks, is characteristic of the whole sphere, whose individual branches 
are themselves economically interwoven. All are in such close contact that the extreme 
concentration of mental forces allows demarcation lines between different firms and 
technical branches to be ignored.  
The ruthless unity in the culture industry is evidence of what will happen in politics. 
Marked differentiations such as those of A and B films, or of stories in magazines in 
different price ranges, depend not so much on subject matter as on classifying, 
organising, and labelling consumers. Something is provided for all so that none may 
escape; the distinctions are emphasised and extended. The public is catered for with a 
hierarchical range of mass-produced products of varying quality, thus advancing the rule 
of complete quantification. Everybody must behave (as if spontaneously) in accordance 
with his previously determined and indexed level, and choose the category of mass 
product turned out for his type. Consumers appear as statistics on research organisation 
charts, and are divided by income groups into red, green, and blue areas; the technique is 
that used for any type of propaganda. 
How formalised the procedure is can be seen when the mechanically differentiated 
products prove to be all alike in the end. That the difference between the Chrysler range 
and General Motors products is basically illusory strikes every child with a keen interest 
in varieties. What connoisseurs discuss as good or bad points serve only to perpetuate the 



semblance of competition and range of choice. The same applies to the Warner Brothers 
and Metro Goldwyn Mayer productions. But even the differences between the more 
expensive and cheaper models put out by the same firm steadily diminish: for 
automobiles, there are such differences as the number of cylinders, cubic capacity, details 
of patented gadgets; and for films there are the number of stars, the extravagant use of 
technology, labor, and equipment, and the introduction of the latest psychological 
formulas. The universal criterion of merit is the amount of “conspicuous production,” of 
blatant cash investment. The varying budgets in the culture industry do not bear the 
slightest relation to factual values, to the meaning of the products themselves.  
Even the technical media are relentlessly forced into uniformity. Television aims at a 
synthesis of radio and film, and is held up only because the interested parties have not yet 
reached agreement, but its consequences will be quite enormous and promise to intensify 
the impoverishment of aesthetic matter so drastically, that by tomorrow the thinly veiled 
identity of all industrial culture products can come triumphantly out into the open, 
derisively fulfilling the Wagnerian dream of the Gesamtkunstwerk – the fusion of all the 
arts in one work.  
The alliance of word, image, and music is all the more perfect than in Tristan because the 
sensuous elements which all approvingly reflect the surface of social reality are in 
principle embodied in the same technical process, the unity of which becomes its 
distinctive content. This process integrates all the elements of the production, from the 
novel (shaped with an eye to the film) to the last sound effect. It is the triumph of 
invested capital, whose title as absolute master is etched deep into the hearts of the 
dispossessed in the employment line; it is the meaningful content of every film, whatever 
plot the production team may have selected. 
The man with leisure has to accept what the culture manufacturers offer him. Kant’s 
formalism still expected a contribution from the individual, who was thought to relate the 
varied experiences of the senses to fundamental concepts; but industry robs the individual 
of his function. Its prime service to the customer is to do his schematising for him.  
Kant said that there was a secret mechanism in the soul which prepared direct intuitions 
in such a way that they could be fitted into the system of pure reason. But today that 
secret has been deciphered. While the mechanism is to all appearances planned by those 
who serve up the data of experience, that is, by the culture industry, it is in fact forced 
upon the latter by the power of society, which remains irrational, however we may try to 
rationalise it; and this inescapable force is processed by commercial agencies so that they 
give an artificial impression of being in command.  
There is nothing left for the consumer to classify. Producers have done it for him. Art for 
the masses has destroyed the dream but still conforms to the tenets of that dreaming 
idealism which critical idealism baulked at. Everything derives from consciousness: for 
Malebranche and Berkeley, from the consciousness of God; in mass art, from the 
consciousness of the production team. Not only are the hit songs, stars, and soap operas 
cyclically recurrent and rigidly invariable types, but the specific content of the 
entertainment itself is derived from them and only appears to change. The details are 
interchangeable. The short interval sequence which was effective in a hit song, the hero’s 
momentary fall from grace (which he accepts as good sport), the rough treatment which 
the beloved gets from the male star, the latter’s rugged defiance of the spoilt heiress, are, 
like all the other details, ready-made clichés to be slotted in anywhere; they never do 



anything more than fulfil the purpose allotted them in the overall plan. Their whole raison 
d’être is to confirm it by being its constituent parts. As soon as the film begins, it is quite 
clear how it will end, and who will be rewarded, punished, or forgotten. In light music, 
once the trained ear has heard the first notes of the hit song, it can guess what is coming 
and feel flattered when it does come. The average length of the short story has to be 
rigidly adhered to. Even gags, effects, and jokes are calculated like the setting in which 
they are placed. They are the responsibility of special experts and their narrow range 
makes it easy for them to be apportioned in the office.  
The development of the culture industry has led to the predominance of the effect, the 
obvious touch, and the technical detail over the work itself – which once expressed an 
idea, but was liquidated together with the idea. When the detail won its freedom, it 
became rebellious and, in the period from Romanticism to Expressionism, asserted itself 
as free expression, as a vehicle of protest against the organisation. In music the single 
harmonic effect obliterated the awareness of form as a whole; in painting the individual 
colour was stressed at the expense of pictorial composition; and in the novel psychology 
became more important than structure. The totality of the culture industry has put an end 
to this.  
Though concerned exclusively with effects, it crushes their insubordination and makes 
them subserve the formula, which replaces the work. The same fate is inflicted on whole 
and parts alike. The whole inevitably bears no relation to the details – just like the career 
of a successful man into which everything is made to fit as an illustration or a proof, 
whereas it is nothing more than the sum of all those idiotic events. The so-called 
dominant idea is like a file which ensures order but not coherence. The whole and the 
parts are alike; there is no antithesis and no connection. Their prearranged harmony is a 
mockery of what had to be striven after in the great bourgeois works of art. In Germany 
the graveyard stillness of the dictatorship already hung over the gayest films of the 
democratic era. 
The whole world is made to pass through the filter of the culture industry. The old 
experience of the movie-goer, who sees the world outside as an extension of the film he 
has just left (because the latter is intent upon reproducing the world of everyday 
perceptions), is now the producer’s guideline. The more intensely and flawlessly his 
techniques duplicate empirical objects, the easier it is today for the illusion to prevail that 
the outside world is the straightforward continuation of that presented on the screen. This 
purpose has been furthered by mechanical reproduction since the lightning takeover by 
the sound film. 
Real life is becoming indistinguishable from the movies. The sound film, far surpassing 
the theatre of illusion, leaves no room for imagination or reflection on the part of the 
audience, who is unable to respond within the structure of the film, yet deviate from its 
precise detail without losing the thread of the story; hence the film forces its victims to 
equate it directly with reality. The stunting of the mass-media consumer’s powers of 
imagination and spontaneity does not have to be traced back to any psychological 
mechanisms; he must ascribe the loss of those attributes to the objective nature of the 
products themselves, especially to the most characteristic of them, the sound film. They 
are so designed that quickness, powers of observation, and experience are undeniably 
needed to apprehend them at all; yet sustained thought is out of the question if the 
spectator is not to miss the relentless rush of facts.  



Even though the effort required for his response is semi-automatic, no scope is left for the 
imagination. Those who are so absorbed by the world of the movie – by its images, 
gestures, and words – that they are unable to supply what really makes it a world, do not 
have to dwell on particular points of its mechanics during a screening. All the other films 
and products of the entertainment industry which they have seen have taught them what 
to expect; they react automatically.  
The might of industrial society is lodged in men’s minds. The entertainments 
manufacturers know that their products will be consumed with alertness even when the 
customer is distraught, for each of them is a model of the huge economic machinery 
which has always sustained the masses, whether at work or at leisure – which is akin to 
work. From every sound film and every broadcast program the social effect can be 
inferred which is exclusive to none but is shared by all alike. The culture industry as a 
whole has moulded men as a type unfailingly reproduced in every product. All the agents 
of this process, from the producer to the women’s clubs, take good care that the simple 
reproduction of this mental state is not nuanced or extended in any way. 
The art historians and guardians of culture who complain of the extinction in the West of 
a basic style-determining power are wrong. The stereotyped appropriation of everything, 
even the inchoate, for the purposes of mechanical reproduction surpasses the rigour and 
general currency of any “real style,” in the sense in which cultural cognoscenti celebrate 
the organic pre-capitalist past. No Palestrina could be more of a purist in eliminating 
every unprepared and unresolved discord than the jazz arranger in suppressing any 
development which does not conform to the jargon. When jazzing up Mozart he changes 
him not only when he is too serious or too difficult but when he harmonises the melody 
in a different way, perhaps more simply, than is customary now. No medieval builder can 
have scrutinised the subjects for church windows and sculptures more suspiciously than 
the studio hierarchy scrutinises a work by Balzac or Hugo before finally approving it. No 
medieval theologian could have determined the degree of the torment to be suffered by 
the damned in accordance with the order of divine love more meticulously than the 
producers of shoddy epics calculate the torture to be undergone by the hero or the exact 
point to which the leading lady’s hemline shall be raised. The explicit and implicit, 
exoteric and esoteric catalogue of the forbidden and tolerated is so extensive that it not 
only defines the area of freedom but is all-powerful inside it. Everything down to the last 
detail is shaped accordingly.  
Like its counterpart, avant-garde art, the entertainment industry determines its own 
language, down to its very syntax and vocabulary, by the use of anathema. The constant 
pressure to produce new effects (which must conform to the old pattern) serves merely as 
another rule to increase the power of the conventions when any single effect threatens to 
slip through the net. Every detail is so firmly stamped with sameness that nothing can 
appear which is not marked at birth, or does not meet with approval at first sight. And the 
star performers, whether they produce or reproduce, use this jargon as freely and fluently 
and with as much gusto as if it were the very language which it silenced long ago. Such is 
the ideal of what is natural in this field of activity, and its influence becomes all the more 
powerful, the more technique is perfected and diminishes the tension between the 
finished product and everyday life. The paradox of this routine, which is essentially 
travesty, can be detected and is often predominant in everything that the culture industry 
turns out. A jazz musician who is playing a piece of serious music, one of Beethoven’s 



simplest minuets, syncopates it involuntarily and will smile superciliously when asked to 
follow the normal divisions of the beat. This is the “nature” which, complicated by the 
ever-present and extravagant demands of the specific medium, constitutes the new style 
and is a “system of non-culture, to which one might even concede a certain ‘unity of 
style’ if it really made any sense to speak of stylised barbarity.” [Nietzsche] 
The universal imposition of this stylised mode can even go beyond what is quasi-
officially sanctioned or forbidden; today a hit song is more readily forgiven for not 
observing the 32 beats or the compass of the ninth than for containing even the most 
clandestine melodic or harmonic detail which does not conform to the idiom. Whenever 
Orson Welles offends against the tricks of the trade, he is forgiven because his departures 
from the norm are regarded as calculated mutations which serve all the more strongly to 
confirm the validity of the system. The constraint of the technically-conditioned idiom 
which stars and directors have to produce as “nature” so that the people can appropriate 
it, extends to such fine nuances that they almost attain the subtlety of the devices of an 
avant-garde work as against those of truth. The rare capacity minutely to fulfil the 
obligations of the natural idiom in all branches of the culture industry becomes the 
criterion of efficiency. What and how they say it must be measurable by everyday 
language, as in logical positivism.  
The producers are experts. The idiom demands an astounding productive power, which it 
absorbs and squanders. In a diabolical way it has overreached the culturally conservative 
distinction between genuine and artificial style. A style might be called artificial which is 
imposed from without on the refractory impulses of a form. But in the culture industry 
every element of the subject matter has its origin in the same apparatus as that jargon 
whose stamp it bears. The quarrels in which the artistic experts become involved with 
sponsor and censor about a lie going beyond the bounds of credibility are evidence not so 
much of an inner aesthetic tension as of a divergence of interests. The reputation of the 
specialist, in which a last remnant of objective independence sometimes finds refuge, 
conflicts with the business politics of the Church, or the concern which is manufacturing 
the cultural commodity. But the thing itself has been essentially objectified and made 
viable before the established authorities began to argue about it. Even before Zanuck 
acquired her, Saint Bernadette was regarded by her latter-day hagiographer as brilliant 
propaganda for all interested parties. That is what became of the emotions of the 
character. Hence the style of the culture industry, which no longer has to test itself 
against any refractory material, is also the negation of style. The reconciliation of the 
general and particular, of the rule and the specific demands of the subject matter, the 
achievement of which alone gives essential, meaningful content to style, is futile because 
there has ceased to be the slightest tension between opposite poles: these concordant 
extremes are dismally identical; the general can replace the particular, and vice versa. 
Nevertheless, this caricature of style does not amount to something beyond the genuine 
style of the past. In the culture industry the notion of genuine style is seen to be the 
aesthetic equivalent of domination. Style considered as mere aesthetic regularity is a 
romantic dream of the past. The unity of style not only of the Christian Middle Ages but 
of the Renaissance expresses in each case the different structure of social power, and not 
the obscure experience of the oppressed in which the general was enclosed. The great 
artists were never those who embodied a wholly flawless and perfect style, but those who 
used style as a way of hardening themselves against the chaotic expression of suffering, 



as a negative truth. The style of their works gave what was expressed that force without 
which life flows away unheard. Those very art forms which are known as classical, such 
as Mozart’s music, contain objective trends which represent something different to the 
style which they incarnate.  
As late as Schönberg and Picasso, the great artists have retained a mistrust of style, and at 
crucial points have subordinated it to the logic of the matter. What Dadaists and 
Expressionists called the untruth of style as such triumphs today in the sung jargon of a 
crooner, in the carefully contrived elegance of a film star, and even in the admirable 
expertise of a photograph of a peasant’s squalid hut. Style represents a promise in every 
work of art. That which is expressed is subsumed through style into the dominant forms 
of generality, into the language of music, painting, or words, in the hope that it will be 
reconciled thus with the idea of true generality. This promise held out by the work of art 
that it will create truth by lending new shape to the conventional social forms is as 
necessary as it is hypocritical. It unconditionally posits the real forms of life as it is by 
suggesting that fulfilment lies in their aesthetic derivatives. To this extent the claim of art 
is always ideology too.  
However, only in this confrontation with tradition of which style is the record can art 
express suffering. That factor in a work of art which enables it to transcend reality 
certainly cannot be detached from style; but it does not consist of the harmony actually 
realised, of any doubtful unity of form and content, within and without, of individual and 
society; it is to be found in those features in which discrepancy appears: in the necessary 
failure of the passionate striving for identity. Instead of exposing itself to this failure in 
which the style of the great work of art has always achieved self-negation, the inferior 
work has always relied on its similarity with others – on a surrogate identity. 
In the culture industry this imitation finally becomes absolute. Having ceased to be 
anything but style, it reveals the latter’s secret: obedience to the social hierarchy. Today 
aesthetic barbarity completes what has threatened the creations of the spirit since they 
were gathered together as culture and neutralised. To speak of culture was always 
contrary to culture. Culture as a common denominator already contains in embryo that 
schematisation and process of cataloguing and classification which bring culture within 
the sphere of administration. And it is precisely the industrialised, the consequent, 
subsumption which entirely accords with this notion of culture. By subordinating in the 
same way and to the same end all areas of intellectual creation, by occupying men’s 
senses from the time they leave the factory in the evening to the time they clock in again 
the next morning with matter that bears the impress of the labor process they themselves 
have to sustain throughout the day, this subsumption mockingly satisfies the concept of a 
unified culture which the philosophers of personality contrasted with mass culture. 
And so the culture industry, the most rigid of all styles, proves to be the goal of 
liberalism, which is reproached for its lack of style. Not only do its categories and 
contents derive from liberalism – domesticated naturalism as well as operetta and revue – 
but the modern culture monopolies form the economic area in which, together with the 
corresponding entrepreneurial types, for the time being some part of its sphere of 
operation survives, despite the process of disintegration elsewhere.  
It is still possible to make one’s way in entertainment, if one is not too obstinate about 
one’s own concerns, and proves appropriately pliable. Anyone who resists can only 
survive by fitting in. Once his particular brand of deviation from the norm has been noted 



by the industry, he belongs to it as does the land-reformer to capitalism. Realistic 
dissidence is the trademark of anyone who has a new idea in business. In the public voice 
of modern society accusations are seldom audible; if they are, the perceptive can already 
detect signs that the dissident will soon be reconciled. The more immeasurable the gap 
between chorus and leaders, the more certainly there is room at the top for everybody 
who demonstrates his superiority by well-planned originality. Hence, in the culture 
industry, too, the liberal tendency to give full scope to its able men survives.  
To do this for the efficient today is still the function of the market, which is otherwise 
proficiently controlled; as for the market’s freedom, in the high period of art as 
elsewhere, it was freedom for the stupid to starve. Significantly, the system of the culture 
industry comes from the more liberal industrial nations, and all its characteristic media, 
such as movies, radio, jazz, and magazines, flourish there. Its progress, to be sure, had its 
origin in the general laws of capital. Gaumont and Pathe, Ullstein and Hugenberg 
followed the international trend with some success; Europe’s economic dependence on 
the United States after war and inflation was a contributory factor. The belief that the 
barbarity of the culture industry is a result of “cultural lag,” of the fact that the American 
consciousness did not keep up with the growth of technology, is quite wrong. It was pre-
Fascist Europe which did not keep up with the trend toward the culture monopoly.  
But it was this very lag which left intellect and creativity some degree of independence 
and enabled its last representatives to exist – however dismally. In Germany the failure of 
democratic control to permeate life had led to a paradoxical situation. Many things were 
exempt from the market mechanism which had invaded the Western countries. The 
German educational system, universities, theatres with artistic standards, great orchestras, 
and museums enjoyed protection. The political powers, state and municipalities, which 
had inherited such institutions from absolutism, had left them with a measure of the 
freedom from the forces of power which dominates the market, just as princes and feudal 
lords had done up to the nineteenth century. This strengthened art in this late phase 
against the verdict of supply and demand, and increased its resistance far beyond the 
actual degree of protection. In the market itself the tribute of a quality for which no use 
had been found was turned into purchasing power; in this way, respectable literary and 
music publishers could help authors who yielded little more in the way of profit than the 
respect of the connoisseur. 
But what completely fettered the artist was the pressure (and the accompanying drastic 
threats), always to fit into business life as an aesthetic expert. Formerly, like Kant and 
Hume, they signed their letters “Your most humble and obedient servant,” and 
undermined the foundations of throne and altar. Today they address heads of government 
by their first names, yet in every artistic activity they are subject to their illiterate masters. 
The analysis Tocqueville offered a century ago has in the meantime proved wholly 
accurate. Under the private culture monopoly it is a fact that “tyranny leaves the body 
free and directs its attack at the soul. The ruler no longer says: You must think as I do or 
die. He says: You are free not to think as I do; your life, your property, everything shall 
remain yours, but from this day on you are a stranger among us.” Not to conform means 
to be rendered powerless, economically and therefore spiritually – to be “self-employed.” 
When the outsider is excluded from the concern, he can only too easily be accused of 
incompetence. 



Whereas today in material production the mechanism of supply and demand is 
disintegrating, in the superstructure it still operates as a check in the rulers’ favour. The 
consumers are the workers and employees, the farmers and lower middle class. Capitalist 
production so confines them, body and soul, that they fall helpless victims to what is 
offered them. As naturally as the ruled always took the morality imposed upon them 
more seriously than did the rulers themselves, the deceived masses are today captivated 
by the myth of success even more than the successful are. Immovably, they insist on the 
very ideology which enslaves them. The misplaced love of the common people for the 
wrong which is done them is a greater force than the cunning of the authorities. It is 
stronger even than the rigorism of the Hays Office, just as in certain great times in history 
it has inflamed greater forces that were turned against it, namely, the terror of the 
tribunals. It calls for Mickey Rooney in preference to the tragic Garbo, for Donald Duck 
instead of Betty Boop. The industry submits to the vote which it has itself inspired. What 
is a loss for the firm which cannot fully exploit a contract with a declining star is a 
legitimate expense for the system as a whole. By craftily sanctioning the demand for 
rubbish it inaugurates total harmony. The connoisseur and the expert are despised for 
their pretentious claim to know better than the others, even though culture is democratic 
and distributes its privileges to all. In view of the ideological truce, the conformism of the 
buyers and the effrontery of the producers who supply them prevail. The result is a 
constant reproduction of the same thing. 
A constant sameness governs the relationship to the past as well. What is new about the 
phase of mass culture compared with the late liberal stage is the exclusion of the new. 
The machine rotates on the same spot. While determining consumption it excludes the 
untried as a risk. The movie-makers distrust any manuscript which is not reassuringly 
backed by a bestseller. Yet for this very reason there is never-ending talk of ideas, 
novelty, and surprise, of what is taken for granted but has never existed. Tempo and 
dynamics serve this trend. Nothing remains as of old; everything has to run incessantly, 
to keep moving. For only the universal triumph of the rhythm of mechanical production 
and reproduction promises that nothing changes, and nothing unsuitable will appear. Any 
additions to the well-proven culture inventory are too much of a speculation. The ossified 
forms – such as the sketch, short story, problem film, or hit song – are the standardised 
average of late liberal taste, dictated with threats from above. The people at the top in the 
culture agencies, who work in harmony as only one manager can with another, whether 
he comes from the rag trade or from college, have long since reorganised and rationalised 
the objective spirit. One might think that an omnipresent authority had sifted the material 
and drawn up an official catalogue of cultural commodities to provide a smooth supply of 
available mass-produced lines. The ideas are written in the cultural firmament where they 
had already been numbered by Plato – and were indeed numbers, incapable of increase 
and immutable. 
Amusement and all the elements of the culture industry existed long before the latter 
came into existence. Now they are taken over from above and brought up to date. The 
culture industry can pride itself on having energetically executed the previously clumsy 
transposition of art into the sphere of consumption, on making this a principle, on 
divesting amusement of its obtrusive naïvetes and improving the type of commodities. 
The more absolute it became, the more ruthless it was in forcing every outsider either into 
bankruptcy or into a syndicate, and became more refined and elevated – until it ended up 



as a synthesis of Beethoven and the Casino de Paris. It enjoys a double victory: the truth 
it extinguishes without it can reproduce at will as a lie within. “Light” art as such, 
distraction, is not a decadent form. Anyone who complains that it is a betrayal of the ideal 
of pure expression is under an illusion about society. The purity of bourgeois art, which 
hypostasised itself as a world of freedom in contrast to what was happening in the 
material world, was from the beginning bought with the exclusion of the lower classes – 
with whose cause, the real universality, art keeps faith precisely by its freedom from the 
ends of the false universality. Serious art has been withheld from those for whom the 
hardship and oppression of life make a mockery of seriousness, and who must be glad if 
they can use time not spent at the production line just to keep going. Light art has been 
the shadow of autonomous art. It is the social bad conscience of serious art. The truth 
which the latter necessarily lacked because of its social premises gives the other the 
semblance of legitimacy. The division itself is the truth: it does at least express the 
negativity of the culture which the different spheres constitute. Least of all can the 
antithesis be reconciled by absorbing light into serious art, or vice versa. But that is what 
the culture industry attempts. 
The eccentricity of the circus, peepshow, and brothel is as embarrassing to it as that of 
Schönberg and Karl Kraus. And so the jazz musician Benny Goodman appears with the 
Budapest string quartet, more pedantic rhythmically than any philharmonic clarinettist, 
while the style of the Budapest players is as uniform and sugary as that of Guy 
Lombardo. But what is significant is not vulgarity, stupidity, and lack of polish.  
The culture industry did away with yesterday’s rubbish by its own perfection, and by 
forbidding and domesticating the amateurish, although it constantly allows gross blunders 
without which the standard of the exalted style cannot be perceived. But what is new is 
that the irreconcilable elements of culture, art and distraction, are subordinated to one end 
and subsumed under one false formula: the totality of the culture industry. It consists of 
repetition. That its characteristic innovations are never anything more than improvements 
of mass reproduction is not external to the system. It is with good reason that the interest 
of innumerable consumers is directed to the technique, and not to the contents – which 
are stubbornly repeated, outworn, and by now half-discredited. The social power which 
the spectators worship shows itself more effectively in the omnipresence of the stereotype 
imposed by technical skill than in the stale ideologies for which the ephemeral contents 
stand in. 
Nevertheless the culture industry remains the entertainment business. Its influence over 
the consumers is established by entertainment; that will ultimately be broken not by an 
outright decree, but by the hostility inherent in the principle of entertainment to what is 
greater than itself. Since all the trends of the culture industry are profoundly embedded in 
the public by the whole social process, they are encouraged by the survival of the market 
in this area. Demand has not yet been replaced by simple obedience. As is well known, 
the major reorganisation of the film industry shortly before World War I, the material 
prerequisite of its expansion, was precisely its deliberate acceptance of the public’s needs 
as recorded at the box-office – a procedure which was hardly thought necessary in the 
pioneering days of the screen. The same opinion is held today by the captains of the film 
industry, who take as their criterion the more or less phenomenal song hits but wisely 
never have recourse to the judgment of truth, the opposite criterion. Business is their 
ideology. It is quite correct that the power of the culture industry resides in its 



identification with a manufactured need, and not in simple contrast to it, even if this 
contrast were one of complete power and complete powerlessness.  
Amusement under late capitalism is the prolongation of work. It is sought after as an 
escape from the mechanised work process, and to recruit strength in order to be able to 
cope with it again. But at the same time mechanisation has such power over a man’s 
leisure and happiness, and so profoundly determines the manufacture of amusement 
goods, that his experiences are inevitably after-images of the work process itself. The 
ostensible content is merely a faded foreground; what sinks in is the automatic succession 
of standardised operations. What happens at work, in the factory, or in the office can only 
be escaped from by approximation to it in one’s leisure time.  
All amusement suffers from this incurable malady. Pleasure hardens into boredom 
because, if it is to remain pleasure, it must not demand any effort and therefore moves 
rigorously in the worn grooves of association. No independent thinking must be expected 
from the audience: the product prescribes every reaction: not by its natural structure 
(which collapses under reflection), but by signals. Any logical connection calling for 
mental effort is painstakingly avoided. As far as possible, developments must follow 
from the immediately preceding situation and never from the idea of the whole. For the 
attentive movie-goer any individual scene will give him the whole thing. Even the set 
pattern itself still seems dangerous, offering some meaning – wretched as it might be – 
where only meaninglessness is acceptable. Often the plot is maliciously deprived of the 
development demanded by characters and matter according to the old pattern. Instead, the 
next step is what the script writer takes to be the most striking effect in the particular 
situation. Banal though elaborate surprise interrupts the story-line.  
The tendency mischievously to fall back on pure nonsense, which was a legitimate part of 
popular art, farce and clowning, right up to Chaplin and the Marx Brothers, is most 
obvious in the unpretentious kinds. This tendency has completely asserted itself in the 
text of the novelty song, in the thriller movie, and in cartoons, although in films starring 
Greer Garson and Bette Davis the unity of the socio-psychological case study provides 
something approximating a claim to a consistent plot. The idea itself, together with the 
objects of comedy and terror, is massacred and fragmented. Novelty songs have always 
existed on a contempt for meaning which, as predecessors and successors of 
psychoanalysis, they reduce to the monotony of sexual symbolism. Today, detective and 
adventure films no longer give the audience the opportunity to experience the resolution. 
In the non-ironic varieties of the genre, it has also to rest content with the simple horror 
of situations which have almost ceased to be linked in any way. 
Cartoons were once exponents of fantasy as opposed to rationalism. They ensured that 
justice was done to the creatures and objects they electrified, by giving the maimed 
specimens a second life. All they do today is to confirm the victory of technological 
reason over truth. A few years ago they had a consistent plot which only broke up in the 
final moments in a crazy chase, and thus resembled the old slapstick comedy. Now, 
however, time relations have shifted. In the very first sequence a motive is stated so that 
in the course of the action destruction can get to work on it: with the audience in pursuit, 
the protagonist becomes the worthless object of general violence. The quantity of 
organised amusement changes into the quality of organised cruelty. The self-elected 
censors of the film industry (with whom it enjoys a close relationship) watch over the 
unfolding of the crime, which is as drawn-out as a hunt. Fun replaces the pleasure which 



the sight of an embrace would allegedly afford, and postpones satisfaction till the day of 
the pogrom. Insofar as cartoons do any more than accustom the senses to the new tempo, 
they hammer into every brain the old lesson that continuous friction, the breaking down 
of all individual resistance, is the condition of life in this society. Donald Duck in the 
cartoons and the unfortunate in real life get their thrashing so that the audience can learn 
to take their own punishment. 
The enjoyment of the violence suffered by the movie character turns into violence against 
the spectator, and distraction into exertion. Nothing that the experts have devised as a 
stimulant must escape the weary eye; no stupidity is allowed in the face of all the 
trickery; one has to follow everything and even display the smart responses shown and 
recommended in the film. This raises the question whether the culture industry fulfils the 
function of diverting minds which it boasts about so loudly. If most of the radio stations 
and movie theatres were closed down, the consumers would probably not lose so very 
much. To walk from the street into the movie theatre is no longer to enter a world of 
dream; as soon as the very existence of these institutions no longer made it obligatory to 
use them, there would be no great urge to do so. Such closures would not be reactionary 
machine wrecking. The disappointment would be felt not so much by the enthusiasts as 
by the slow-witted, who are the ones who suffer for everything anyhow. In spite of the 
films which are intended to complete her integration, the housewife finds in the darkness 
of the movie theatre a place of refuge where she can sit for a few hours with nobody 
watching, just as she used to look out of the window when there were still homes and rest 
in the evening. The unemployed in the great cities find coolness in summer and warmth 
in winter in these temperature-controlled locations. Otherwise, despite its size, this 
bloated pleasure apparatus adds no dignity to man’s lives. The idea of “fully exploiting” 
available technical resources and the facilities for aesthetic mass consumption is part of 
the economic system which refuses to exploit resources to abolish hunger. 
The culture industry perpetually cheats its consumers of what it perpetually promises. 
The promissory note which, with its plots and staging, it draws on pleasure is endlessly 
prolonged; the promise, which is actually all the spectacle consists of, is illusory: all it 
actually confirms is that the real point will never be reached, that the diner must be 
satisfied with the menu. In front of the appetite stimulated by all those brilliant names and 
images there is finally set no more than a commendation of the depressing everyday 
world it sought to escape. Of course works of art were not sexual exhibitions either. 
However, by representing deprivation as negative, they retracted, as it were, the 
prostitution of the impulse and rescued by mediation what was denied.  
The secret of aesthetic sublimation is its representation of fulfilment as a broken promise. 
The culture industry does not sublimate; it represses. By repeatedly exposing the objects 
of desire, breasts in a clinging sweater or the naked torso of the athletic hero, it only 
stimulates the unsublimated forepleasure which habitual deprivation has long since 
reduced to a masochistic semblance. There is no erotic situation which, while insinuating 
and exciting, does not fail to indicate unmistakably that things can never go that far. The 
Hays Office merely confirms the ritual of Tantalus that the culture industry has 
established anyway. Works of art are ascetic and unashamed; the culture industry is 
pornographic and prudish. Love is downgraded to romance. And, after the descent, much 
is permitted; even license as a marketable speciality has its quota bearing the trade 
description “daring.” The mass production of the sexual automatically achieves its 



repression. Because of his ubiquity, the film star with whom one is meant to fall in love is 
from the outset a copy of himself. Every tenor voice comes to sound like a Caruso record, 
and the “natural” faces of Texas girls are like the successful models by whom Hollywood 
has typecast them. The mechanical reproduction of beauty, which reactionary cultural 
fanaticism wholeheartedly serves in its methodical idolisation of individuality, leaves no 
room for that unconscious idolatry which was once essential to beauty.  
The triumph over beauty is celebrated by humour – the Schadenfreude that every 
successful deprivation calls forth. There is laughter because there is nothing to laugh at. 
Laughter, whether conciliatory or terrible, always occurs when some fear passes. It 
indicates liberation either from physical danger or from the grip of logic. Conciliatory 
laughter is heard as the echo of an escape from power; the wrong kind overcomes fear by 
capitulating to the forces which are to be feared. It is the echo of power as something 
inescapable. Fun is a medicinal bath. The pleasure industry never fails to prescribe it. It 
makes laughter the instrument of the fraud practised on happiness. Moments of happiness 
are without laughter; only operettas and films portray sex to the accompaniment of 
resounding laughter. But Baudelaire is as devoid of humour as Hölderlin. In the false 
society laughter is a disease which has attacked happiness and is drawing it into its 
worthless totality. To laugh at something is always to deride it, and the life which, 
according to Bergson, in laughter breaks through the barrier, is actually an invading 
barbaric life, self-assertion prepared to parade its liberation from any scruple when the 
social occasion arises. Such a laughing audience is a parody of humanity. Its members are 
monads, all dedicated to the pleasure of being ready for anything at the expense of 
everyone else. Their harmony is a caricature of solidarity. What is fiendish about this 
false laughter is that it is a compelling parody of the best, which is conciliatory. Delight is 
austere: res severa verum gaudium. The monastic theory that not asceticism but the 
sexual act denotes the renunciation of attainable bliss receives negative confirmation in 
the gravity of the lover who with foreboding commits his life to the fleeting moment. In 
the culture industry, jovial denial takes the place of the pain found in ecstasy and in 
asceticism. The supreme law is that they shall not satisfy their desires at any price; they 
must laugh and be content with laughter. In every product of the culture industry, the 
permanent denial imposed by civilisation is once again unmistakably demonstrated and 
inflicted on its victims. To offer and to deprive them of something is one and the same. 
This is what happens in erotic films. Precisely because it must never take place, 
everything centres upon copulation. In films it is more strictly forbidden for an 
illegitimate relationship to be admitted without the parties being punished than for a 
millionaire’s future son-in-law to be active in the labour movement. In contrast to the 
liberal era, industrialised as well as popular culture may wax indignant at capitalism, but 
it cannot renounce the threat of castration. This is fundamental. It outlasts the organised 
acceptance of the uniformed seen in the films which are produced to that end, and in 
reality. What is decisive today is no longer puritanism, although it still asserts itself in the 
form of women’s organisations, but the necessity inherent in the system not to leave the 
customer alone, not for a moment to allow him any suspicion that resistance is possible.  
The principle dictates that he should be shown all his needs as capable of-fulfilment, but 
that those needs should be so predetermined that he feels himself to be the eternal 
consumer, the object of the culture industry. Not only does it make him believe that the 
deception it practices is satisfaction, but it goes further and implies that, whatever the 



state of affairs, he must put up with what is offered. The escape from everyday drudgery 
which the whole culture industry promises may be compared to the daughter’s abduction 
in the cartoon: the father is holding the ladder in the dark. The paradise offered by the 
culture industry is the same old drudgery. Both escape and elopement are pre-designed to 
lead back to the starting point. Pleasure promotes the resignation which it ought to help to 
forget. 
... 
Even today the culture industry dresses works of art like political slogans and forces them 
upon a resistant public at reduced prices; they are as accessible for public enjoyment as a 
park. But the disappearance of their genuine commodity character does not mean that 
they have been abolished in the life of a free society, but that the last defence against their 
reduction to culture goods has fallen. The abolition of educational privilege by the device 
of clearance sales does not open for the masses the spheres from which they were 
formerly excluded, but, given existing social conditions, contributes directly to the decay 
of education and the progress of barbaric meaninglessness. Those who spent their money 
in the nineteenth or the early twentieth century to see a play or to go to a concert 
respected the performance as much as the money they spent. The bourgeois who wanted 
to get something out of it tried occasionally to establish some rapport with the work. 
Evidence for this is to be found in the literary “introductions” to works, or in the 
commentaries on Faust. These were the first steps toward the biographical coating and 
other practices to which a work of art is subjected today.  
Even in the early, prosperous days of business, exchange-value did carry use value as a 
mere appendix but had developed it as a prerequisite for its own existence; this was 
socially helpful for works of art. Art exercised some restraint on the bourgeois as long as 
it cost money. That is now a thing of the past. Now that it has lost every restraint and 
there is no need to pay any money, the proximity of art to those who are exposed to it 
completes the alienation and assimilates one to the other under the banner of triumphant 
objectivity. Criticism and respect disappear in the culture industry; the former becomes a 
mechanical expertise, the latter is succeeded by a shallow cult of leading personalities. 
Consumers now find nothing expensive. Nevertheless, they suspect that the less anything 
costs, the less it is being given them. The double mistrust of traditional culture as 
ideology is combined with mistrust of industrialised culture as a swindle. When thrown in 
free, the now debased works of art, together with the rubbish to which the medium 
assimilates them, are secretly rejected by the fortunate recipients, who are supposed to be 
satisfied by the mere fact that there is so much to be seen and heard. Everything can be 
obtained. The screenos and vaudevilles in the movie theatre, the competitions for 
guessing music, the free books, rewards and gifts offered on certain radio programs, are 
not mere accidents but a continuation of the practice obtaining with culture products. The 
symphony becomes a reward for listening to the radio, and – if technology had its way - 
the film would be delivered to people’s homes as happens with the radio. It is moving 
toward the commercial system. Television points the way to a development which might 
easily enough force the Warner Brothers into what would certainly be the unwelcome 
position of serious musicians and cultural conservatives. But the gift system has already 
taken hold among consumers. As culture is represented as a bonus with undoubted 
private and social advantages, they have to seize the chance. They rush in lest they miss 
something. Exactly what, is not clear, but in any case the only ones with a chance are the 



participants. Fascism, however, hopes to use the training the culture industry has given 
these recipients of gifts, in order to organise them into its own forced battalions. 
Culture is a paradoxical commodity. So completely is it subject to the law of exchange 
that it is no longer exchanged; it is so blindly consumed in use that it can no longer be 
used. Therefore it amalgamates with advertising. The more meaningless the latter seems 
to be under a monopoly, the more omnipotent it becomes. The motives are markedly 
economic.  
One could certainly live without the culture industry, therefore it necessarily creates too 
much satiation and apathy. In itself, it has few resources itself to correct this. Advertising 
is its elixir of life. But as its product never fails to reduce to a mere promise the 
enjoyment which it promises as a commodity, it eventually coincides with publicity, 
which it needs because it cannot be enjoyed. In a competitive society, advertising 
performed the social service of informing the buyer about the market; it made choice 
easier and helped the unknown but more efficient supplier to dispose of his goods. Far 
from costing time, it saved it.  
Today, when the free market is coming to an end, those who control the system are 
entrenching themselves in it. It strengthens the firm bond between the consumers and the 
big combines. Only those who can pay the exorbitant rates charged by the advertising 
agencies, chief of which are the radio networks themselves; that is, only those who are 
already in a position to do so, or are co-opted by the decision of the banks and industrial 
capital, can enter the pseudo-market as sellers. The costs of advertising, which finally 
flow back into the pockets of the combines, make it unnecessary to defeat unwelcome 
outsiders by laborious competition. They guarantee that power will remain in the same 
hands – not unlike those economic decisions by which the establishment and running of 
undertakings is controlled in a totalitarian state. Advertising today is a negative principle, 
a blocking device: everything that does not bear its stamp is economically suspect. 
Universal publicity is in no way necessary for people to get to know the kinds of goods – 
whose supply is restricted anyway. It helps sales only indirectly. For a particular firm, to 
phase out a current advertising practice constitutes a loss of prestige, and a breach of the 
discipline imposed by the influential clique on its members. In wartime, goods which are 
unobtainable are still advertised, merely to keep industrial power in view. Subsidising 
ideological media is more important than the repetition of the name. Because the system 
obliges every product to use advertising, it has permeated the idiom – the “style” – of the 
culture industry. Its victory is so complete that it is no longer evident in the key positions: 
the huge buildings of the top men, floodlit stone advertisements, are free of advertising; 
at most they exhibit on the rooftops, in monumental brilliance and without any self-
glorification, the firm’s initials. But, in contrast, the nineteenth-century houses, whose 
architecture still shamefully indicates that they can be used as a consumption commodity 
and are intended to be lived in, are covered with posters and inscriptions from the ground 
right up to and beyond the roof: until they become no more than backgrounds for bills 
and sign-boards. Advertising becomes art and nothing else, just as Goebbels – with 
foresight – combines them: l’art pour l’art, advertising for its own sake, a pure 
representation of social power. In the most influential American magazines, Life and 
Fortune, a quick glance can now scarcely distinguish advertising from editorial picture 
and text. The latter features an enthusiastic and gratuitous account of the great man (with 
illustrations of his life and grooming habits) which will bring him new fans, while the 



advertisement pages use so many factual photographs and details that they represent the 
ideal of information which the editorial part has only begun to try to achieve.  
The assembly-line character of the culture industry, the synthetic, planned method of 
turning out its products (factory-like not only in the studio but, more or less, in the 
compilation of cheap biographies, pseudo-documentary novels, and hit songs) is very 
suited to advertising: the important individual points, by becoming detachable, 
interchangeable, and even technically alienated from any connected meaning, lend 
themselves to ends external to the work. The effect, the trick, the isolated repeatable 
device, have always been used to exhibit goods for advertising purposes, and today every 
monster close-up of a star is an advertisement for her name, and every hit song a plug for 
its tune. Advertising and the culture industry merge technically as well as economically. 
In both cases the same thing can be seen in innumerable places, and the mechanical 
repetition of the same culture product has come to be the same as that of the propaganda 
slogan. In both cases the insistent demand for effectiveness makes technology into 
psycho-technology, into a procedure for manipulating men. In both cases the standards 
are the striking yet familiar, the easy yet catchy, the skilful yet simple; the object is to 
overpower the customer, who is conceived as absent-minded or resistant.  
By the language he speaks, he makes his own contribution to culture as publicity. The 
more completely language is lost in the announcement, the more words are debased as 
substantial vehicles of meaning and become signs devoid of quality; the more purely and 
transparently words communicate what is intended, the more impenetrable they become.  
The demythologisation of language, taken as an element of the whole process of 
enlightenment, is a relapse into magic. Word and essential content were distinct yet 
inseparable from one another. Concepts like melancholy and history, even life, were 
recognised in the word, which separated them out and preserved them. Its form 
simultaneously constituted and reflected them. The absolute separation, which makes the 
moving accidental and its relation to the object arbitrary, puts an end to the superstitious 
fusion of word and thing.  
Anything in a determined literal sequence which goes beyond the correlation to the event 
is rejected as unclear and as verbal metaphysics. But the result is that the word, which can 
now be only a sign without any meaning, becomes so fixed to the thing that it is just a 
petrified formula. This affects language and object alike. Instead of making the object 
experiential, the purified word treats it as an abstract instance, and everything else (now 
excluded by the demand for ruthless clarity from expression – itself now banished) fades 
away in reality. A left-half at football, a black-shirt, a member of the Hitler Youth, and so 
on, are no more than names. If before its rationalisation the word had given rise to lies as 
well as to longing, now, after its rationalisation, it is a straitjacket for longing more even 
than for lies.  
The blindness and dumbness of the data to which positivism reduces the world pass over 
into language itself, which restricts itself to recording those data. Terms themselves 
become impenetrable; they obtain a striking force, a power of adhesion and repulsion 
which makes them like their extreme opposite, incantations. They come to be a kind of 
trick, because the name of the prima donna is cooked up in the studio on a statistical 
basis, or because a welfare state is anathematised by using taboo terms such as 
“bureaucrats” or “intellectuals,” or because base practice uses the name of the country as 
a charm.  



In general, the name – to which magic most easily attaches – is undergoing a chemical 
change: a metamorphosis into capricious, manipulable designations, whose effect is 
admittedly now calculable, but which for that very reason is just as despotic as that of the 
archaic name. First names, those archaic remnants, have been brought up to date either by 
stylisation as advertising trade-marks (film stars’ surnames have become first names), or 
by collective standardisation. 
In comparison, the bourgeois family name which, instead of being a trade-mark, once 
individualised its bearer by relating him to his own past history, seems antiquated. It 
arouses a strange embarrassment in Americans. In order to hide the awkward distance 
between individuals, they call one another “Bob” and “Harry,” as interchangeable team 
members. This practice reduces relations between human beings to the good fellowship 
of the sporting community and is a defence against the true kind of relationship.  
Signification, which is the only function of a word admitted by semantics, reaches 
perfection in the sign. Whether folk-songs were rightly or wrongly called upper-class 
culture in decay, their elements have only acquired their popular form through a long 
process of repeated transmission. The spread of popular songs, on the other hand, takes 
place at lightning speed. The American expression “fad,” used for fashions which appear 
like epidemics – that is, inflamed by highly-concentrated economic forces – designated 
this phenomenon long before totalitarian advertising bosses enforced the general lines of 
culture. When the German Fascists decide one day to launch a word – say, “intolerable” – 
over the loudspeakers the next day the whole nation is saying “intolerable.” By the same 
pattern, the nations against whom the weight of the German blitzkrieg was thrown took 
the word into their own jargon. The general repetition of names for measures to be taken 
by the authorities makes them, so to speak, familiar, just as the brand name on 
everybody’s lips increased sales in the era of the free market. The blind and rapidly 
spreading repetition of words with special designations links advertising with the 
totalitarian watchword. The layer of experience which created the words for their 
speakers has been removed; in this swift appropriation language acquires the coldness 
which until now it had only on billboards and in the advertisement columns of 
newspapers. Innumerable people use words and expressions which they have either 
ceased to understand or employ only because they trigger off conditioned reflexes; in this 
sense, words are trade-marks which are finally all the more firmly linked to the things 
they denote, the less their linguistic sense is grasped. The minister for mass education 
talks incomprehendingly of “dynamic forces,” and the hit songs unceasingly celebrate 
“reverie” and “rhapsody,” yet base their popularity precisely on the magic of the 
unintelligible as creating the thrill of a more exalted life. Other stereotypes, such as 
memory, are still partly comprehended, but escape from the experience which might 
allow them content. They appear like enclaves in the spoken language. On the radio of 
Flesch and Hitler they may be recognised from the affected pronunciation of the 
announcer when he says to the nation, “Good night, everybody!” or “This is the Hitler 
Youth,” and even intones “the Fuehrer” in a way imitated by millions. In such cliches the 
last bond between sedimentary experience and language is severed which still had a 
reconciling effect in dialect in the nineteenth century. But in the prose of the journalist 
whose adaptable attitude led to his appointment as an all-German editor, the German 
words become petrified, alien terms. Every word shows how far it has been debased by 
the Fascist pseudo-folk community.  



By now, of course, this kind of language is already universal, totalitarian. All the violence 
done to words is so vile that one can hardly bear to hear them any longer. The announcer 
does not need to speak pompously; he would indeed be impossible if his inflection were 
different from that of his particular audience. But, as against that, the language and 
gestures of the audience and spectators are coloured more strongly than ever before by 
the culture industry, even in fine nuances which cannot yet be explained experimentally. 
Today the culture industry has taken over the civilising inheritance of the entrepreneurial 
and frontier democracy – whose appreciation of intellectual deviations was never very 
finely attuned. All are free to dance and enjoy themselves, just as they have been free, 
since the historical neutralisation of religion, to join any of the innumerable sects. But 
freedom to choose an ideology – since ideology always reflects economic coercion – 
everywhere proves to be freedom to choose what is always the same. The way in which a 
girl accepts and keeps the obligatory date, the inflection on the telephone or in the most 
intimate situation, the choice of words in conversation, and the whole inner life as 
classified by the now somewhat devalued depth psychology, bear witness to man’s 
attempt to make himself a proficient apparatus, similar (even in emotions) to the model 
served up by the culture industry. 
The most intimate reactions of human beings have been so thoroughly reified that the 
idea of anything specific to themselves now persists only as an utterly abstract notion: 
personality scarcely signifies anything more than shining white teeth and freedom from 
body odour and emotions. The triumph of advertising in the culture industry is that 
consumers feel compelled to buy and use its products even though they see through them. 
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