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  The Cultural Origins of French Algeria









  WHEN THE FRENCH invaded the Ottoman regency of Algiers in the summer of 1830, they took the first step in a process of conquest and colonization that dominated France’s modern imperial history and that has shaped French political culture to this day. Establishing a permanent colony was far from the minds of French planners at the time of the invasion, whose primary aim was to rally support for a tottering regime at home. “The expedition of Algiers was,” historians agree, “not connected with the colonial policy of the Restoration Bourbon monarchy,” but “a makeshift expedient for internal political consumption, carried out by a government in difficulty seeking the prestige of a military victory.”1 In this, it failed, and King Charles X was overthrown just weeks after Algiers fell. But Charles’s successor, his cousin Louis-Philippe d’Orléans, did not withdraw from North Africa after taking power. Instead, the new monarch expanded the temporary military occupation into a permanent settler colony. By the time Louis-Philippe’s July Monarchy was overthrown in its turn in February 1848, the French presence in Algeria had swelled to almost one hundred thousand troops and over one hundred thousand European colonists.




  From these foundations, Algeria was built over the next century into the jewel of the French empire and its only colony of large-scale European settlement. Throughout the colonial era, the settler presence gave Algeria stronger political, social, and cultural ties to France than those enjoyed by any other colony. It was here that the imperial ideology of “assimilation” came closest to full realization, at least for the growing European population. Indigenous Muslims remained subject to military rule and a separate body of “native” law, but the colonists pressed with relative success for the “constantly more intimate union” with the metro-pole toward which assimilationist doctrine aspired. In 1848, the Second Republic (1848–52) granted citizenship to the inhabitants of Guadeloupe, Martinique, Guiana, Réunion, Saint-Louis, and Gorée, including the right to elect deputies to the French parliament. But only Algeria came to be “considered a simple prolongation of the soil of the mother country,” divided in 1848 into three departments whose European citizens benefited both from political representation in Paris and from administrative structures that were, at least in theory, the same as those of metropolitan France.2




  These peculiar ties to France and the drastic inequities they entailed between the settlers and the precolonial inhabitants help to explain why decolonization, achieved through the Algerian War of 1954–62, was such a long, traumatic process. But equally pressing is the matter of the colony’s origins: What was the impetus for the French conquest of Algeria? How and why did settler colonialism and assimilation become the defining features of the French presence there? In the answers to these questions can be found the imperatives that led France a century later to cling to Algeria with such tenacity and with such traumatic consequences for all parties to this most intimate of colonial relationships.




  The basic proposition of this book is that the roots of French Algeria lay in contests over political legitimacy sparked by the Atlantic revolutions of the eighteenth century. The French and Haitian revolutions shattered the foundations of political and social authority throughout the French imperium, leaving the Old Regime’s defining structures of political and social privilege in ruins. From the rubble of absolute monarchy, the regimes of the nineteenth century had to reconstitute and, in the process, reconceive the forms and legitimizing principles of sovereignty, citizenship, and political power. The Bourbon Restoration (1815–30) and the Orleanist July Monarchy (1830–48) both sought to reconcile the revolutionary principles of popular sovereignty and participation with prerevolutionary ideals of kingship and royal authority. And to legitimize these experiments with constitutional monarchy, both turned to aggressive warfare and overseas expansion.




  At the same time, the successful slave revolt that began in Saint-Domingue in 1791 dramatically demonstrated the precariousness of the Old Regime’s colonial order and fed French criticism of a political economy predicated on forced labor, whether overseas or at home. In the postrevolutionary period, fears of colonial violence triggered by the Haitian Revolution and the rise of an international abolitionist movement converged with anxieties about the domestic consequences of industrialization and urbanization, leading political thinkers and social reformers alike to seek alternatives to colonial slavery and domestic proletarianization. A new model of colonial settlement, grounded in both a profoundly backward-looking rural agrarianism and a distinctly modern conception of autonomous male citizenship, offered such an alternative, just as the Algerian conquest opened a seemingly ideal field on which to implement it. Although the crisis of colonial legitimacy that resulted from the Haitian Revolution differed in important ways from the crisis of political legitimacy engendered by the French Revolution, together they pushed forward the processes of military conquest and settlement colonization that made Algeria not just a French colony, but ultimately part of France itself.




  Algeria between Empires




  Nineteenth-century colonialists had a keen sense that they were reinventing empire as a political and social category, and in doing so, they worked from assumptions and lessons derived from two precedents: the “first” French colonial empire in the Atlantic world and the continental Empire of Napoleon Bonaparte.3 These imperial legacies manifested themselves in quite different ways, but they weighed equally on colonial ideology and practice in the mid-nineteenth century. The Algerian conquest thus stood at a critical crossroads both between the “first” and “second” French empires, and between continental and overseas empire.




  To approach Algerian colonization from this perspective links histories that are usually considered separately and blurs the traditional conceptual and chronological boundaries of French colonial history. The distinction between first and second colonial empires is not, of course, entirely arbitrary. The administrative, social, and ideological transformations of the revolutionary decades did not end at the “natural” frontiers so dear to the men of 1789, and they created important differences between the colonialisms of the early modern and modern periods. But taking the Revolution as a strict line of demarcation for research and interpretation masks both the progressive development of these differences and significant continuities across the revolutionary divide. Looking carefully at the postrevolutionary decades highlights the extent to which imperial expansion transcended the regime changes of France’s tumultuous nineteenth century. Not only was the French Republic “never not an imperial nation-state,”4 but the French nation-state in all of its political guises was never not also an empire. Preoccupation in recent scholarship with the paradoxes of republican imperialism has illuminated profound cleavages within the republican tradition, but it has also overshadowed the ways in which French political culture has been intertwined with empire throughout the modern period. The shifting winds that buffeted kings, republics, and Empires between 1789 and 1914 altered the principles and meanings but never the fact of colonial expansion.




  In the traditional periodization, the first French empire encompasses the territories acquired in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries: Quebec, Louisiana, Saint-Pierre and Miquelon in North America; Martinique, Guadeloupe, and Saint-Domingue, as well as a handful of smaller islands and Guiana in the Caribbean; the West African trading posts of Saint-Louis and Gorée; the Île Bourbon, Île de France (Mauritius), and sporadic settlements on Madagascar in the Indian Ocean; and a handful of factories in India. Despite their geographical, economic, and cultural diversity, these territories were united by a mercantilist policy that bound, however imperfectly, Canadian fur traders, Atlantic cod fishermen, Antillais planters, and West African and Indian merchants into a self-sustaining, monopoly system designed to enrich the French crown. The defining features of this empire, as both contemporaries and subsequent historians have insisted, were slavery and the commercial regime of the exclusif.




  The geopolitical rivalries and revolutionary upheavals of the eighteenth century took a heavy toll on the first empire. Defeated in the Seven Years’ War (1756–63), France ceded Louisiana to Spain and New France to Great Britain, in exchange for the return of the islands of Guadeloupe, Martinique and Sainte-Lucie. In 1757, the British adventurer Robert Clive overcame the nawab of Bengal and his French allies at the Battle of Plassey, effectively ending French pretensions in the Indian subcontinent. The Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, and the colonial revolutions they sparked, further eroded what remained of French imperial power, even as they generated new ideological and political motivations for expansion.




  Armed with a new, universalist conception of their own political and cultural superiority, the Jacobin revolutionaries and Napoleon Bonaparte set out to re-make the world in the French image. After renouncing aggressive war as an act of despotism and pledging that the French nation would “undertake no war intended to make conquests,” the revolutionaries abandoned their pacific commitments in favor of a “crusade for universal liberty.”5 In November 1792, the Edict of Fraternity pledged France to liberate the peoples of monarchical Europe and to bestow upon them, by force if necessary, the gifts of republican liberty and equality. Imperial expansion remained a cornerstone of revolutionary ideology as the Republic’s fortunes ebbed and flowed over the ensuing years. When Napoleon Bonaparte seized power and declared himself the “savior of the Revolution” in 1799, he also assumed the torch of universalist republican imperialism. From the Egyptian expedition of 1798–99 to the disastrous invasion of Russia in 1812, “the [revolutionary] attack on privilege, seigneurialism and the power of the Church was carried . . . in the wake of Bonaparte’s all-conquering regiments” by an army of administrators and savants dedicated to the institution of Enlightened “progress” and French “civilization” in the “backward” regions of Europe and the Middle East. Elsewhere, Napoleon fought to capture the overseas dominions of states now under French suzerainty and to reconquer the lost French colonies in the Atlantic world.6




  The expansionist ambitions of both Republic and Empire ultimately came to naught. Napoleon’s ill-fated foray into Egypt, often seen as the first experiment in modern imperialism, ended in ignominious defeat, and his vast continental empire was dismembered in the wake of Waterloo. In the Antilles, which were a battleground throughout the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, islands traded hands with dizzying speed in the conflicts that pitted Europe’s imperial powers against one another from 1792 to 1815. At the same time, slaves and people of color throughout the region seized the opportunity to stake their own claims to liberty and equality, with dramatic results for both the landscape of French empire and the basic tenets of French political culture. Gens de couleur pushed successfully for the rights of republican citizenship; and slaves revolted, compelling the National Assembly to abolish colonial slavery and extend them citizenship rights in 1794. Napoleon forcibly restored slavery in Martinique and Guadeloupe in 1802, but the “Pearl of the Antilles,” Saint-Domingue, was lost for good in the bloody revolution that created the independent Republic of Haiti in 1804.7 Despite their mixed outcomes, the slave uprisings of the 1790s, especially the Haitian Revolution, decisively challenged the legitimacy of forced labor as the basis for the political economy of empire.




  The fall of Napoleon was accompanied by military defeat, territorial loss, and occupation that made 1815 a symbol of national humiliation for many Frenchmen. The Treaty of Paris stripped away many of France’s few remaining colonial territories, leaving behind little more than the “debris” of the Old Regime empire. After Napoleon’s return during the Hundred Days, the Allies stationed an occupying army across eastern France to guarantee the payment of massive war reparations. Yet the collapse of the Napoleonic Empire also contained the seeds of renewed expansion, as its successors, the Bourbon Restoration, July Monarchy, and Second Republic, all set out to prove, albeit for different reasons, that “Waterloo took nothing from us.”8




  The French invasion and conquest of Algeria must be seen, in this regard, as a legacy of the revolutionary and Napoleonic decades. Napoleon’s Egyptian expedition has been seen as the genesis of the “civilizing mission” championed by nineteenth-century French imperialists, and this precedent loomed large in the minds of the planners and observers of the Algerian conquest.9 Indeed the phrase mission civilisatrice first entered the French lexicon around 1840 to describe colonization efforts in Algeria.10 But Napoleon played other, even more critical roles in shaping the Algerian conquest. Throughout the July Monarchy, Imperial veterans led the French army and military administration in North Africa, while Napoleonic ideals defined the Algerian conquest in the French collective imagination. Both royal propaganda and popular culture framed the new colonial enterprise in a Bonapartist idiom that cast Algeria’s conquerors and colonists as a reincarnation of their Imperial forebears.11




  If the Algerian conquest had roots in the imperial crises of the Old Regime and Revolution, it was also the critical point of transition from the early modern Atlantic empire to the “New Imperialism” of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The African empire of the Third Republic (1870–1940) was built on foundations laid in Algeria in the postrevolutionary decades. As the power of the Ottoman Empire waned and European imperial rivalries intensified after 1850, France’s Maghrebi outpost became a strategic stronghold in the struggle with Britain for geopolitical primacy in the Mediterranean and the jumping-off point for expansion into Sub-Saharan Africa. Long before 1830, not just French, but a cosmopolitan assortment of Enlightened Europeans had suggested that conquering Ottoman Algiers would bring control over valuable trans-Saharan trade routes and, eventually, commercial and political dominion over the whole continent. After the invasion, imperial policymakers became fixated on linking Algeria to the French possessions in West Africa, and this counterpart to British ambitions for “Cape-to-Cairo” domination helped to drive French participation in the Scramble for Africa later in the century.12 The Algerian conquest further shaped French imperial practices as a training ground for three generations of colonial administrators, and a blueprint for strategies of rule ranging from military conquest to relations with Islamic authorities elsewhere in North and West Africa.13




  Algeria remained the heart of the “second” French empire, however. In the commercial arena, it alone accounted for between one-third and one-half of French empire trade and, by the 1930s, had become France’s primary external trading partner, much as the self-governing white dominions and a former settler colony, the United States, dominated British trade.14 The protectorates established in Tunisia (1881) and Morocco (1912) were motivated by the desire to protect Algeria’s borders from Italian and British incursions, as well as by the desire to maintain the balance of power in the Mediterranean.15 Algeria’s economic and geopolitical primacy mirrored its importance to imperialist ideologues like Paul Leroy-Beaulieu and Anatole Prévost-Paradol, who saw in the colony France’s “supreme chance” for salvation in the face of growing international competition.16 Just as protecting India was a key driver for British expansion in Africa and Asia, Algeria became the lynchpin of French imperial thought in the age of empire.




  By the end of the nineteenth century, it was axiomatic that Algeria occupied an exceptional place in the French empire and that its unique status as a settler colony was the wellspring of its economic and geopolitical strength. Looking ahead to the centenary of the Algiers expedition, Leroy-Beaulieu predicted in 1874 that by 1930 three or four million European colonists would secure a North African base from which France would dominate all of northwest Africa.17 When that centennial arrived—the first and last the colons (settlers) would celebrate— the colony’s promoters boasted that this prophecy had been fulfilled. Thanks to its heroic settlers, Algeria had become a “monument of civilization and colonial power that has never been surpassed nor equaled.”18 But, at the same time, its European population made it unlike any other part of the empire. “Never forget that Algeria is not a colony,” one journalist reminded metropolitan readers; “Algeria is a magnificent French province that was added to the others just as, over the course of centuries, the Île-de-France, Normandy, Champagne, etc. were.”19




  Leroy-Beaulieu and centennial boosters alike vastly overestimated both the prosperity of the Algerian “miracle” and the benefits of French civilization to the colony’s inhabitants. From half a million at the turn of the century, the European population had grown to 880,000 by 1930, enough to undermine the structures of indigenous Algerian society but a far cry from the predicted millions. The settlers enjoyed high standards of living compared with the metropole and enormous privilege relative to the colony’s 5.6 million Muslims, but they were also beginning to think of themselves as a people as distinct from the metropolitan French as from indigenous Arabs, Berbers, and Jews. The emergence of a separate algéri-aniste identity after World War I was accompanied by calls for autonomy and even independence from France. The French did little to satisfy these demands, and even less to ameliorate the deteriorating social and economic conditions of the Muslim majority. Already devastated by earlier territorial expropriations, the indigenous population was further squeezed in the interwar years by continuing fragmentation of their remaining lands. At the time of the centennial, half were living at or below subsistence level, and Algerian and metropolitan French cities swelled with fellahs (peasants) fleeing famine and unemployment. Paeans to France’s benevolent influence were belied by the first stirrings of the nationalist agitation that would erupt into open revolt after World War II.20




  While avoiding any mention of nascent settler and indigenous nationalisms, centenary celebrations reflected and reinforced the now well-established assumptions about Algeria’s exceptional status as a French land. This belief that the Algerian colony was fundamentally different from other overseas territories and had a correspondingly unique relationship to France can be traced to the conquest decades. It was postrevolutionary imperialists, working from the conviction that “a new system of colonization is necessary” if empire was to remain “one of [France’s] greatest claims to glory in the eyes of posterity,”21 that laid down the ideological and policy foundations for the transformation of Algeria into what was variously described as l’Algérie française, la France africaine, or la nouvelle France.




  Politics, Culture, and Colonialism




  My concerns in this book are both historical and theoretical, and stem from two sets of questions about European empires that are too often isolated from each other. On the one hand, I seek to explain the policy choices that led France back onto the colonial stage between 1830 and 1848. On the other, I aim to understand how contemporary culture shaped the processes of military conquest and settler colonization that made Algeria French. Together, these questions allow us to understand why the founding of France’s most important modern colony took place when and how it did.




  This double approach, I believe, will help to bridge an important explanatory gap between older histories of the motives for imperial expansion and more recent inquiries into the cultural “norms and forms” of Western colonialism that have generally moved away from questions of causality.22 Debate about the origins of European empires long focused on the relative weight of economic and geopolitical factors in imperial expansion, especially during the New Imperialism.23 In the French case, historians found that the colonies offered little, if any net economic benefit and that empire impeded rather than promoted the development of capitalism. Especially in comparison with Great Britain, where empire was perceived to proceed “for good economic reasons,”24 the economics of colonialism in France appeared highly irrational, as evidenced by the fact that decolonization met with little opposition from business circles and caused no crisis of French capitalism.25 Since economic interpretations could not account for either expansion in the nineteenth century or France’s dogged attachment to its colonial possessions in the twentieth, historians turned to political explanations. Scholars of parliamentary politics discerned the disproportionate influence of a “colonial lobby” or parti colonial made up of colonial representatives, merchants, and ideologues, while others found that “the real cause of French colonial expansion was the spread of nationalist fervor” after the Franco-Prussian War (1870–71).26 Whether they saw it sparked at the elite or the popular level, however, historians could generally agree that “the French colonialist movement represents the highest stage, not of French capitalism, but of French nationalism.”27




  Studies of the colonialist movement have taught us a great deal about how influential politicians, such as Jules Ferry, and pressure groups like the regional committees of the parti colonial and the Union Coloniale Française sought to overcome what they saw as popular ignorance of the colonies. They have had little to say, however, about the responses of ordinary French people to these efforts. More recent scholarship has begun to investigate the popular image of empire developed in cultural fields including, among others, travel literature, advertising, and film. Inspired by the approaches to colonial studies pioneered by Edward Said, these works have begun to expand our knowledge of the ways that empire was embedded in daily life and shaped conceptions of self and nation in modern France. The shift towards the cultural history of empire has also prompted new questions about the categories that structured colonial rule, leading to new understandings of the ways that cultural forms shaped the ideology and practices of French empire overseas.28




  Too often, however, work that sees culture as constitutive of imperial identities and ideologies fails to address the questions of causality that are vital to understanding the historical origins of empire. Said’s claim that “the enterprise of empire depends upon the idea of having an empire ” and that this idea was forged in the cultural arena has stimulated scholarly interest in the relationship between culture and imperialism.29 But to say, in the words of William Blake, that “the foundation of Empire is Art and Science” and that “Empire follows Art and not vice versa”30 is not to make a historical argument about the timing or form of a particular instance of colonial domination. Conceptions of colonial culture grounded in the theories of Antonio Gramsci and Michel Foucault make it difficult to differentiate imperialism from any other assertion of discursive power and thus to grasp the particularities of specific colonial histories. Like the “new cultural history” with which they share many methodological and theoretical assumptions, discursive approaches to the study of colonial culture have tended to privilege “the demystification and deconstruction of power” at the expense of causal explanation.31




  A brief discussion of three key terms used in this book—“representation,” “image,” and “culture”—will help to outline a more concrete understanding of colonial culture that, while retaining the insights of colonial studies, reclaims the explanatory force required to answer historical questions about empire’s origins.




  I use “representation” in both its physical and abstract senses, as “a material image or figure, a reproduction in some material or tangible form,” such as an engraving or painting, and as “an image, likeness, or reproduction in some manner of a thing” (for example, the Armée d’Afrique served as an idealized representation of French manhood).32 “Image” similarly serves to describe both a physical object that bears a mimetic representation and a mental “image,” or conception in the mind, which can be real or fictitious, figurative or not.33 “Culture,” the most polyvalent of these terms, has several distinct understandings in historical and cultural criticism that together shed particularly revealing light on the historical role of colonial culture.34




  In its first meaning, “culture” connotes a shared set of beliefs and practices thought to define discrete social groups. Like the related terms “civilization,” “race,” and “nation,” this usage was intimately involved in the elaboration of the racial and ethnic categories on which European imperial rule rested.35 Especially before the rise of scientific racism, culture served as the primary criterion for demarcating “civilized” colonizers from the “savage” colonized. In Algeria, ethnographic observation of local cultural differences led French military officers, administrators, anthropologists, and pseudo-intellectuals to develop racialized distinctions—between Arabs and Kabyles and later between natives and settlers— that structured colonial law and society.36




  The deconstruction of hierarchies of difference is also of central concern to literary conceptions of culture as “an institutional sphere devoted to the making of meaning.”37 This is the sense adopted by Said, who uses “culture” to indicate “all those practices, like the arts of description, communication, and representation, that have relative autonomy from the economic, social, and political realms and that often exist in aesthetic forms, one of whose principal aims is pleasure.” Literary and artistic representations, in this analysis, played an essential role in forging distinctions between colonizing Self and colonized Other that “nurtured the sentiment, rationale, and above all the imagination of empire.” Orientalism, in particular, has been held responsible for naturalizing views of the Islamic Maghreb as a mysterious land of exotic sexual, religious, and political mores diametrically opposed to those of Christian Europe. Such Orientalist oppositions posit the East as a passive subject of Western agency and thus “support, elaborate, and consolidate the practice of empire” in the region.38




  In basing much of my study on the art, literature, and drama of nineteenth-century France, I employ “culture” in this second sense both as a documentary source and as an object of inquiry. Rather than focus on the canonical works that have interested art historians and literary critics, however, I have cast a wider net that includes “lesser” genres, commercial media, and official rituals like those studied by John MacKenzie and others in British imperial studies.39 By broadening our definition of colonial culture in this way, we discover a world of colonial consciousness quite different from the exoticism enshrined in “high” art and literature. In cheap prints, vaudeville plays, popular songs, illustrated magazines, Academic painting, and public festivals, patriotic military imagery and picturesque landscapes predominate over sensual harem women or sublime desert scenes.40 The extent and diversity of these representations belie a near consensus that few in France paid much attention to the colonies before 1870.41 This is not to say that popular and official culture conveyed accurate knowledge of Algeria or the French colonial enterprise. Often, Algeria served as a backdrop for narratives that had as much to do with domestic political and social concerns as with the colony itself. As we shall see, the cultural politics of colonialism were always also metropolitan politics. But recognizing this fact points the way towards a more historical understanding of the broad range of Algerian imagery available to mid-century audiences.




  Discursive analyses of colonial culture presume a causal relationship in which the specific relations of cause and effect are ambiguous. On the one hand, they presume that culture is prior to empire, that “colonial rule was justified in advance by Orientalism” and other cultural forms.42 On the other hand, colonial culture is understood to be constituted by representations of an empire that already exists. This circular chronology of cultural and military-political processes challenges the temporal logic of history, even as it overdetermines the outcome of imperial domination and leaves little room for the agency of historical actors or the contingency of historical events.43 Culture is assigned a diffuse but totalizing power that loses much of its explanatory force when we try to connect cultural representations with specific policies of conquest or exploitation. Orientalist artists, for example, did not limit themselves to territories that were or would come under European rule.44 Other cultural agents of empire, such as anthropologists or missionaries, similarly ignored the temporal and geographical boundaries of imperial states. It is only when such actors and the representations they produced are situated in specific places, times, and relationships of power that we can begin to discern their actual historical effects.




  Such a situated reading of the production, dissemination, and reception of images of empire is facilitated by anthropological understandings of culture as a system of symbolic meaning and as a social practice. Defined as an autonomous system of signification with an internal logic that can be decoded by the careful observer, culture articulates the expected behaviors and actions that guide people through the social world, much as a map provides an exteriorized representation of the rules for navigating the physical world.45 This Geertzian conception of culture, which has been so profitably mobilized by historians of French politics, provides a powerful tool for deciphering the meanings assigned to images of Algeria. Specifically, it was political culture, “the set of discourses or symbolic practices by which . . . individuals and groups in any society articulate, negotiate, implement and enforce the competing claims they make on one another and upon the whole,”46 that provided the map by which nineteenth-century Frenchmen made sense of the colonial conquest unfolding on their public squares, stages, canvases, and print stalls.




  A Geertzian approach has the advantage of extracting representations of Algeria from the binary relation of colonizer and colonized and resituating them within the broader symbolic logics by which their producers and consumers operated. It has the disadvantage, however, of being largely synchronic and thus more descriptive than explanatory.47 Colonialism risks emerging from such an analysis as an “order” or “situation” to be exposed, rather than a process to be explained. Conceptions of culture as practice, characterized by the work of Pierre Bourdieu and Michel de Certeau, reanimate cultural symbols by reinserting them into the temporal realm of the social. Meaning in this view consists not in static “symbolic facts, finished products, to be deciphered by reference to a code (which may be called culture)” (like the map), but in the dynamic performance of such a code’s provisions.48 In the conflicts generated by the cultural practices of specific historical actors in particular social and political contexts we can begin to see the causes of historical change. Recent histories of French Algeria have enlisted such a dynamic, historicized approach to great effect. Historically grounded accounts of the colonial state, in particular, have shown the importance of military and administrative encounters with Algerians in shaping French policies and the complex relations of power between colonizer and colonized, as well as the contradictions that such encounters produced within imperialist ideologies such as “assimilation” and the “civilizing mission.”49 Histories of the internal logics of the colonial state, however, have relatively little to say about either aesthetic, especially visual, cultural forms or the processes by which French imperial rule and the structures of settler colonialism came into being in the first place.




  To answer these historical questions, I combine conceptions of culture as representation, culture as system, and culture as practice to attend not only to the symbolic content of French representations of Algeria and the social and political meanings assigned to particular representational modes, but also to the ways that both content and meaning participated in postrevolutionary debates about the nature of empire, sovereignty, and citizenship. Imagery and ritual will be read as a discourse presenting Algeria in specific ways, but also as an object of social practice, part of a field of multiple discourses in constant dialogue with one another. Representations of war and landscape, for example, must be considered in light of contemporary conventions for representing male citizenship and territorial space. Their full causal force, however, emerges only when they are considered in relationship both to each other and to the broader political and cultural contexts that produced them.




  Michel de Certeau’s formulations about the reciprocity between reader and text offer a useful means of understanding the cultural politics of empire in post-revolutionary France and the causal role of culture in the French conquest of Algeria. For de Certeau, representations, like texts, serve as “a cultural weapon” in the hands of social elites who seek to legitimize particular interpretations of historical events by controlling their production. At the same time, readers maintain the power to misinterpret and subvert authorized interpretations in their private reading practice. They may “insinuate” themselves into the “cracks in a cultural orthodoxy” and therein find ways to exercise their inventiveness.50 A look at the vibrant cultural economy of mid–nineteenth-century France suggests that orthodoxy was plagued not with microscopic cracks, however, but with gaping faults in which readers’ and viewers’ values, demands, and alternative sources of knowledge challenged the ability of political or intellectual authorities to impose their vision of Algerian affairs. The market for imagery (and ideas) about Algeria was shaped by the political and cultural tastes of its consumers and by the existence of multiple, often contradictory discourses about the nascent colony. The conditions under which images of Algeria were created and circulated—their “social life”51 —is thus one of the central concerns of this book. Combining symbolic analysis of official and popular representations with historical analysis of their dissemination and reception uncovers a contestatory politics masked by more monolithic, abstract conceptions of colonial culture. Despite significant tensions between them, these varied representations converged to push forward the processes of conquest, colonization, and assimilation that came to define French Algeria in the years after 1830.


  


    1. Charles-Robert Ageron, Modern Algeria: A History from 1830 to the Present, trans. and ed. Michael Brett (Trenton, 1991), 5.




    2. Arthur Girault, Principes de colonisation et de législation coloniale (Paris, 1895), quoted in Martin Deming Lewis, “One Hundred Million Frenchmen: The ‘Assimilation’ Theory in French Colonial Policy,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 4, no. 2 (1962): 132. New Caledonia saw concerted settlement efforts in the late nineteenth century but had only 18,000 European colonists by 1931.




    3. For clarity, I will capitalize references to both Napoleonic Empires and refer to the overseas colonial empire in lower case. “Imperial/imperial” is treated the same way.




    4. Gary Wilder, The French Imperial Nation-State: Negritude and Colonial Humanism between the Two World Wars (Chicago, 2005), 3.




    5. Decree of 22 May 1790, quoted in Jacques Godechot, La grande nation: L’expansion révolutionnaire de la France dans le monde de 1789 à 1799, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1983), 66; also Title VI of the Constitution of 1791, in Les constitutions de la France depuis 1789, ed. Jacques Godechot (Paris, 1970), 65. Jacques-Pierre Brissot, speech of 30 December 1792, quoted in Michael Rapport, “Robespierre and the Universal Rights of Man, 1791–1794,” French History 10, no. 3 (1996): 313. All translations mine unless otherwise noted.




    6. Martyn Lyons, Napoleon Bonaparte and the Legacy of the French Revolution (New York, 1994), 229. See also Stuart Woolf, Napoleon’s Integration of Europe (London, 1991); Michael Broers, The Napoleonic Empire in Italy, 1796–1814: Cultural Imperialism in a European Context? (London, 2005); W. M. Sloane, “Napoleon’s Plans for a Colonial System,” American Historical Review 4, no. 3 (1899): 439–55; Juan Cole, Napoleon’s Egypt: Invading the Middle East (New York, 2007).




    7. On revolution in the Caribbean, see, among others, C. L. R. James, Black Jacobins: Toussaint L’Ouverture and the San Domingo Revolution, 2nd ed. (New York, 1989); David Gaspar and David Geggus, eds., A Turbulent Time: The French Revolution and the Greater Caribbean (Bloomington, 1997); Laurent Dubois, A Colony of Citizens: Revolution and Slave Emancipation in the French Caribbean, 1787–1804 (Chapel Hill, 2004).




    8. Th[éodore] Wains-des-Fontaines, “Mazagran: Fragment d’un poème couronné par l’Association-Lionnaise, le 18 juin 1840,” Affiches, annonces judiciaires, avis divers du Mans, et du département de la Sarthe, 28 August 1840. Manuscript copy, dated 28 March 1840, in CAOM 1E 87.




    9. Alice Conklin, A Mission to Civilize: The Republican Idea of Empire in France and West Africa, 1895–1930 (Stanford, 1997), 17–19; Patricia Lorcin, Imperial Identities: Stereotyping, Prejudice and Race in Colonial Algeria (1995; London, 1999), 102–7; Patricia Lorcin, “Rome and France in North Africa: Recovering Algeria’s Latin Past,” French Historical Studies 25, no. 2 (2002): 297–99.




    10. The first occurrence is S. Dutot, De l’expatriation, considérée sous ses rapports économiques, politiques et moraux . . . (Paris, 1840), 321. See also J.-J.-O. Pellion, “Alger.—Algérie,” in Dictionnaire politique: Encyclopédie du langage et de la science politiques, ed. Louis-Antoine Garnier-Pagès (Paris, 1842), 48.




    11. The term “Bonapartism,” indicating the political values associated with Napoleon, must be distinguished from “Imperialism,” which describes the political movement that sought to restore the Empire.




    12. Ann Thomson, Barbary and Enlightenment: European Attitudes towards the Maghreb in the 18th Century (Leiden, 1987), 134, 145; Ann Thomson, ”Arguments for the Conquest of Algiers in the Late Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries,” Maghreb Review 14, no. 1–2 (1989): 114; C. W. Newbury and A. S. Kanya-Forstner, “French Policy and the Origins of the Scramble for West Africa,” Journal of African History 10, no. 2 (1969): 254–55.




    13. Donal Cruise O’Brien, “Towards an ‘Islamic Policy’ in French West Africa, 1854–1914,” Journal of African History 8, no. 2 (1967): 306–7; Antony Thrall Sullivan, Thomas-Robert Bugeaud: France and Algeria, 1784–1849: Politics, Power, and the Good Society (Hamden, 1983), 165–70; Christopher Harrison, France and Islam in West Africa, 1860–1960 (Cambridge, 1988), esp. chap. 2.




    14. A. W. Flux, “The Flag and Trade: A Summary Review of the Trade of the Chief Colonial Empires,” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society 62, no. 3 (1899): 498, 521; C. M. Andrew and A. S. Kanya-Forstner, “French Business and the French Colonialists,” Historical Journal 19, no. 4 (1976): 987.




    15. Henri Brunschwig, French Colonialism, 1871–1914: Myths and Realities, trans. William Glanville Brown (1960; repr., New York, 1964), 53–54, 118–19.




    16. Anatole Prévost-Paradol, La France nouvelle, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1868), 415.




    17. Paul Leroy-Beaulieu, De la colonisation chez les peuples modernes, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1882), 389–91.




    18. Octave Depont, L’Algérie du centenaire (1928), quoted in Daniel Lefeuvre, Chère Algérie: La France et sa colonie, 1930–1962 (Paris, 2005), 26.




    19. P. Mille, quoted in Charles-Robert Ageron, Histoire de l’Algérie contemporaine, vol. 2, De l’insurrection de 1871 au déclenchement de la guerre de libération (1954) (Paris, 1979), 406.




    20. See, among others, David Prochaska, Making Algeria French: Colonialism in Bône, 1870–1920 (Cambridge, 1990), chap. 7; Lorcin, Imperial Identities, chap. 9; Jonathan Gosnell, The Politics of Frenchness in Colonial Algeria, 1930–1954 (Rochester, 2002), chap. 6; Ageron, De l’insurrection ; Neil MacMaster, Colonial Migrants and Racism: Algerians in France, 1900–1962 (Houndsmills, UK, 1997), chap. 1.




    21. Jean-Gustave Courcelle-Seneuil, “Colonie,” in Garnier-Pagès, Dictionnaire politique, 235.




    22. The phrase is Paul Rabinow’s: French Modern: The Norms and Forms of the Social Environment (Cambridge, Mass., 1989; Chicago, 1995).




    23. For key contributions to the “origins debate,” see Harrison Wright, ed., The ‘New Imperialism’: Analysis of Late-Nineteenth Century Expansion, 2nd ed. (Lexington, Mass., 1976).




    24. Ronald Robinson, introduction to Brunschwig, French Colonialism, vii.




    25. Jacques Marseille, Empire colonial et capitalisme français: Histoire d’un divorce (Paris, 1984); Lefeuvre, Chère Algérie.




    26. Brunschwig, French Colonialism, 182. See also Charles-Robert Ageron, France coloniale ou parti colonial? (Paris, 1978); Stuart Persell, The French Colonial Lobby, 1889–1938 (Stanford, 1983); and articles by Christopher Andrew and A. S. Kanya-Forstner: “The French ‘Colonial Party’: Its Composition, Aims and Influence, 1885–1914,” Historical Journal 14, no. 1 (March 1971): 99–128; “The French Colonial Party and French Colonial War Aims, 1914–1918,” Historical Journal 17, no. 1 (March 1974): 79–106; “The Groupe Colonial in the French Chamber of Deputies, 1892–1932,” Historical Journal 17, no. 4 (December 1974): 837–66.




    27. Christopher Andrew, “The French Colonialist Movement during the Third Republic: The Unofficial Mind of Imperialism,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 5th ser., 26 (1976): 148.




    28. On this shift, see Alice Conklin and Julia Clancy-Smith, introduction to French Historical Studies 27, no. 3 (2004): 497–505; Frederick Cooper, “The Rise, Fall, and Rise of Colonial Studies, 1951–2001,” in Colonialism in Question: Theory, Knowledge, History (Berkeley, 2005), 33–55; Sophie Dulucq, ed., dossier “L’écriture de l’histoire de la colonisation en France depuis 1960,” Afrique et Histoire 2, no. 6 (2006): 235–76.




    29. Culture and Imperialism (New York, 1993), 11–12. See also Edward Said, Orientalism (New York, 1979).




    30. Quoted in Said, Culture and Imperialism, 13.




    31. Victoria Bonnell and Lynn Hunt, introduction to Beyond the Cultural Turn: New Directions in the Study of Society and Culture, ed. Victoria Bonnell and Lynn Hunt (Berkeley, 1999), 10–11. See also William Sewell, Logics of History: Social Theory and Social Transformation (Chicago, 2005), esp. 49, 139–40, 162–68, chap. 6.




    32. Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd ed., s.v. “Representation.”




    33. On the meaning of “image,” see W.J.T. Mitchell, Iconology: Image, Text, Ideology (Chicago, 1987), esp. chap. 1, “What Is an Image?”




    34. See William Sewell, “The Concept(s) of Culture,” in Logics, 152–74.




    35. Raymond Williams, “Culture,” in Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society, rev. ed. (New York, 1983), 89–90. See among others, Talal Asad, ed., Anthropology and the Colonial Encounter (New York, 1973); George Stocking, Victorian Anthropology (New York, 1987); Nicholas Thomas, Colonialism’s Culture: Anthropology, Travel and Government (Princeton, 1994); Emmanuelle Sibeud, Une science impériale pour l’Afrique? La construction des savoirs africanistes en France, 1878–1930 (Paris, 2002).




    36. Lorcin, Imperial Identities ; Paul Silverstein, Algeria in France: Transpolitics, Race, and Nation (Bloomington, 2004), chap. 2.




    37. Sewell, “Concept(s),” 158. See also Raymond Williams, “Culture is Ordinary,” in The Raymond Williams Reader, ed. John Higgins (London, 2001), 10–24; Williams, “Culture,” 90–92.




    38. Said, Culture and Imperialism, xii, 12, 14. On visual Orientalism, see, for example, Linda Nochlin, “The Imaginary Orient,” in The Politics of Vision: Essays on Nineteenth-Century Art and Society (New York, 1989), 33–59; Roger Benjamin, Orientalism: Delacroix to Klee (Sydney, 1997); Benjamin, Orientalist Aesthetics: Art, Colonialism, and French North Africa, 1880–1930 (Berkeley, 2003).




    39. John MacKenzie, Propaganda and Empire: The Manipulation of British Public Opinion, 1880–1960 (Manchester, 1984); John MacKenzie, ed., Imperialism and Popular Culture (Manchester, 1986).




    40. Art historians have recently begun to challenge the assumption that leading French artists ignored empire. See Darcy Grimaldo Grigsby, Extremities: Painting Empire in Post-Revolutionary France (New Haven, 2002); Peter Benson Miller, “By the Sword and the Plow: Théodore Chassériau’s Cour des Comptes Murals and Algeria,” Art Bulletin 86, no. 4 (2004): 690–718; Jennifer Olmsted, “Reinventing the Protagonist: Eugène Delacroix’s Representations of Arab Men” (Ph.D. diss., Northwestern University, 2005); John Zarobell, Empire of Landscape: Space and Ideology in French Colonial Algeria (University Park, 2010).




    41. Raoul Girardet, L’idée coloniale en France de 1871 à 1962 (Paris, 1972), 23–24, 109–44; William Schneider, An Empire for the Masses: The French Popular Image of Africa, 1870–1900 (Westport, Conn., 1982); Thomas August, The Selling of the Empire: British and French Imperialist Propaganda, 1890–1940 (Westport, Conn., 1985); Dominique Lejeune, Les sociétés de géographie en France et l’expansion coloniale au XIXe siècle (Paris, 1993); Tony Chafer and Amanda Sackur, introduction to Promoting the Colonial Idea: Propaganda and Visions of Empire in France, ed. Tony Chafer and Amanda Sackur (London, 2002), 1–9.




    42. Said, Orientalism, 39; also Culture and Orientalism, 11, 53.




    43. On temporality in historical thinking, see Sewell, Logics, 6–11.




    44. John MacKenzie, Orientalism: History, Theory and the Arts (Manchester, 1995), 54.




    45. Sewell, “Concept(s),” 160–61; Pierre Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice, trans. Richard Nice (Cambridge, 1977), 2.




    46. Keith Michael Baker, Inventing the French Revolution: Essays on French Political Culture in the Eighteenth Century (Cambridge, 1990), 4.




    47. On historians’ use of Geertz, see Sewell, “History, Synchrony, and Culture: Reflections on the Work of Clifford Geertz,” in Logics, 175–96.




    48. Bourdieu, Outline, 4–9, quote 23.




    49. E.g. Lorcin, Imperial Identities ; Julia Clancy-Smith, Rebel and Saint: Muslim Notables, Populist Protest, Colonial Encounters (Algeria and Tunisia, 1800–1904) (Berkeley, 1997); Benjamin Brower, A Desert Named Peace: The Violence of France’s Empire in the Algerian Sahara, 1844–1902 (New York, 2009); Osama Abi-Mershed, Apostles of Modernity: Saint-Simonians and the Civilizing Mission in Algeria (Stanford, 2010).




    50. Michel de Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life, trans. Steven Rendall (Berkeley, 1984), 171–73, quote 172.




    51. Arjun Appadurai, ed., The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective (Cambridge, 1986), esp. introduction, 3–63.


  





PART I




  By the Sword












  1




  A Tale of Two Despots




  The Invasion of Algeria and the Revolution of 1830




  









  ALMOST ANY ACCOUNT of the French conquest of Algeria begins with the July Revolution of 1830. According to historians of both French politics and North African colonialism, the invasion of the then–Ottoman regency was a by-product of the Bourbon Restoration’s final collapse. Faced with widespread popular opposition and a strong liberal majority in the elected Chamber of Deputies, King Charles X and his ultraroyalist prime minister, Jules de Polignac, engineered the expedition against Algiers in a last, desperate bid for public and electoral support. To no avail. Barely three weeks after the fall of Algiers on 5 July 1830, a revolutionary coalition of liberal deputies, journalists, artisans, and workers took to the streets of Paris. When the smoke cleared at the end of the “Three Glorious Days” of 27, 28, and 29 July, Charles had abdicated, and his cousin, Louis-Philippe d’Orléans, had assumed the throne as “King of the French.”




  This turn of events, which so quickly transformed the conqueror into the conquered, delighted the monarchy’s many opponents. Satirists unleashed a gleeful torrent of caricatures like The Royal Evacuation, by the Parisian lithographer Langlumé (fig. 1).1 Printed less than a week after the revolution, The Royal Evacuation made crude fun of the brief interval separating the fall of Algiers from the fall of Paris. The cartoon depicts Charles X straining to swallow a generically “Oriental” building, identified by the caption as the city of Algiers, while his backside extrudes a Parisian-style edifice that falls to join the silhouette of Notre Dame cathedral on the ground behind him. The caption, in which Charles exclaims, “How funny! I swallow Algiers and I give up Paris,” mocks the king’s political naïveté in expecting to rally popular support with military victory in North Africa.




  Much of the humor of Langlumé’s cartoon derived from its scatological play on the timing of the two capitals’ respective falls. But it also carried a more serious message about the links between the Algiers expedition and the July Revolution, which became one of the most popular themes in revolutionary political satire in 1830.2 By linking the two events through the body of the king, Langlumé gave visual expression to the entanglement of the Algerian invasion in the politics of monarchy in postrevolutionary France. Invoking Rabelais’ gluttonous Gargantua, the print satirized Charles X’s unmeasured appetite for power and its fatal consequences for the legitimacy of royal authority. More subtly, the identifying features of the two cities reference the confrontation between sacred and secular authority that defined the political culture of the late Restoration. The minarets of the Algiers skyline and the towers of Notre Dame stand in silent contrast to the tricolor flags and civic architecture of the unidentified Parisian building. Coarse as it is, The Royal Evacuation encapsulates the ways that the invasion of the Ottoman regency, justified by Charles X and the Polignac ministry as a righteous attack on religious fanaticism and despotic rule, articulated the competing political ideals at stake in the Revolution of 1830.




  The popularity of such satires reflects the fact that there was more to the relationship between the July Revolution and the Algiers expedition than a simple campaign stratagem. The monarchy did, as we will see, intend the expedition to divert public attention from domestic travails, including a worsening economic recession, a wave of mysterious fires in Normandy, and the growing unpopularity of the Polignac government. In this respect, the Journal des débats newspaper was correct to describe the invasion as the work of “ministers without a majority in the Chambers or the electoral colleges who simplemindedly think they can escape their fate with smoke and noise!”3 But the specific forms of that smoke and noise had a deeper political significance, as well. Closer investigation of the ways that the government and its opponents represented the expedition shows not only why it failed to salvage the monarchy, but how it actually served to further undermine the legitimacy of the Bourbon regime. Charles X and his supporters publicly portrayed the invasion as an expression of their ultraroyalist conception of Christian kingship, but simultaneously justified it by invoking the values of secular liberalism. Royalists claimed to act in the name of liberty and reason against political despotism and religious fanaticism, even as they celebrated the expedition as an act of divinely inspired royal power. Caricatures like The Royal Evacuation encapsulated this contradiction and, in this regard, embody both the roots of the Algerian conquest in the conflicted political culture of the Bourbon Restoration and the role of the expedition in precipitating the crisis of legitimacy that brought it down.
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  FIGURE 1. The Royal Evacuation, lith. Langlumé (Paris), 1830. Bibliothèque nationale de France, Département des Estampes et de la photographie.




  The Political Origins of the Algiers Expedition




  Accomplished in just three days, the July Revolution of 1830 lacked the bloody drama and radical outcomes of the other nineteenth-century French revolutions. The men of 1830 did not proclaim a republic and institute universal (male) suffrage. Instead, they installed Charles’s cousin, Louis-Philippe, as “King of the French” under a constitutional Charter little different from the one it replaced. Property qualifications for the suffrage were extended only minimally, and voting remained the privilege of a small group of wealthy notables. The Revolution of 1830 thus constituted less a struggle between republicanism and monarchy than a crisis of legitimacy within the system of constitutional monarchy instituted after the fall of Napoleon. Because of its apparent moderation, 1830 remains the least-studied of all the French revolutions.4 Yet it was this crisis that provided both the immediate trigger and the symbolic framework for the invasion of Algiers. Viewed from an imperial perspective, the July Revolution stands as one of the most significant events in modern French history.




  The political culture of the Bourbon Restoration was characterized from the outset by “a continuous public and participatory negotiation over the nature of legitimate authority.”5 Conservative ultraroyalists saw the return of the Bourbons in 1814 as an opportunity to revive the sacred kingship of the Old Regime. Liberals, by contrast, interpreted the restored monarchy as a constitutional regime based on the secular principles of popular sovereignty, the rule of law, and parliamentary governance. These contradictions were embodied in the constitutional Charter of 1814. Issued in the name of “Louis, by the grace of God, King of France and Navarre,” as a gift rather than an obligation to his subjects, the Charter vested sovereignty in a sacred, inviolable royal person and reestablished Catholicism as the state religion. Yet it also maintained certain revolutionary rights and institutions, including equality before the law, freedom of expression and of religion, and a Chamber of Deputies elected by some ninety thousand of the kingdom’s wealthiest taxpayers.6 Ultraroyalists read the regime’s founding document as reconstituting the absolute monarchy of the Old Regime, while liberals construed it as a contract between monarch and nation that subjected the king to the will of the people. The restored Bourbon kings were thus caught between two incompatible views of sovereignty and royal legitimacy.




  Contradictions between sacred and secular royal authority pervaded the ceremonial and parliamentary politics of the Restoration, especially after the accession of Charles X in 1824.7 Under Louis XVIII (r. 1814–24), a policy of oubli, or compulsory forgetting, aimed to simply ignore divisive revolutionary memories. His devout brother, however, sought to reinstate the symbolic foundations of the Old Regime monarchy. Royal rituals, from Charles X’s elaborate coronation in May 1825 to the papal jubilee of 1826, proclaimed the king’s divine authority and identified the regime with the Church in both elite and popular political discourse. Restoration liberals, on the other hand, were united by a resolute anticlericalism and what they saw as the political principles of 1789: popular sovereignty, patriotism, and the rule of law.8 A loose coalition of moderate constitutionalists, republicans, and Bonapartists, they saw efforts to “resacralize” the monarchy as a plot led by counterrevolutionary priests to resurrect the clerical, aristocratic, and royal privileges of the Old Regime. Seditious placards, songs, caricatures, defaced coins, even baked goods portrayed Charles as a Jesuit or a bishop, and spread rumors of a clerical conspiracy through French society.9




  A series of laws indemnifying aristocrats for property confiscated during the Revolution, reauthorizing female religious communities, and making sacrilege a capital offense aggravated electors’ disquiet about the reactionary turn of the “Jesuit-king,” and liberals gained a majority in the Chamber of Deputies from 1827, escalating the struggle between conceptions of monarchy into a full-blown constitutional crisis. The appointment in August 1829 of the extreme ultra Polignac government brought matters to a head over the question of ministerial responsibility.10 Polignac’s views were diametrically opposed to those of the liberal majority, and his nomination seemed to confirm liberals’ fears of a plot to “return [our country] to the yoke of ultramontane fanaticism and absolute power.”11 Liberal deputies, writers, and caricaturists responded with a deafening chorus of outrage about the new ministry and began to predict a royalist coup d’état against the Charter. Ultras, who believed the appointment of ministers was an unfettered royal prerogative, saw in the storm of protest the seeds of revolution. They called on the king to invoke Article 14 of the Charter, suspending the Chambers and asserting dictatorial powers in the name of “state security.”12




  At the opening of the 1830 parliamentary session, Charles X concluded his annual address with a ringing assertion of the sacred nature of royal power and, in a thinly veiled reference to Article 14, of his duty “to maintain the public peace” in case of “criminal maneuvers” against the government.13 Liberals responded with a statement, signed by 221 deputies and presented to the king on 18 March, that the Polignac ministry posed a direct threat to the Charter and to public liberty.14 The next day, the king prorogued the session, raising expectations that the Chamber would be dissolved at an opportune moment. That moment came on 17 May, as an invasion force of thirty-seven thousand prepared to sail from Toulon to Algiers. By the time the fleet left port on 25 May, campaigning was well underway for elections now set for late June and early July.




  Officially, the French expedition against Algiers was a punitive one. The Algerian merchant house of Bacri had supplied grain to the French army during the Directory, payment for which had never been entirely settled.15 In April of 1827, during a discussion of the Algerians’ demands for reimbursement, Hussein, the dey (governor) of Ottoman Algiers, struck the French consul with a fly swatter. The French responded to this “outrage” by declaring war and instituting a naval blockade of the regency.16 Two years later, a French parley ship was fired upon in Algiers harbor after the commander of the blockade squadron met with the dey to propose an armistice. Polignac, then minister of foreign affairs, rejected Hussein’s apologies and, instead, proposed an invasion of the regency. Charles X approved this plan in October 1829, just two months after Polignac’s installation as president of the Council of Ministers. Initially, Polignac suggested collaborating with Russia to subsidize an attack by Egyptian troops. But this so-called grand projet collapsed and, on 31 January 1830, the Council voted to take direct action. Charles mobilized the army and navy, appointed the minister of war, General de Bourmont, to command the expedition, and ordered him to prepare for a rapid departure of the amphibious invasion force.17




  Some historians have seen the “fly-swatter affair” as a fig leaf for seizing the dey’s treasury in order to refill the crown’s depleted coffers without raising taxes at home.18 French planners did see potential financial advantages in an invasion, but both revenge and financial gain paled beside domestic political concerns in the decision to go to war, whose true objectives were “the glory that will be reflected onto the KING [and] the force that such an expedition will give to his government.”19 Charles-André Julien’s detailed analysis of parliamentary and press debates shows how the “Algiers question” had become entangled in the constitutional struggle between crown and parliament in the 1820s.20 The ministries of the period defended the treaty settling the Bacri claims and then the blockade and invasion as matters of royal prerogative. The opposition challenged the government at every turn on the grounds that the deputies’ right of financial oversight empowered them to intervene in all matters involving the public treasury, including diplomacy and war.




  On both sides, attitudes towards Algiers itself were subordinated to the ongoing political conflict. Restoration liberals had traditionally espoused a bellicose militarism, celebrating the army and the glories of the republican and Imperial past in ostentatious contrast to the European peace ushered in with the return of the Bourbons.21 But when the government instituted the blockade of Algiers in 1827, liberal deputies and journalists protested, declaring it an overreaction to a minor infraction of consular etiquette. A year later, they reversed course to criticize the blockade as inadequate punishment for the dey’s insult, while the government defended it as a prudently limited measure. The parties exchanged positions once again after the appointment of the Polignac ministry, and the expedition— the only significant action taken by the new government—became a central locus of the unfolding constitutional crisis. When Charles X announced the expedition as a point of national honor, the opposition denounced it as militarily risky, diplomatically dangerous, and, above all, unconstitutional because the government had failed to seek the Chambers’ approval for war-related expenses. “Unjust in its origin, imprudent in its haste, fruitless in its results, and . . .  reprehensible and criminal in its execution,” Alexandre de Laborde proclaimed on behalf of the deputies, the expedition “compromises our [the Chamber’s] most cherished rights.”22 According to liberals, such disregard amounted to no less than the suppression of representative government and a decisive step “onto the uncertain road of arbitrary rule.”23 Ultras in turn charged the opposition with “spreading calumnies whose fruits they hope will benefit revolution against the monarchy.”24




  As the expedition provoked further wrangling over the limits of royal power, it was also drawn into the intensifying struggle for control of the Chamber of Deputies. The very notion of an attack on Algiers was a response to liberal electoral gains in the late 1820s. The initial proposal for an invasion, presented to Charles X shortly after the blockade began in 1827, cited political utility as its first advantage. “It could be useful to Your Majesty to have a pretext for organizing an army,” War Minister Clermont-Tonnerre wrote, “to remind France . . . that military glory survived the Revolution and that the legitimate Monarchy not only guarantees the country against foreign invasion, but that it can also can carry our standards into distant countries.” Any expedition should therefore be timed to coincide with parliamentary elections, it being “desirable that those events that give new strength to governments and present a salutary object to the spirit of peoples should coincide with times of political ferment.” To go before the nation with “the keys to Algiers in hand,” the minister concluded, would benefit the monarchy at the ballot box.25 Political concerns remained uppermost in the final decision to go to war, which the new war minister, General de Bourmont, endorsed in December of 1829: “An expedition against Algiers would capture the national imagination (esprit); it would give new vigor to the army, stoke the hopes of trade, and reunite all opinions by uniting all interests.”26




  Following this logic, the Polignac government set the electoral calendar in the spring of 1830 to coincide with the anticipated stages of the expedition. The dissolution of the Chamber and the date of new elections were announced as soon as the fleet was ready to sail, so that the electoral colleges would meet just after the expected victory. The army’s landing in North Africa in mid-June provided the occasion to strike against leading liberal candidates, notably the revolutionary hero, General Lamarque, who was forced into retirement just before the first round of voting on 23 June. When Hussein Dey capitulated on 5 July, the monarchy and its defenders greeted the news as an opportunity to sway electors in twenty departments where electoral college meetings had been delayed until mid-July. On learning of the victory on the ninth, Charles X immediately forwarded the news to Polignac in “hope that it [would] be useful” in royalist candidates’ final appeals to voters.27 Within hours the king had also issued orders for a celebratory Te Deum that was, as we will see, intended to consolidate the effects of the victory on public and electoral opinion.




  For all the violent parliamentary rhetoric surrounding the expedition, public events and celebrations like the Te Deum were equally, if not more, important in anchoring the invasion in the revolutionary politics of 1830. Organized by military, civic, and religious authorities across France to cheer the mobilization of the expeditionary force, to solicit divine benediction for the king’s army, and to celebrate Hussein Dey’s defeat, such festivities represented the expedition to a wider public that included not only wealthy electors, but also ordinary people of all classes. Here, more than anywhere else in the months before the July Revolution, the symbolic, electoral, and imperial politics of legitimacy converged and tied the expedition inextricably to the Bourbon monarchy. As Chateaubriand wrote, “the ships that carried liberty over the seas to Numidia carried legitimacy; the fleet under the white flag was the monarchy itself sailing forth.”28 His remark applies equally well to celebrations of the expedition at home, in which nothing less than the fate of the Bourbon regime was perceived to be at stake.




  With the election process moving forward, festivities honoring the Armée d’Afrique conflated the defense of Christian monarchy abroad with the defense of the Bourbon regime at home. Designed to rally the nation to the monarchy and reinforce its legitimizing principles, the public spectacles orchestrated around the expedition sought to demonstrate the power of sacred kingship to protect civilization from barbarism, Christianity from Islam, and freedom from tyranny. In choosing this symbolic framework, however, the monarchy opened the expedition to an alternative interpretation as part of a revolutionary confrontation between liberty and despotism. At a time when “Liberty!” and “War against tyrants and despots!” served as rallying cries for the government’s critics,29 declaring war on despotism in the name of liberty was a dangerous venture.




  
Of Monarchs and Despots: Staging the Algiers Expedition




  In media ranging from newspapers to guidebooks, poems, placards, and public ceremonies, the monarchy and its ultraroyalist supporters presented the Algiers expedition to the French public as a confrontation between Oriental despotism, embodied by Hussein Dey, and Christian monarchy, identified with Charles himself. This opposition drew on a venerable tradition in French political culture, where the two terms had served as mutually constitutive models of legitimate and illegitimate rule since the seventeenth century.30 The concept of Oriental despotism reflected European assumptions that systems of government “in which a single person directs everything by his own will and caprice”31 were most common among Asian and African peoples. By the end of the seventeenth century, the term had come to stand for a form of “barbaric,” arbitrary rule antithetical to the political and material well-being of “civilized” peoples. In the French conception of Christian monarchy, by contrast, the king was charged by God to rule his people with justice and paternal love, rather than violence and fear. Unlike the Oriental despot, he governed according to the laws of the land and in the interest of his subjects, the Catholic Church, and social order. According to one eighteenth-century royal official, it was “this government, for which God has shown us the model in paternal authority, [that was] the most favorable to the liberty of each of the individuals who make up the society.”32




  Oriental despotism and Christian monarchy were particularly closely linked in France, where aristocrats, Huguenots, and parlementaires had begun in the seventeenth century to invoke the Ottoman sultan and the mythical Assyrian tyrant Sardanapalus to denounce Louis XIV’s divine-right absolutism as arbitrary, oppressive, and “contrary to reason, humanity, [and] the spirit of Christianity itself.”33 Popularized by Montesquieu and the philosophes in the eighteenth century, Oriental despotism became a common metaphor for absolute forms of government and rulers perceived to put themselves above the rule of law. Its presumed illegitimacy made its elimination a central tenet of French imperialist doctrine from the time of the Revolution, when the supposedly despotic character of governments was invoked to justify French invasions in Europe, Egypt, and elsewhere.34 This dual function made Oriental despotism a mighty but double-edged weapon in the hands of French kings.




  The Greek War of Independence (1821–29) from the Ottoman Empire brought Oriental despotism back to the forefront of French political culture and set the symbolic stage for the invasion of Algiers.35 French artists and writers initially championed military intervention in Greece as a modern-day crusade to free the liberty-loving, Greek Christians from their despotic Muslim rulers, and to defend French imperial interests against Anglo-Russian ambitions in the Near East. With the accession of Charles X in 1824, however, support for the Greeks became deeply politicized as the association of religious fanaticism with political tyranny in views of the Greek War converged with liberal fears of a clerical plot to seize political power in France. French philhellenes began to interpret the conflict as one between religious fanaticism and secular reason, as much as between Islam and Christianity. Where they had referred to defenders of Ottoman rule as “Turks,” they now applied the term to “fanatical champion[s] of all legitimist power,” including the French king.36 The language of Oriental despotism was thus alive and well when the Algiers question burst onto the public stage.




  In 1830, the Bourbons and their supporters seized the double-edged sword of Oriental despotism with both hands. They turned to the revitalized stereotype to portray Hussein Dey as the quintessential Oriental despot and Charles X as a Christian monarch with a divine mission to liberate Algiers and Europe from Algerine oppression. The king and royalist officials nationwide emphasized this contrast to vindicate simultaneously the invasion of Algiers and the ultra vision of Christian kingship. By delegitimizing the rule of the Ottoman governor in Algiers, ultraroyalists hoped to legitimize that of the Bourbon king in Paris.




  The royalist portrait of Hussein as Oriental despot drew on long-standing stereotypes of the Barbary states in general and Algiers in particular as “the ‘scum’ of the Turkish empire.”37 Over the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, scholars, travelers, and diplomats had developed an image of the deys of Algiers as despots rivaled only by the Turkish sultan himself in insolently flouting European standards of civilized government. A “Moral and Political Poem” penned by a Montpellier publicist in 1830 summed up the view of Hussein that had come to predominate in France by the time of the invasion:




  

    Never does one see a brigand more daring,


    A barbarian more hideous, a tyrant more shameless,


    The disgrace of Europe and of humanity.38


  




  This vision of Hussein Dey had three defining characteristics, which were largely echoed in unofficial texts and images circulating at the time: disdain for the rule of law, both at home and abroad; fanatical Islamic faith; and protection of the Barbary pirates. The first of these, the dey’s disregard for international law, provided the official casus belli. In diplomatic and public statements, ministerial officials cited a litany of illegal attacks by the dey on French commercial and diplomatic interests. A lengthy article printed in the Moniteur in late April 1830 enumerated his many crimes: “violation of the principles of the law of nations; infraction of treaties and conventions; arbitrary exactions; insolent demands opposed to the laws of the kingdom and contrary to the rights of French subjects; pillage of our ships; violation of the home of our diplomatic agents; public insult to our consul; attack against the French parley flag.”39




  According to royalist newspapers and other publications sponsored by the Polignac government, Hussein’s scorn for international law was a natural extension of his despotic rule at home. A handbook produced by the Ministry of War for distribution to the Armée d’Afrique and later sold to the public exemplifies this official view of the regency government. Compiled largely from eighteenth-century travel accounts, the Aperçu historique, statistique & topographique sur lʿetat d’Alger synthesized contemporary stereotypes of Ottoman Algiers as “the scourge of the civilized world” and its governor as “the most despotic and implicitly obeyed monarch on earth.”40 Readers of the Aperçu found an account of deylical rule as an endless cycle of intrigue and terror. The dey was elected by the regency’s Turkish militia, but “it is rare that the elevation of a dey takes place without a massacre among the electors who want their own favorite to triumph.” Since any militiaman could aspire to the position, the handbook’s anonymous authors reported, ambitious officers plotted constantly to murder and replace the ruling dey. Once in office, the governor “is the absolute master of the country; he rewards and punishes at will, . . . and accounts to no one for his conduct.” With power unfettered by law or standards of civilized behavior, the dey and his lieutenants systematically diverted public revenues into their own pockets, while holding the Algerian population in fear, poverty, and ignorance.41




  The second feature in the French portrait of Hussein was Islam, which European writers of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries held to be a key source of Oriental despotism. The Muslim faith was presumed by many Westerners to be inherently zealotic. If one thing was certain about its adherents, wrote a French cavalry officer in 1828, “it is that they are fanatics.”42 Islamic fanaticism was, in turn, supposed to encourage not only backwardness and ignorance, but also a tendency to impose and to submit to despotic government.43 “The dey is a Muslim,” the Moniteur claimed, and as such, “recognizes no other law than force, active and present force.”44 His subjects, however miserable their condition, were said to be accustomed by Koranic strictures to unquestioning obedience to their oppressor’s will.




  Religion was most important, however, in explaining the dey’s support for Barbary piracy, the third and most distinctive feature of Algerian despotism. Since the seventeenth century, Algiers had been identified in the French imagination with the corsairs who sailed from Maghrebi ports to attack Mediterranean shipping, demanding tribute from European states for the safe passage of their vessels and seizing European captives for ransom or sale into slavery. The corsair economy was nearly moribund by 1830, when barely one hundred captives remained in Algerine prisons, but there remained broad consensus in France that the regency of Algiers was “the greatest association formed for brigandage that has ever existed on earth.”45 Barbary piracy was not considered a solely earthly crime, however. It was also seen as a form of religious warfare driven by Muslims’ purportedly fanatical hatred of Christians, which explained the corsairs’ targeting of European ships and their attempts to force Christian captives to apostatize.46




  These enduring assumptions underpinned French portrayals of Hussein Dey as the captain of the North African pirates. This role quickly eclipsed his legal violations in official speeches and royalist publications, which subsumed France’s specific grievances with the regency into a “triple plague” inflicted upon the Christian powers: “the enslavement of their subjects, the tributes that the dey demands from them, and the piracy that eliminates all security from the Mediterranean coast and constantly threatens ships that navigate that sea.”47 The irony of such characterizations is evident, given the systematic subjugation, taxation, and looting that would accompany the French conquest of Algeria, but in 1830, images of Barbary piracy resonated with centuries-old popular fears of “white slavery.” Since the 1600s, processions of freed captives, captivity narratives, and engravings had filled the French imagination with the sufferings of Europeans, especially women, enslaved or held captive in North Africa.48 The Greek War revived interest in the theme in the 1820s, which saw a flood of new and reproduced memoirs, travel accounts, operas, plays, novels, paintings, and prints.49




  Pamphlets, songs, and verse devoted to the Algiers expedition summoned up these associations for French audiences across the social and political spectrum. Although the circulation of these texts is difficult to determine from the available sources, their themes are strikingly consistent, indicating a wide resonance among contemporary consumers. A royalist ode dedicated to the dauphin offered a typical denunciation of the “audacious pirate” Hussein and his followers, “who disdain / The laws of Gods and man” in committing “so many crimes / Of which Christians were the victims.”50 “We must fight now,” read another commemorative poem,




  

    To bring to bay a barbarian corsair,


    The implacable enemy of the Christian Universe,


    And the horror and dread of the European world.51


  




  Many such works were produced by avowed legitimists or by writers seeking the favor of royalist patrons, but terms like “barbarian,” “pagan,” “corsair,” “slavery,” and “pillage,” along with a corresponding emphasis on the victimization of Christians, appeared in works with a wide variety of political perspectives. In inexpensive popular media, the war with Algiers was framed almost exclusively in terms of corsairing and white slavery. For instance, a cheap songbook peddled in the Jura region in the summer of 1830 included lyrics celebrating “our Christian soldiers” gone “to destroy this retreat / Of pagans and corsairs.”52 The text accompanying a Parisian engraving of the French army’s landing could have come directly from the Polignac ministry’s offices: “For centuries the African barbarians carried on an awful traffic in Europeans, whom they seized, dragging them into slavery, selling them, or drawing a ransom for their liberation, pillaging trading ships and demanding a humiliating tribute from sovereigns to protect [their ships] from piracy. It was up to France to avenge outraged humanity, to purge the seas, and to destroy the power of these pirates.”53




  In the two decades before the French invasion, both the United States and Great Britain had taken military action against Algiers to protect their shipping from the corsairs, but the French used Barbary piracy to claim a much broader moral authority for their armies. Shifting the emphasis from the fly-swatter affair to the despotic character of the dey’s rule made deposing Hussein a necessary and just war aim, and authorized a claim that the French were acting not only on their own behalf but also on behalf of the people of Algiers and all of Christendom. If, as the Moniteur informed its readers in late March 1830, “it is a religious duty [for the Muslim dey] to violate the sworn faith of [Christian] infidels,”54 it must also be the divine mission of France’s Most Christian King to protect the Christian faithful. Charles X claimed this sacred duty in his addresses to the Chambers of 1828 and 1830. Speaking not only as the French king, but as a latter-day crusader and defender of the faith, he announced the expedition in March 1830 as a measure that would, “in satisfying the honor of France, turn with the aid of the Almighty to the benefit of Christianity.”55




  This announcement set the tone for portrayals of Charles X as Christian monarch that served as the counterpart to depictions of Hussein Dey as Oriental despot. Although it suffused royalist odes, songs, and pamphlets, this image gained widest exposure in public ceremonies held across France in the spring and summer of 1830 to celebrate the expedition. These festivities had clear political aims, in particular to ensure the loyalty of the army and the mass of the French population. The army’s enduring Bonapartist affinities had strained its relations with a dynasty restored by Napoleon’s defeat, but ultras now hoped to win it over to their cause.56 Units from all nineteen of the country’s military divisions were included in the expeditionary army, and its thirty-seven thousand men were fêted in towns and villages along the route to the expedition’s staging grounds in the Midi.57 Le peuple had shown a similarly troubling attachment to the Revolution and the Empire since 1815, and the Polignac government feared a popular uprising in the spring of 1830. But the ministry also believed that martial glory and royal majesty could seduce the people, along with wavering electors, into acting as a bulwark against liberal elites. Festival organizers thus sought to impress upon all French citizens the principles of Christian monarchy and the ultraroyalist vision of the socio-political order. Organized locally but carried out on a national scale, the spectacles surrounding the Algiers expedition constituted a kind of serial “fête of sovereignty,” which worked “to affirm the legitimacy of power through the reiteration of the arguments that constituted it.”58




  The first celebrations were initiated by local military, civic, and religious authorities to honor army units designated to take part in the expedition. By turns solemn and joyful, these military festivals varied tremendously from place to place. In Strasbourg, the local clergy and regimental chaplain arranged “an august and touching ceremony” at the cathedral followed by a banquet at the chaplain’s home for the local artillery companies assigned to the Armée d’Afrique.59 It was military authorities, however, that organized a public review and parade of troops departing from Bordeaux.60 In some cases, spectators also participated in the proceedings, as in Montpellier, where a crowd of residents escorted two engineering companies out of town to the sound of the regimental band playing military tunes.61 Across the Midi, where the expeditionary force was billeted while waiting to embark at Toulon, everyday life took on a festive air. Locals embraced the soldiers “as friends and as brothers,” whose “arrival in the villages was a holiday and [whose] departure a day of mourning.”62




  Royalist accounts of these ceremonies interpreted enthusiasm for the Armée d’Afrique as evidence of the army’s identification with the monarchy and of the people’s attachment to the king. Legitimist authors highlighted soldiers’ zeal for the expedition and the enthusiasm of spectators at send-off ceremonies. Government newspapers recounted striking cases of martial ardor, while royalist poems, songs, and speeches lauded the fervor of young heroes said to “burn” for revenge against the dey and to “rejoice” at the prospect of action.63 In the throngs that turned out to applaud the soldiers, royalists saw a citizenry united around the throne and a calming of the unrest stirring the country. So Lyon’s legitimist organ, the Gazette de Lyon, implied in reporting that “all the enemies of the patrie seemed to have disappeared” in the cheering at a review of the troops.64 General de Bourmont’s trip to join his command was described by La Quotidienne as “one long series of military and popular fêtes,” at which crowds “express[ed] in an unequivocal manner the sentiments of recognition [they] felt for the prince who had ordered this eminently French war and for the general to whom its success was confided.”65




  Patriotic themes combined with royal pageantry in festivities organized for Charles’s eldest son, the duc d’Angoulême, who traveled to Toulon in early May to review the expeditionary force. A placard posted throughout the department of the Rhône explained that although the dauphin “could not this time lead the arms and share the perils” of the expedition, he nonetheless wished to show the soldiers his moral support and to verify the army’s logistical preparations “with the prudence of a chief and the solicitude of a father.”66 To carry this message to as many of his father’s subjects as possible, Angoulême followed an itinerary that wound through fifteen departments, where local authorities mobilized the rituals of the royal entry to celebrate his passage.67 Smaller communes made do with tolling church bells and receptions by whatever notables could be mustered. In the small Beaujolais textile town of Tarare, for example, the prince was greeted by the adjunct mayor, two curés, and an under-inspector of customs.68 The entry staged in Vienne on 29 April was characteristic of larger cities with correspondingly greater means. A deputation of government officials and functionaries met the royal guest at the city limits and escorted him through the streets to the town hall. Garlands, bunting, and arches made of greenery festooned the parade route, and private homes were decorated with the white flags and fleurs de lys of the Bourbons. Inhabitants lined the streets and quays, shouting “vive le Dauphin!” and “vive le Roi!”69 Authorities in Lyon organized the most elaborate entry of all, a two-day affair deemed by the Moniteur to be one of the most brilliant fêtes of the period, which included a military and civilian escort into the city, artillery salvoes on the place Louis-le-Grand, the illumination of public and private buildings, a fireworks display, a banquet at the prefecture, and a public review of the local garrison.70




  Angoulême’s voyage culminated with a review of the full expeditionary force assembled at Toulon. On 4 May, thousands gathered on the quays and bluffs overlooking the harbor for the “glittering, magnificent spectacle,” while scores of private craft followed the dauphin’s tour of the fleet.71 The hundred warships were hung with colorful banners resembling “enormous garlands of flowers, offered in homage to the white flag” of the Bourbons, according to one witness, and each ship’s crew fired a broadside salute as the prince passed.72 The day ended with a simulation of the planned amphibious landing on a nearby beach, where several elite companies debarked with great dispatch in specially designed flat-bottomed boats. This performance “enchanted those who witnessed it,” while demonstrating to spectators and newspaper readers the government’s careful planning for the safety and success of the troops.73




  Regardless of their scale, royal visits and speeches by local officials situated celebrations of the Algiers expedition firmly within the Bourbon monarchy’s efforts to restore the symbolic order of the Old Regime. Voyages by the members of the royal family were among the exceptional festivals that marked political life in Restoration France and, like royal entries of the early modern period, brought the people into direct relation with the holders of royal power.74 They also provided the occasion for local notables to express their adherence to the principles of legitimacy on which royal power rested. To the extent that they mentioned the impending invasion, prefects, mayors, and other officials repeated ministerial condemnations of Hussein Dey. The central themes in their speeches and proclamations, however, were devotion to the royal family, loyalty to the ultra-royalist vision of kingship, and hope that victory in Algiers would stabilize the monarchy.




  Speakers asserted the continuity of royal power across the revolutionary divide by placing the dauphin and his father in the dynastic lineage of French kings and proclaiming their own uninterrupted allegiance to the royal family. They compared the duc d’Angoulême and Charles X to earlier exemplars of heroic French kingship: Louis IX, sainted for his role in the Crusades; Louis XIV, the absolute monarch who had bombarded Algiers repeatedly between 1663 and 1688; and Henri IV, the beloved “good king ” whose image the Bourbons worked desperately to recapture throughout the Restoration.75 Thus, a transparency projected during festivities in Lyon described the dauphin as a “hero of the race [of Louis XIV],” while a report from Moulins claimed that Angoulême’s passage recalled for local inhabitants Henri IV’s entry into their city in 1595.76 The president of the Cour royal in Grenoble summed up such dynastic claims by declaring that the expedition would “unite . . . the great names of Saint Louis, Louis XIV and Charles X.”77 At the same time, festival organizers declared their own and their constituents’ unshakeable loyalty to the king and the royal family. Officials in the Midi invoked the region’s counterrevolutionary tradition as evidence that they and the local population had remained faithful to the crown throughout the Revolution and Empire. In Avignon, the prefect cited the well-known “fidelity” of the Vaucluse to “the white banner,” while the mayor of Marseille called on the city’s inhabitants to show the dauphin that their fealty had never wavered in the years of revolutionary strife.78




  Provincial authorities and notables also used the dauphin’s visit to voice their support for the crown in the present political crisis. They emphasized the benevolence of Bourbon rule, the wisdom of Charles X’s political judgment, and, above all, the ascendancy and sacred character of royal authority under the Charter of 1814. The return of Bourbon rule had brought peace and prosperity to a nation exhausted by decades of revolutionary and Imperial warfare, according to speakers who blithely ignored the incongruity of such statements in celebrations of an impending war. The prefect of the Vaucluse, for example, explained that the Algiers expedition demonstrated “the wisdom of our King for the most precious interest of his people, for the happiness and repose of families, for the security of our future.” This evidence of the king’s solicitude for his subjects should, he concluded, give them faith in all royal decisions, including “the development of the [political] institutions for which the Charter laid the principles and which must be monarchical in their essence.”79 The mayor of Marseille appealed even more directly to ultraroyalist conceptions of Christian monarchy by welcoming the dauphin’s visit and the Algerian expedition as proof of “this truth, that to legitimacy alone . . . did the Supreme Arbiter of kings and peoples attach the power, the glory, and the prosperity of nations.”80




  Civic celebrations of the Armée d’Afrique were reinforced by the Catholic Church, which operated as “the right hand of the State” in public festivals and in the dissemination of royal propaganda during the Restoration, especially in the provinces.81 While some officials suspected that civic festivities were attended primarily by committed royalists,82 the clergy could reach a larger pool of potential supporters among the majority of French citizens who regularly attended mass in the early nineteenth century, particularly in rural areas. State authorities acted primarily on their own initiative, but the king himself ordered the bishops and archbishops of France to organize public prayers for divine protection of the Armée d’Afrique and for victory over the dey.83 The bishops responded by issuing mandements (pastoral instructions) that explained the expedition’s purpose and specified prayers and liturgy to be included in all masses until the war ended. Read from the pulpit, posted in public places, and circulated in printed form, the episcopal instructions reveal the ways that the monarchy’s clerical collaborators presented the Algerian expedition to the whole range of French society, from the wealthiest electors to the humblest peasants.




  Not surprisingly, it was the bishops who most clearly articulated the religious dimensions of the struggle between Oriental despotism and Christian monarchy. Prelates described Algiers as “a lair of pirates and of anti-Christian barbarism,” populated by “stupid and degraded peoples, stultified by despotism and vice,”84 and ruled by “a government that had put itself beyond the law, [whose] extermination, humanely speaking, would be a benefit for society.”85 Conversely, they described the soldiers of the expeditionary army as the “sons” of Saint Louis, “new crusaders” endowed with “the heroism of Christian virtue” and designated by God to bring the blessings of Christianity to the “unfortunate inhabitants” of Algiers. This view of the expedition as religious warfare was reflected in the liturgical selections added to masses throughout the month of June, which appealed to the crusader Saint Louis and recalled earlier Christian kings’ struggles against the infidel.86




  Clerical representations of the expedition as a religious crusade also carried an important political message, linking the “sacred” expedition against Islamic despotism with the legitimacy of sacred kingship in France. Charles X’s “pure” motives for war, according to the prelates, reflected his virtues as a Christian monarch and the goodness of his rule over the French people. The bishop of Gap (Hautes-Alpes), François-Antoine Arbaud, argued with particular force on this point. A nonjuring priest who had emigrated during the Revolution, now a member of the Jesuit-linked society, La Congrégation, and a supporter of the Missions de France devoted to the re-Christianization of France, Arbaud was aligned with the most extreme wing of Restoration ultraroyalism.87 Although unusually vituperative in tone, Arbaud’s mandement spelled out a link between the eradication of Algerian despotism and the legitimacy of Christian kingship that ran through most pastoral instructions.




  The core of his text dealt with the sacred justice of the expedition and the “piety of our monarch” in going to war against Islamic “ignorance” and “superstition.” Unlike the bloodthirsty Napoleon Bonaparte, Charles X was “a king miserly with the blood and fortune of his people, always anxious to preserve for them the inestimable benefits of peace.” He understood that true honor and glory lay not in the pursuit of earthly trophies but in defending “the interests of order and of justice” against anarchy and sacrilege. He had therefore sent his army to fight the heresy that “a fanatic claiming the title of prophet had forced a multitude of peoples to adopt at sword point almost twelve centuries ago” and the “oppressive laws and tyrannical vigilance” that kept the word of God from the Algerian population. French victory, the bishop proclaimed, would bring divine grace to the “unfortunate” North Africans and pave the way for a peaceful conquest by Catholic missionaries. The priests of the diocese, therefore, were to devote all their energy to obtaining celestial assistance for an army led by “motives of such an elevated order.” Arbaud then turned to the upcoming elections. Addressing both ordinary citizens and the small group of wealthy electors, he claimed that the Algerian campaign was critical to the defense of order and justice at home, as well:




  

    The circumstances in which we find ourselves give exceptional importance to the expedition’s success. Throughout the kingdom, a struggle is about to begin between the true friends of the monarchy and those whom . . . seditious doctrines, disappointed ambition, bruised self-interest, ridiculous warnings, or other such reasons have made its enemies. Victories in Africa will reawaken in the hearts of the French people their natural love for the King and increase the influence of his faithful subjects over choices that, if fixed on wise men, will exercise such a useful [influence] on public affairs.88


  




  Other bishops sang a similar refrain linking military victory in North Africa to political victory in France. Charles X publicly denied that prayers for the expedition had any political motivation, but the government had enlisted the Church as an electoral agent, and the clergy were campaigning “openly” and “systematically” for royalist candidates.89 Whether on unwritten orders from Paris or at their own initiative, prelates portrayed the Algiers expedition as an extension of this electoral mission. The ultramontane comte de Forbin-Janson, bishop of Nancy and founder of the Missions de France and the Société de la propagation de la foi, appealed to the citizens, charitable associations, and religious communities of Lorraine to pray and do other good works “so as to obtain particular blessings either in favor of the new elections or for the happy and prompt success of the Algiers war.”90 In a special mass for the Algiers expedition, Bishop Pons of Moulins bid his flock “not to become disunited over the sterile, never-ending question of royal prerogative and popular sovereignty.” To oppose the two principles was false, he argued, since the people should “join their sovereignty to that of the king.”91




  Not all prelates engaged in such overt politicking, but many did. Even a relative liberal like Bishop Louis Belmas of Cambrai, an ardent Bonapartist and opponent of ultramontane organizations like the Congrégation, called for the preservation of “the peace of the Church and the tranquility of the State.”92 A number of dioceses abandoned all pretense of distinguishing between military and political events, and simply issued a single mandement prescribing simultaneous prayers for the Armée d’Afrique and for the elections. A “Paternoster for the use of electors,” which appeared on the walls of Paris in late June, took the conflation of the king’s divine, political, and military power to its most extreme end. Supposedly authored by the Paris police prefect, this adaptation of the Lord’s Prayer not only equated the Algerian enemy with heretical “revolutionaries” at home, but also hailed Charles X as God himself.




  

    Our Father who art in Saint-Cloud, hallowed be thy name. Let happy and free France add the name liberator to that of CHARLES. Your wisdom and your strength shall finally free us from factions and from demagogic tyranny, just as you freed Greece from Mahmoud’s barbarian yoke and from the liberalism that hoped to conduct its republican experiments there. In Algiers, your brave and faithful army, which likes Turks no more than it likes men of the pen, shall punish the insolent ally of Paris’s factional journals, and Africa shall be freed from her oppressors as Europe is from her carbonari and her incendiaries.93


  




  When Hussein Dey was finally defeated, ultraroyalists greeted the news as a sign that their prayers had been answered. Contrary winds had slowed the expeditionary fleet during its crossing of the Mediterranean, but once it reached North Africa, the Armée d’Afrique moved rapidly. The French landed at Sidi Ferruch on 14 June and, despite faulty maps, bad weather, and a significant numerical disadvantage, steadily pushed the dey’s forces back over the fifteen miles towards the capital (fig. 2).94 By 19 June, they had captured a key Algerian position at Staouëli, and the Fort de l’Empereur, Algiers’s last line of meaningful defense, was destroyed on 4 July. The next morning, Hussein capitulated, and the French took possession of the city. The capitulation treaty called for the surrender of the Casbah and its forts in return for guarantees of the security of the population and the safe passage of the dey and his Turkish militia into exile in Naples.95 The French casualties of 409 dead and 2,061 wounded were lighter than many had feared, although another 700 would die of disease by the end of August. Algerian losses were significantly heavier, although no specific figures are available.96
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