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ABSTRACT

MES AND WHONS:

THE RESPONSE OF THE BRITISH PRESS TO

THE DREYFUS AFFAIRE

By

Ricky Lee Sherrod

ihe response of the British press to the Dreyfus Affairs is

significant in three respects. It illustrates the degree to which the

political and educated classes in Britain, despite the differences of

opinion and outlook between liberals, Conservatives, and Radicals, be-

lieved in a liberal ethos and looked to liberalism as the creed which

would insure the growth of progress and civilization. The anti-Drey-

fusards embodied the forces of reaction and illiberalism, and as such,

represented a threat to continued liberal progress. Not until the Boer

War, inmediately following the Affairs, did the British reluctantly

begin to realize how harsh their judgment of France had been, and how

illiberally they thanselves could behave under the right circumstances.

Secondly, it illustrates the alarm which many British liberals

experienced over the growing challenge to liberalism in Britain at the

end of the century. Some questioned the efficacy of liberalism as a

solution to social and economic problans in a modern industrial state.

The growth of illiberal opinion dismayed those who had an abiding

conmitment to liberal values. One way of indirectly attacking the



opponents of liberalism was to use the Affairs as an object lesson in

theevilandfollieeofillibsralwsys.

Finally, thereweremanyinBritimwhousedtheAffaireasan

opportunity to celebrate the ' virtues of Anglo-Saxon civilization and

culture. Host Journalists who wrote about the Affairs adopted a self-

congraimlatory posture which evidenced a belief in Anglo-Samoa superior-

ity. The liberal and self-flattering approach taken by British Journal

ists led to frequent misunderstandims and msintezpretations of events

in France, and the ephuaeral deterioration of Anglo-French relations.

‘me historiography on the Dreyfus Affairs is voluminous. Host

of it docs-ants the domestic inpact of the Affairs on France. This is

onlypartofthe story. the Affairs developed at aunique tinein

history when transprtation and couunication advances made it possible

for people outside France to observe closely the Dreyfus trials. One

British Journalist illustrated this truth by writing that there seened

tuber-ore foreignJournaJists atRennesthanFrenclmen. ‘metlnngs

whichthese Journalistswrotoaboutthe Lffairehadareal, ifperhaps

minor, inactonthacourseofeventsinrrance. Theyusuanyspawned

bitterness and resenhaent in Frenchnen who believed that foreign eb- '

servers should mind their own business, especially concerning a complex

donestic latter like the Affairs. Journalists who heaped abuse upon

Pracedidnuchtopronoteill-wfllbstweentheFrenchandtheirfellow-

hrspeans.

Surprisingly, few monographs or articles focus emclusivsly on the

response of foreign nations to the Affairs. this work is the first

effort fully to docment the response of the British press to the Affairs.

It recounts the expressions of opinion across the Channel to events as



they unfolded in France. In this respect, it docmnents the various

images which the British held of their French neighbors. Perhaps more

importantly, it reveals reflections of British attitudes, opinions, and

values in politically aware and educated circles. The Affairs concen-

trated thought on several concerns and issues that were of central

importance to Europeans at the end of the nineteenth century. It raised

questions about the administration of justice in a democratic society.

It stimulated anti-Sanitisn, and evidenced the intolerance that existed

for one European ethnic and religious minority. lbs relationship be-

tween Catholicim and the Affairs raised questions about freedom of

religion and thought, and the role of religion in society. Anti-Drey-

fusisn and militarism appeared to challenge constitutionalism and par-

limentary political institutions in France, and consequently led to

discussion about the future of democratic fame of govsrment in

mrope. Finally, it seemed to demonstrate the dangers of militarism

and entangling alliances to the peace of Europe. It illustrated to some

the folly of trusting in an unpredictable balance of power. Because

the Affairs touched upon so many of the issues which were of central

concern to late-nineteenth century Europeans, it affords an excellent "

opportunity to amine British opinion on a wide range of subjects

as it was expressed in the press.
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INTRODUCTION

‘me interest taken in the case was an illustration of

the solidarity of the human race—English, Gsmans,

Italians, and men of other nations were all protesting

against one of the most devilish acts of all time.

. . . History never recorded a more infamous state of

affairs. %ster Guardian 10 September 1899 (from

a descript on o the semen vered by Hugh Price

When).

Having had the great prudence to render herself mistress

of the telegraph cables, of the great press and of the

news] agencies, she [Great Britain] said what she wnated

say and spread only the 'good seed,’ that is to sq,

that which was profitable to her. The first lesson re-

ceived by each reader in opening his mornim paper-

indisputable lesson up to now-was that which taught him

thegrandeurof England, andtanghtinatonewhich

auntted no rejoinder. Gabriel Hanotaux, Etudes

1 ti :La litiedel'é libre 0-111

p. o

Itwasthefall of 1899. hefnous Frenchplwsicianandmember

0f the Acadely of Medicine, Dr. Robin, travelled up a Russian river toLa

Beeeereiné in a primitive steuboat to treat an ailing patient. The

Vessel in which he rode was rather unsophisticated by the engineering

“awards of industrially advanced hrops. To prevent excess use and

strainonthemachinery, thecrswrowedonthose occasionswhenthe

Strengthofthecurrentdidnotrsquiretheuse oftheengins. Likethe

boat, the ship's engineer was, in the eyes of most naropeana, somewhat

Printin-ea Tartar believed to be not far rsnoved from savagsry. One

°baervant passenger noticed Robin's presence and remarked to the engineer,
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2

'Looklthatnustbearrenclnanl' Castingaglancstowardthedoctor,

the Tartar sarcastically muttered, 'Iesl you hail fron‘the country where

there is no injustice!“

At the northern tip of Enope, at approximately the same time,

the Prime of Monaco contributed to the cause of science in an explora-

tionofpolarregionsinhisyacht,W. WhenthsPrince's

yacht arrived at non-.66, . ship piloted by a Norwegian pulled alongside.

leaning out from the bridge of his vessel, this pilot called to the pilot

of the Prince's ship, Wt about Dreyfus? What news is there of hin?‘

Eveninthenost rel-steperts ofthe mropeanworld, which ortenreneined

aloof from the concerns of Continental politics and society, evidence of

interestinthedonestic turmoilwhichbssettheFrenchatthe_fi_I_l_-d_e_-

along-«the Dreyfus Affairs-could be toned.1 Interest in the Affairs

metednotonlythroughoutEuropsbutinthewiderworldaswell.

the press in lost Continental states, Great Britain, and the

United States avidly charted the drauatic course of the Affairs. From

DUouberiO96, whenforeignconcernaboutthe Affairebegantogrow,

mtilthe Rsnmsnrdctandtheofficialpardonoflh'eyfus, theworld

Press followed the Affairs with increasing interest. During the final

two years, major British newspapers like the London gag, the Manchemr

Man, and the Wprovided almost daily reports about the

dunestic problus in France. Indeed, there were many features of the

“fairs which attracted worldwide attention. The absence of the diver-

315-011 of am major niropean conflict gave foreign observers the leisure

findinclinationtowetcheventsinl'rancewithgreat interest. Inthe

utilized world outside of France, a consensus that Dreyfus was innocent

dayOil-01396.. During the two years prior to June 1899, the question of
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3

revision of Dreyfus' conviction in 189h became tied to the fate of

democracy in France, and the universal issue of liberty and justice for

all. mankind.

The Affairs appeared to be in microcosm a kind of testing of

liberal systems. Such tests were a feature of the late-nineteenth cem-

tury. Despotisn, militarism, anti-Senitisn, and imperialism were all

powerful forces which threatened the survival of the liberal world at the

end of the century. The growing popularity of these forces distressed

European liberals who perceived thm as ixfinical to the liberal ethos.

Liberals generally supported lawful constitutional gevermsnt and opposed

arbitary rule. They believed in elementary freedoms of press and speech,

and the right to assemble and to organize politically. Most of then

favomd an scone” based on free trade inwhich the market determined

prices. They perceived the individual as a functioning social unit

within society, andarguedthateachindividual shouldhavethsfreedom

to realize his potential. They believed in the perfectibility of man.

Many liberals perceived those individuals who opposed Dreyfus as symbols

of the forces which threatened liberalism at the end of the century.

meyrsgardedthelffaire as asynptonofthetimes, asmallpart ofa

'dreadful crisis' in which daocracy and parliamentary institutions were

Put on trial. Maw liberal observers perceived the Affairs as intimately

linked to the fate of liberalism and the 'future of civilization.'2 The

Affaire was a classical drm—a pm in which most liberals saw the

forces of truth and justice matched against the forces of falsehood,

1"Kinetics and retrogression—which nineteenth century advances in trans-

Porteuon and cormnication enabled virtually all the world to follow.

Themaire,withsllorite elsuentsofsuspenssanddrama,withallof



1.;

its dramatis personae captured the interest of the civilized world for

alnosttwoyears. Indeed, thestoryoftheDrey'fuBtrials is anin-

triguing one.

CaptainilfredDreyfuswesborninOctober1859intoa

well-to-do Jewish Alsatian bourgeois fuily which ran a thriving textile

business in Hulhouee. Alfred's driving albition was to become an officer

in the French w. He was passionately patriotic. His quick mind and

proclivity to hard work brought him success at the icoie Polytechnique

untheécoledecuerre. In1892, hegraduateduinthinhis classfron

the latter institution. His cold, reserved, and sometimes arrogant

nauner failed to ingratiate hin with his classmates and later his fellow-

officers. Many considered him a person; non gag, a bore, and envied

his inherited wealth. In spite of the dislike he inspired in sons of

his fellows, and the mild anti-Semitic prejudice which sale of his teach-

ers and colleagues occasionally evidenced, he achieved professional

success and filial hwpiness. His world revolved around fully—his

wife Lucie and his son and daughter—and career. In 1893, he becaue

theonlyJewtoserveasanuberoftheGeneralStaff. F'ronthattins

until his most as a traitor, he was a probationer. Each probationer-

hadto spend sixnonths with each of the four'Bureeuz of the General Staff,

findhedeasy accesstovirtuallyeveryldnd of top levelnilitary secret.

methamhuuiyamelycauomateto excitethepassions ofboth

1”reuse and the world.3 If not for the Affairs. m8 himself adndtted

that he probably would have passed unnoticed by future historians as Just

another artillery officer pursuing his career in the French Am. This

Yes not to be. In the eyes of many, the Affairs elevated this rather or-

dinary Captain to the rank of the Homeric heroes. On occasion, he was
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5

also capared to Job, Socrates, Pucelle, and the victim of Herod and

Pilate, Christ.

Near the end of September 1891;, a document—the infamous

bordereau—arrived at the Second Huron, the Headquarters of French

Ifllitary Counterintelligence. mwere itaaized lists which de-

scribedthecontents enclosedinamdling or deliveryfromoneparty

to another. he recipient could use the bordereg as a check-list to

guarantee the receipt of every itel. The reason for the interest in the

mmch cans in 1891; was simple. It had been obtained through

oapionagefrontheGermanhbassyinParis. ItwaswrittentotheGer-

man lilitary attache, Colonel Max von Schwarzkoppen. Written in French

on thin, transparent paper, the bordereau mentioned five items that re-

lated to potentially important French military intonation. After con-

8Zlezierable deliberation, officers in the Second Bureau concluded that there

was asecurityleak somewhereinthe General Staff. Keynembers ofthe

General 5 eff received notification. They decided that the kinds of in-

formation mentioned in the grease could most easily be obtained by a

Probationer. Waring the handwriting on the borderean to samples of

Dreyrue' written work, the chief of the Fourth Bureau, Colonel Pierre--

ELie Fabre, discovered a remarkable similiarity between the two. On 15

O<:tober, Major Jarquis Hercier du Paty de Clan, also on the General Staff,

arrested Dreyfus after making an attanpt to extort a confession through

bullying andbrowbeating, andinvitiughis captive to acthonorablyby

Couldtting suicide. ills prisoner was shortly thereafter incarcerated at

Cherche-Hidi military prison.

In the flurry of activity which followed the news of the arrest,

the Italian military attaché, lieutenant-Colonel Allesandro Panizsardi,
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became alarmed. He had worked with Schwarzkoppen in espionage-related

activities, so he telegraphed his German counterpart, asking if Gemany

had used the service of Dreyfus. French intelligence officers decoded

but mistranslated this callunication. The initial decipher appeared to

be an ahission by Pamszardi of past dealings with Dreyfus. Ehcourusd

by this usinforaation, Dreyfus' accuser pressed forward.

Dreyfus' court-martial took place on 19-22 December. P01311131!

opinion, strorgly influenced by the railim anti-Semitic press, was vio-

lentlyagainsthin. Onthefinaldayofthetrial, theHinisterofUar,

General Mguste Hercisr, secretly and hence illegally, passed to the

JUdgesanenvelepecontaiMngaboutahalf-dozendocumentsdssignsdto

Wt. Dreyfus. cm the strength of this infometion, the verdict of

the Judges was “guilty as charged.‘ Dreyfus was trasported to Devil's

Island (an inhospitablerock two miles long and four hundred yards wide,

a°“l:inthe(3aribbean) offthscoastofFrenchGuianainSouthmerica.

nicer. he remained under meters conditions for the next four years.

Ifieanuhile, inPrance, theDreyfuscasegraduallydevelopedintoths

Dreyfusifldre. Attinssthsvsrysecurityofthefiepublic appearsdin

danger. host any officers and many leading figures in the Catholic

cxiv-archdil.:|.gsntl.ylaborsdduringtheseyearstomaintaiiltheverdictof

‘39!» Nevertheless, the injustice done to Dreyfus did not raisin for-

e‘rer covered.

In August of 1896, Major Marie-Georges Picquart, who had served

as the chief of the Second Bureau since July 1895, discovered that the

real author of the hmwas Count Ferdinand Walsin-Esterhazy, a

rather unsavory and disreputable battalion comander in the French Am.

Esterhaay was of questionable character on several grounds. He had a
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weakness for association with financial speculators, loose wanes,

gambling, and was in chronic financial trouble. Esterhazy apparently be-

came a traitor in order to stave off financial difficulties. For a price,

he provided Schwarzkoppen with classified military information. When

Picquart revealed his discovery to his superiors, they rebuked him and de-

nandedhsrsalin silent. Hspromissdnottocarryhis secrettothegrave

and later, after being sent by his superiors to North Africa on a danger-

ous inspection tour, he chose to reveal his secret. He confided in his

mend and attorney, Louis Ieblois, but only after receiving assurance

that Ieblois would not reveal the source of his information. Meanwhile,

the publication of the bordereg in Le Hatin enabled a stockbroker named

Castro, who had had previous financial dealings with Esterhazy and rec-

°8nized the Count's handwriting, also to identify the Count as the

Climber of the bordersg. Castro notified Hathisu Dreyfus, Alfred's

brother and chief advocate. Hathisu publicly charged Esterhazy and

geaerated an outcry which eventually led to Esterhazy's court-martial on

1 0-11 January 1898. the military tribunal found Esterhasy innocent. Two

dwsleter, novelist ’ihils Zolaaddedanewdinsnsionof excitementand

drama to the Affairs.

m 13 January, Zola's 'J'Accuss' appeared in Georges Clemencean's

m. In an appeal to the president of the Republic, Zola attacked

the injustice against Dreyfus and the principal villains, as be perceived

than, associated with the Affairs. His invective gave renewed life to

the Dreyfusards, whose cause had been weakened by the verdict in the

Fsterhaa'y court-martial. It also precipitated his own trial before the

court of Assize on 7-23 February. Zola's conviction was in no small way

theresultofthsprsssurethatthennlitaryexertedonthecourss of
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civil justice. Zola was found gmlty by an eight-to-four vote.

highest court in the land, the Court of Cessation, later smelled the

verdict on technical grounds, allowing Zola to escape to England before

hisretrialcouldbsheld.

Meanwhile,thenationalelectionsinuwbroughtanewgroupof

politicians to power. Godfrey Cavaignac became the Minister of War. In

July, he spoke before the Climber of Deputies, forcefully asserting the

guilt ofDreyfusbasedondocuments which were shortly-thereafter proven

HealsobroughtchargsssgainstPicquart,whowasdis-

The

to be forgeries.

mssed fromths Any, arrested, imprisoned, and, in Number 1898,

court-martialed. In August 1898 it because apparent that the chief

document on which Cavdgnac based his assertions had been forged by

Lieutenant-Coleusl Hubert Henry in the Second Bureau. Cavaignac inter-

rOgated Henry, who confessed, and had him irprisoned at Mont Valerian.

3113 following day, 31 ingest, Henry committed suicide. His act made

are‘Vrision imperative. Esterhazy fled to England, and on 3 September,

Wresigned.

In the midst of the Fashoda Crisis of September and October 1898,

“he Criminal member of the Court of Cessation reopenedthe Dreyfus case.

'fltls ledtohsatedcharges aboutthssuitabilityofthe OrininalChamber

to judge in this matter, and on 10 February 1899, the Chanber of Deputies

Passed a law authorizing the three chambers of the Court of Cessation to

meet together to review the 1891; court-martial. On 3 June, the United

court of Cessation annulled the verdict against Dreyfus and ordered a

tNew court-martial to be held at Rennes in Brittary.

0n9June, DreyfusleftDevil's IslandandsailedonthsSfax

for France. The Hennes court-martial took place 7 August-9 September.
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mchtothedisappoinmntofDreyfusardsinFranceandabroad, the

findings of the Court of Cessation, which were favorable to Dreyfus, were

not given serious consideration by the seven officers who sat in judgment.

Dreyfuswasagainfoundguiltybyavots offivetotwo, but onthis

occasion, with 'extenuating circumstances.‘' Ten dwa later, Dreyfus

received a pardon. Pardon or no, following the Homes verdict, many men

and wmen outside France vehemently objected to the decision. According

to H. D. Handell, analyst of the foreign reaction to the Affairs, Dreyfus'

reconviction brought French presitge to its nadir.

The judgment was denounced in almost every European and Anterican

Organ of the press, with the exception of French Canada} Not only a

Tartar engineer concemd with justice in France, but also liberals

throughout the world who hoped for the spread of progress and enlighten-

nlent, stood aghast. The Rennes decision shocked the world. Peoples of

GIL]. creeds and colors—nations as democratic as the United States and as

autocratic and anti-Sanitic as Russia, and those in between—expressed

Maw for Dreyfus, and indignation and revulsion toward France. In

the opinion of some, France had forfeited, by virtue of her national

Grime, her right to be considered a civilized nation. In terms of moral

Prestige, it cost the French 'at least two Sedans."S Dramatic gestures

of symathyforDreyfue andhis wife camefromallparte ofthsworld.

Why? Because the verdict at Homes symbolized the victory of retrograde

forces. These forces challenged all of those who perceived the nine-

teenth century as a "Liberal Century,‘I an age of progress, reason, and

enlightement. 'L'ue liberal revolutions which occurred on the Continent

duringthsnineteenthcenturyencouragedthose Europeanswhohopedfor

liberal progress. During this era nary Europeans still confidently
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believed that the remarkable material progress made during the century-

the revolutionary advances in transportation, casuunication, industrial

expansion, and in constitutional goverment—demonstrated man' s. ability

to unlockths secrets of the universe, to inmgurate amillenial age in

uahich civilization, peace, justice, and progress would rapidly encircle

the globe. The savagery, injustice, crime, and war of earlier and less

unral centuries wouldbe supplantedbyanewandbettertime. Haw

lookedtoliranceasthsnationwhichwouldleadthewqtowardthis

noble goal. As an people, including the British, would have been in

mmtiomlistic age, theFrenchwersquitehappytoadopt this self-

nattsring view.6

Since 1789, France had borne the standard of liberty, Equality,

and Fraternity. As a nation, she belonged to the comity of nations,

thoroughly convinced of her civilizing mission, and self-proclaimed

Wild leader, confident of her control if not monopoly on superior. me.

She believed herself to be a beacon, an eunemplar for the world.7 But

the Affaireshooktheconfidence ofthemrldintheserrenchclains.

It was an affront to world opinion, which was described by one journalist

as an Areopagus in embryonic form.8 It raised serious doubts in the

1minds of those who wondemd if progress, desecracy, and justice were con-

°epts which could coexist nth the illiberal dimensions in French society

‘lhichweresoappu‘entbehleen189hand 1899. Onlyafterthecomplete

revsrsaloftthennesverdictinJune1906didtheMancheLtngian

feel confident to assert a sense of relief. It claimed the acquittal

'brings something of comfort to our faith in the triumh of justice.”

Reason and justice demanded the acquittal of Dreyfus at Homes.

Many liberal-hearted Europeans, includlng no small number from fiance,
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perceived his second conviction as a dancnstration of the victory of

unreason over progress, the rise of anti-democratic, tyrannical elmnents

in a nmainally progressive, enlightened society. The verdict exploded

thedmaocratic theoryofrationalmanbyshowingthatthe 'Sovereign'

personified as 'Public Qinion, " at least in France, ceased to follow

capable guides, preferring to accept the lies of the anti-Semitic and at

least a few of the Catholic organs of the French press. It drastically

dmnstrated the dangers which could result from a press which catered

to the vulgar tastes of the seal-literate reading public created by the

spreadofeducationinninstsenthcsnturyihrope. Inonerespsct, the

Runes decision was a victory for the 'reptile press."1o

Indeed, the role of the press was crucial in fueling anti-Semitic

sentiment in France. he anti-Semitic furor which accompanied the Af-

1’airs raised serious questions about brotherhood, individual freedom,

Cndthsrights ofmanaudthscitizeninFrancs. It appearsd'thatmml-

bars of the Jewish religious and ethnic minority were I'lsss equal“ than

their fellow-citizens.

Some Roman Catholic priests and members of the French aristocrat-

ic and military classes—seen by many nineteenth century liberals as ata-

Vistic representatives of the old order with its obscurantism, special

Privileges, and hereditary rights sozinimical to democracy and progress-

Played a major role in obstructing justice for Dreyfus. Both groups

martedto somedegrseunder rspublicangovernmsnt andinmawrsspects

wished for the restoration of some form of monarchical or autocratic

rule. Some Protestant foreign observers believed that the Roman Ctmrch

hoped to use the Affairs as a tool to establish its own resurgence and

hold over the minds of the French people. he role played by Catholic
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officials in maintaining the sentence which condemned Dreyfus persuaded

than that religious freedom in France was in jeoparcw.

Critics of the Church also argued that influential priests snort-

edpressurs onFlenchmilitaryleaders to keep Dreyfus on Devil's Island.

Whether or not French officers acted at the behest of their confessors,

scale liberals cited the Amy's role in the Affxlrs and its marked popu-

larityinthedecade attheendofthecenturytoillustratethedangers

of militarimn in a democratic and enlightened nation. "In any any, the

rights of the individual met of necessity be subordinated to the collec-

tive interests of the whole."11 Some commentators used the Affairs as an

occasion to malign the military service for the evils they associated

nth large standing armies and government expenditure on weapons. they

Showed little sywatlv for Continental security needs or the anxieties

e‘r‘oked in fiance by the outcaue of the Franco-Prussian War.

Sizeable armies raised by conscription and militm'y alliances-

Practices in which all large Continental nations were engaged—posed a

threat to Mean peace. They endangered the growth of a brotherhood

otfrseandsqualnationswhichwasthecherishedidealofmaxynine-

teenth cen'hlry liberals. The French government, like most other Conti-

Ilental states, supported a system of universal military service. Through

an open alliance and a secret military convention, it also joined itself

to Russian autocracy in the entente of 1891;. The likelihood of this

union prior to 1891; sealed mall in light of the ideological differences

between these two European states. When the alliance became a reality,

it not only introduced a disconcerting salient into the world of inter-

national affairs, but called into question the legitimacy of republican

government in France. ills role of the military in the Affairs prompted
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Iearthatthecivilgovernuentini‘ranoewasthelackeyofgeneralswho

pulled the strings behind the scenes. Some foreign observers, remember-

:lng Napoleon I and Boulanger, sounded alarms and predicted the imminent

Iall of the Third Republic. Others believed that counter-revolution—

: military m d'état—was unnecessary since the generals alreaw exer-

cised de facto rule.

HubersoftheGeneralStaffseeI-sdtohavethepowertostay

justice even in the face of the clearest evidence of Dreyfus' innocence.

no litigations against Dreyfus, Esterhany, Zola, and Picquart all seemed

to showthatmilitaryjustics ruledinFrance. Ifmaintainingths

lights of an innocent individual meant tarnishing the honor of the Amy,

thentheinflvidualwouldsuffer. ‘lhsFrenchwerswillingtomaintain

the judasent againstDreyfusbythemost entraordinarymeans. W

has of what new foreign commentators considered I'prilnitivs" legal pro-

c=°dure, they gave credence to evidence which probably would not have been

seriously considered in the law courts of most western European nations,

find accepted the words of witnesses whose testimony was obviously false.

Both Henry and Imercier-Picard, who each forged several of the main doc-

‘ulnents which incriminated Dreyfus, mysteriously comittsd suicide before

their testimow could be heard. Sale of the forgeriss on which Dreyfus'

guilt supposedly depended were openly denounced by the German and Ital-

ian goverments. This made no difference. New laws were created to in-

cresase the severity of Dreyfus' punishment and to put him at a disadvan-

tage before his judges. On other occasions, his adversaries simply ig-

nored and broke the law. The British, who had updated and revised their

own legal system in the'1870s, and who took great pride in their legal

traditions and procedures, were not slow to use the Affairs for their



1h

ownpurposes, nanelyto argue that Ehglishlaw andthe administration of

British Justice were, if not the finest in the world, certainly superior

to their French counterparts."2

The British had their own claim on world leadership and civili-

sed ways which likely did much to predetermine their critical if not hos-

tile outlook. As such, they took a special interest in the Affaire.

This interest was significant, especially to sane contemporaries like

Gabriel Hanotaux, the French Foreign Minister at the time of Dreyfus'

arrest. These men argued that the British, by virtue of their influence

over telegraph lines and foreign news services, virtually controlled

world opinion. Whether or not this was true, the British paid careful

attention to the Affairs.

In 1898 and 1899, the Affairs prompted debates at the Cambridge

Union. It evoked comment from pulpits of Protestant churches and in

Synagogues. Allusions, and at times direct references, were made to the

Affairs in theaters, music halls, and at private and public gatherings.

Hie prominent novelist David Christie Murray received permission to use

Egyptian Hall and its lantern apparatus to deliver a lecture using high-

ly-mghlried photographs of the documents which allegedly incriminated

Dreyfus. Supported by the endorsaaent of a dozen of the world's most

camable calligraphers, he argued that Dreyfus was not the author of these

Vorks. The Personal Rights Association sent encouragement to Picquart.

Zola, on the opening dc of his trial, received several hundred tele-

gram frm mglish supporters. News of the Rennes verdict arrived in

Iondon on the evening of 9 September. In response that night, the and-

1€mce at the Alhambra Palace ”booted and hissedu at French ballet

Clarice“.13
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Sympathy for Dreyfus cut across both party and class lines.

Shortly after the verdict at Rennes was announced, on Sunday 17 Septem-

ber, 50,000 to 80,000 British subjects from all classes gathered in

Hyde Park, at the behest of the 'Dreyfus Demonstration Committee,’' with

banners, bands, and processions for a massive dauonstration expressing

sympathy for Dreyfus. The organizers of the demonstration argued that

their purpose was to object to the injustice perpetuated by a select

group rather than to revel in the jingoistic condemation of the French

people as a whole. lheWdescribed the assembly as 'a

splendid demonstration of national conscience.'1h The non-partisan

crowd included a heterogeneous mix of the British population. The 22.3..

claimed that most people there were respectable, lower-middle class

citizens. There were Conservatives, Liberals, and Radicals. From Ion-

don, there were residents of the fashionable West End who stood along-

side of shabbily dressed East Elders. Professionals, merchants, labor-

113 men, soldiers, sailors, and beggars observed and listened. ‘Ihere

FVere also uglican pastors, Honconformist ministers, and Catholic

Priests. All had cans to protest. From the platfoms in the Park, theo-e

logians, politicians, and working men publicly expressed their outrage

our French injustice. (he indiscreet Frenclman in the crowd, who dur-

ing the proceedings muttered, u‘ bas Dreyfls,‘ had to be rescued by a

policeman from a hostile contingent of the audience. Not everyone in the

Gleam—wash” discriminating as the organizers of the demonstration.

Scene overly enthusiastic participants used knotted handkerchiefs to

assault sane young Frenclmen who had come in support of Dreyfus. Follow-

1218 the demonstration, the crowd marched to the French Enbassy where they

Voiced their indignation.
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Othermsetingsoccurredinbothlcndonandtheprovinces,

showinganintenseconcernforthefateofDreyfus. IntheEastEnd,

populatedbythewerkim class, aDreyfusardmeetingtookplace stthe

large ball of the Horking Lads' Institute. The hecutivs Committee. of

the halgalated Society of Railway Servm'ts, which represented 60,000

working men, passed a resolution of sympathy for Dreyfus and his wife

and dispatched it to President Loubet and Lucie Dreyfus. the Executive

Council of the Social Daocratic Federation passed a resolution deplor-

ing the verdict as “the inevitable outcome of militarism and clericalism

notonlyinFrance, butinallcountries.’ 'nle Council alsoprotested

against an I'Ilholesale and violent denunciation of the entire French

nation“ which could not be held responsible for the actions of corrupt

leadership.” At town meme throughout the nation, public officials

passed resolutions of symatlw. has his pulpit at St. James's Hall in

London, Hugh Price Hughes, the editor of the Met Times and Presi-

dmt of the Wesleyan Conference, as well as critic of Jewish imigration

toBritdn, dsmuncedtheRsnnesverdictasanactofthedevil: the

five Judges who convicted Dreyfus earned a place beside Judas Iscariot,

PontiusPilate, andJudgeJeffreys. iheCoudtteeofthePersonalRights

Associationssntalettertom'eyfusandhiswifecomendilghinforhis

admirable attitude during the trial and asserting a belief in his in-

nocence. Queen Victoria received several telegrams from her subjects at

honeandabroadbegginghertoemeuragetheFrenchpresidenttopardon

and free Dreyfus. British goverment officials carefully guarded their

public statements about the Ramos verdict. Salisbury, concerned about

securing favorable Anglo-French relations, made no open rebukes. In

confidential documents, both Victoria and the Prime Minister expressed
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thehopethatnreyfuswouldbe acquitted. OnehistorianoftheAffaire,

NicholasHalasz, speculatesthattheQueenmhaveknownthatDreyfus

was innocent as a result of her conversations with her grandson the

Kaiser.16

The DH Chronicle supervised the collection of 112,000

signaturesouanaddress of synpatlwtotheDreyfusfauily. 'Iheforeign

editoroftheygg, Valentine Chirol, wroteLnngournalistHenry

mulch. Steed, that his office had been swamped with letters expressing

nearly unanimous disgust over the reconviction. Ihe Manchester Man

also received may letters to the editor. the, from S. A. Ganble, in-

cludedanessageezpressingthesyupatlvofthemnoffianchesterto

Incie Dreyfus. TheWcreated a shilling subscription

prograu to pa for a testimonial to Dreyfus' wife. Other expressions of

sympem for Dreyfus were more active and assertive.

One of the lost causing instances of narrow-minded, popular

British excitement and revulsion over the Rennes verdict took place in

theLakeCountry. Atthetimeofthejudgment, theeditorofaleading

French paper honeymooned there with his Ameflcan wife. Shortly after the

Ramos decision was announced, the irate landlord of the hotel expelled

thecoupleina'mostoffensiveandbrutalmanner, onthe groundthathe

would have no 'cursed Frenctmen' staying in his hotel!“ Ironically, the

editor was one of the first representatives of the French press to

denounce the misdeeds of the anti-Dreyfusards. In Iondon, Birmingham,

and Manchester, French citizens were pmsically assaulted, threatened,

and some were told to leave the country. Some families dismissed their

Frenchmaids, and at some schools, Frenchanthglish childrenwere

separated. One business manager of a furniture factory in the Tottenham
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Court Road, in opposition to his own business interests, responded to

the I'prevail.i.ng mania“ by refusing to hire much artisan, regardless

of their capabilities.” One final exnnple of this kind of behavior

occurredwhentheflennesverdictwasannouncedto aneuwitedcrowdat

the National liberal Club. An Irish journalist, expressing the position

which some of the Roman-Catholic organs of the Irish press had taken on

the Affairs, asserted that the cad Dreyfus had received what he deserved.

Hewasimediatelyandforciblythrowuoutthedooroftheclubbyangry

fellow-labors.”

Sole British industrialists and cultural leaders seriously

discussed making an organized effort to boycott the Great khibition

scheduled for 1900 in Paris. The bench viewed the Exhibition as an

hounded congress . . . of human production," the summit “from which

one measures the route of progress.‘I In official publications, the

bench claimd to perform ‘.a. secular mission in the work of the progress

of civilization. '19 Sone angry British observers believed the Rennes

verdict was inconsonant with these claims, and advocated boycott. Lung};

published several cartoons illustrating such sentiment. There were

almst 2,000 exhibitors from Britain and the Fhlpire with places reserved

for the Bhibition. For sons, the Ramos verdict was grounds for with-

drawal. Eggleston Burrows, the Chairman of Vinolia Company, sent the

following letter to Colonel Jekyll, the Secretary of the Royal Commission

to the Paris Exhibition:

Sir,-Consi.derlng the condition of things in France, the outlook at

the present for foreigners to do business there, and the great doubt

there is of there being a large influx of important buyers from other

countries st the Paris Exhibition, in consequence of its present un-

popularity evoked by the verdict at Rennes, it seems to the directors

thatarwlm‘ge outlayoftime andmoneyonthepart ofthis Company
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over the khibition in 1900 would not be warranted, and it is there-

foretheirdesiretobe smusedfromhaving anexhibit as arranged.

If things were to seems a normal attitude all round, it would,

of course, make a difference, but unfortunately such an event does

not appear likely at present.20

Otherpeople enpressedaconcern aboutthe abilityofthe henchto

protect the influx of foreign visitors who would attend the Exhibition.

Some outraged citizens insisted that Britain punish France by

severing trade relations with her. After the imediate passion of in-

dignation faded, most British citizens concluded that punitive action

would hurt not only those responsible for the travesty of justice, but

also the many defenders of Dreyfus. Rennes did not Justify an indis-

criminate boycott of or attack upon France. A meeting between leading

British and French scientists at Dover on 16 September exhibited the

discriminating attitude found mung some British citizens. The Frenchmen

were cordially received by their higlish hosts. The Water Guardian

praised this gathering as a reminder to I'some inconsiderate Englishmn

that France is not inhabited solely by persons of the type of Mercier or

Esterhazy. ' Phile there were some cool heads who sincerely believed

these words, those who wrote in the British press were in the minority.

More thoughtful British commentators realized that it was

possible that the Court of Cessation would act to overtunl the Rennes

Verdict. In London, the Cosnittee of the International Arbitration and

Peace Association deprecated efforts to boycott the Exhibition. Re-

taliatory action was not likely to free or acquit Dreyfus. Moreover,

these who forfeited reservations to show exhibits at the Exposition would

qIIickly be replaced by others wishing to have the empty positions. Only

about a dozen British films actually withdrew their exhibits. Finally,

it did not serve British self-interests to impose economic sanctions.
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'Ihe British were aware that trade war with France would damage not only

HancebutalsoBritain. MMWWWWemr

Guardian, the Westminster Gazette, and the Daily Chronicle all objected

to a boycott of France. Although the British perceived themselves as

disinterested and justice-loving, it is significant and not necessarily

surprising that when certain critics had something to lose, words were

not followed by actions. his British were, of course, also quickly

distracted from the Affairs by the Boer War.21

After Dreyfus ' official pardon by President Loubet on 19

September 1899, hundreds of congratulatory telegrams came to Dreyfus from

hgland. 'Ihe pardon effectively curbed further talk about boycotts or

sanctions. lhe 'Dreyfus Danonstration Coumittee' planned and held a

banquet on 10 October to celebrate his release. This gathering, held

at the Hotel Cecil, attracted individuals from both London and other

Parts of the nation. “rue guest list included new prondnent British

citizens. Although Dreyfusard Georges Clemenceau was absent, he sent a

letter sapressing his regret for being unable to attend.

British interest in the Affairs was the product of several

torces. Not the least of these was the Anglo-French colonial rivalry.

J. A. Spender,whoduringtheAffairseditedtheeveningdaily,

melaninster Gazette, believed that had blood between Elgland and France

Ow colonial disagreauents distorted the British view of France and

disposed the British people to espouse a Dreyfusard position. Specif-

ically, the Fashoda crisis of September and October 1898 disposed the

British press vigorously to denounce the French for what Spender per-

ceived as a purely internal French matter. In spite of his efforts to

“pour oil on troubled waters'-a thankless task for which he claimed to
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be criticized and maligned as an apologist for his French friends-

British opinion remained overwhelmingly and stridently Ward and

anti-French.22 The President of the British Chamber of Comoros in

Paris, Francophile Sir lhalas Bucky, described Ehgland's Dreyfusard

symathies as an 'anti-Frsnch fever, with a violence only second to that

oftheanfi-Dreyfusfeverinl‘ranoe.‘ Heargusdthatths Britishgov-

ermsnt and press cooperated in an effort to foment anti-French senti-

ment by the reporting of the Affairs. He failed to mention, however,

Salisbury's concern about improving Anglo-French relations during these

years.23 According to Barclay, 'It was quite a conmon thing in those

dm [c. 1898]to hear anaudc little London clerks threatening the

French nation with 'the lest licking they ever got." In the “fetid

political abnosphere of the two capitals . . . aggressive anti-French .

and anti-English tendencies found a congenial soil.'2h Spender concurred,

Wthatitwasasunpopulartobepro-Frenchattheturuofthe

cenhlryasitbecaetobepro-Germanduringthefirsttwodecadesofthe

twentieth century. Indeed, Fashoda certainly plmd an important role

in shaping British attitudes about Rance. It seems more than coinci-

dental that the .'1'i_..msJ, which traditionally supported the administration

in power, jettisoned its policy of arguing that Dreyfus was guilty and

adopted a Dreyfusard posture simultaneously to the Fashoda crisis. The

Wbeaver, opposed the governuent's Fashoda policy,

yet adopted a policy of defending Dreyfus following Henry's suicide on

the eve of the Fashoda crisis.” Some organs of the British press

supported Dreyfus several months prior to Fashoda. Others continued to

believe the French goverment and Army for some time after October 1898

before finally joining the Dreyfusard chorus. The British fascination
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withsvents inFrancewentbeyondthe concern of apeople fortheir

overseas. territories.

A second explanation of the British interest in the Affairs

lies in the sense of superiority which may Anglo-Saxons possessed.

Evmlts in fiance gave occasion to take advantage of the French discomfi-

turs and argue the case for British cultural superiority and leadership

on the march toward civilization. Some more zealous believers embraced

the theories of university professors like Benjamin Kidd and Karl

Pearson, who argued that this superiority was something inherently racial.

Hriting in 1906, Victor Berard, a French observer, argued that the teach-

ing of English sociologists and academicians, influenced by nineteenth

century biolqical. conceptions, had "entered into the very bones of the

nation,“ that the 'hglish people . . . [were] steeped in this doctrine

. . . in strict keeping with the latest discoveries of science."26 An

editorial which appeared in Amalgam Review captured the essence of

this spirit. After citing the Affairs in France as evidence of polit-

ical and moral decadence in Latin nations, the author went on to extol

the excellence of the Anglo-Saxon racein virtually every field of human

endeavor. Anglo-Saxons-.wele the best achninistrators, rulers over subject

races, law-abiding electors, merchants, manufacturers, businessmen,

traders, pioneers, conquerors, and colonists. They by nature administer-

ed "justice with smaller regard to racial, religious, and social pre-

judices. " In his conclusions, which certainly must have offended his

foreign readers, of when there were mam, he complacently accepted the

Englishman's "superiority, ' or rather the inferiority of the unfortunate

foreigner" in the hope that the excellence of the race would not be "an

emcessive strain" upon higlish modestyo27
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Whether or not contemporaries believed in the racial superiority

of the Anglo-Samoa, may in Britain accepted the argument that the

British were, anong their fellow-Ehropeans, first aniong equals. Accord-

ing to one argument, the British character was not necessarily better in

am given area than the character of other European races. The filglish,

with their “dogged, cold, exclusive . . . temperament, “ were “decidedly

inferior“ in may ways. The French excelled them in “lucidity, precision,

and wit.“ 'me Germans had a better physique, as well as greater “pa-

tience, discipline, and thoroughness.“ The Spaniards had greater so-

briety, the hissians more hmnanity, and the Italians more finesse, The

“clannish Scotch [sic]“ were “equally dogged,“ and the “capricious Irish“

more vivacious and intelligent. The mericans across the Atlantic

demonstrated greater inventiveness and versatility. Nevertheless, chlring

the nineteenth century, the British experienced an “increase in popula-

tion, railway development, ssaborne trade, area governed, &c., to. . . .

on a. scale absolutely unparalleled elsewhere in ancient or modern

t:hnes."28 Some sociologists believed this was true because of the

thlislnan's markable ability to assimilate the virtues of other

peoples. Moreover, the mlish character cosprised “a more perfectly“

developed standard of general excellence“ than the other Teutonic

peoples of north and western Dlrops. J. A. Hobson wrote that “even those

nations nearesttous inmindandsentiment—German and Scandinavian-

use regard on the whole not so excellent as ourselves, comparing their

typical characteristics with ours.“29 Examples of this outlook abound

in the British cementary produced by the Dreyfus case.

One of the more interesting examples is found in the British

descriptions of the “heroes“ of the Affairs. Several journalists wrote
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as though the British had a monopoly on certain character traits. They

repeatedly cemented upon the Anglo-Saxon qualities exhibited by Dreyfus

and Picquart. G. W. Steevens, who attended the Rennes trial as con-

respondent for the D33: Mail, wrote brilliant descriptive accounts of

the proceedings which included a careful recounting of the appearance of

the defendant. Steevens described Dreyfus as “stiff, certainly, and

formal—it was well said that he looked more like a German officer

than a French—and he denied sverthing with emphasis, but without emo-

tion.“ He endured the weeks of testimony with a stiff upper lip. Only

his profile betrqed his Jewish origins. “The French, of course, found

him unsympathetic, and certainly he looked stubborn and none too cordial

or genial.“30 The EBA correspondent at Rennes repeatedly cemented on

how Anglo-Saxon Dreyfus looked. Had not the defendant been condoned for

his zeal, industry, and hard work as a probationer for the General

Staff? These, he believed, were English qualities. In 1898, the

ktional Review published the letters from Dreyfus to his wife. Frederick

C. Combesrs, one of the most prolific British comentators on the

Affairs, argued that these were the words of an innocent, wronged indi-

vidual. lhey reflected the poise, pride, self-control, and loyalty to

countrywhichwouldhavedone credittoanEhglishman.

Steevens and Conybeare—both authors of books about the

Affairs—also ascribed Anglo-Saxon qualities to Picquart, who, after

suffering eleven months in solitary confinement for refusing to violate

his conscience and dew the truth, retained “a pleasant, sensible face.“

He might easily have been “an English provincial builder. “31 Steevens

echoed a theme often stressed in National Review: Picquart, like most

of the best F'renchuen, came from Alsace. The implications seem to be
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that Teutonic influence in this province had mitigated some of the ill

effects of what the writer perceived as French degeneracy. Conybeare,

who in 19114 wrote a eulogy to Picquart in Cornhill Mgazine, lavished

praise on the deceased for his exhibition of Anglo-Saxon traits. In

humility and modesty, which Cowbeare believed reflected the character

of the British, Picquart, onhis death bed, insisted that there be no

speechesmade overhis tomb. “me one thingwhichhe feared, as in

deathsoinlife,wastobeapplaudedbythecrowdandmadeafuss

about. He neared publicity“ and self-advertisement.32

The self-flattering portraits which Britihs commentators tried

to sketch of the Anglo-Saxon race in their analysis of the Affairs did

web to embitter Anglo-French relations in the aftermath- of the Ramos.

Ronald K. Huch, who has analyzed the response of the British press to the

Rsnnes verdict, sumarizes its inpact by writing, “The. Dreyfus affair

should have caused mglishmen to reflect on their own society. Instead,

most shouted invectivss at the 'uncivilized' French, and wrapped them-

selves in the threadbare _ cloak of Anglo-Saxon superiority. "33 Indeed,

these who celebrated the virtues of Anglo-Saxon racial qualities failed

to recognize that those who peopled the British Isles were not a pure ~

racial strain but a mixture of different nationalities which had settled

inthatregionoftheworld. Justastherewasnosuchthingasan

Aryan race, the term “Aryan“ being a lingual rather than a racial clas-

sification, neither was there an unadulterated Anglo-Saxon people in

whose blood resided “superior“ racial traits.

Ellie British sense of superiority was the product of material

success and achievanent, relative political stability during the nine-

teenth century, and geography. The British enjoyed the fruit of being



26

the first industrialized nation. While these advantages proved temporary

in the long-run, they gave Britain unchallenged supremacy in many do-

mains during such of the century. Politically the British took great

pride in what they believed to be their time-tested constitution. Being

unwritten, it could change with the times; it was not too abstract.

Nineteenth century British historiography generally lauded the consitu-

tion as evidence of the political genius of the English people. Most in

Britain seabed to accept, if not applaud this notion, as well as the

political development of the nation. * They believed British ministries

had steered a course between the tyranny of the mob characteristic of

the democracy found in France and the United States, and Russian autoc-

racy. Insularity bred a sense of apartness, often perceived by the non-

British as arrogance, and a belief in special mission or the destiny of

Ragland, a countemart to West Destirw" in the United States.

While this constellation of factors combined in a way which was auspicious

for the British during the nineteenth century, changes and advances on

the Continent and elsewhere later proved how transient apriority could

be.

The first modern scholarly works about British history also

contributed to the development of a British superiority complex. Ihe

writings of ‘nlomas Macaulay were probably most important in this regard.

Writing in the afterglow. of the Great Reform Bill of 1832, Macaulay

published his 111mg of gland in 18h8. 'Ihis Whig interpretation of

British history, which included a healthy respect for constitutionalism

as well as anti-monarchical and anti-Papist elements, achieved enormous

success. It sold 13,000 copies in four months. Given its praise for

material progress and the traits of industry, business efficiency, and
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enterprise, it is not surprising that Macaulay's work had a strong appeal

to the British middle class. More than an other writer of his time,

Macmlq provided his countrymen with an experience of self-discovery.

He finds the Englishman familiar with his own history.'3h Hanover, he

had a formidable inpact on British culture and the existing intellectual

outlook, on self-perceptions and the British view of political morality.

Notwithstanding the revisions spearheaded by historian like Sir Louis

Nader in the 1920s and J. H. Plumb in the 1950s, wig history survived

in textbooks into the 1950s. Macaulay helped to create a national

identity which influenced Englishmen not only of his own dc but after-

wards as well. He propagated the idea along his countrymen that the

Erglish people of his day were I"the greatest and most highly civilized

people' the world had ever seen."35 According to Macaulay and the new

who accepted his views, this auspicious state of affairs made for un-

rivalled happiness. In fact, Britain was portrqed as the "nation of

the futurefl the carrier of values to which all other 'progressive'

nations were slowly turning." 'Ihose who supported this view perceived

the British liberal state as the nation which had achieved the “farthest

point yet reached by mankind in its onward quest for perfection."36

As such, Macaulay and those who followed in his tradition reinforced the

sense of apartness which geography had preordained for Britain. 'Ihe

somewhat swagger-ing mood induced by Macaulay and historians who followed

in his Whiggish tradition was one of comlacency and self-satisfaction.

1111s school of historians propagated the idea that the Whigs, since the

Glorious Revolution of 1688, had been the perennial facilitators of pro-

green, Hence, Hacaulay's version of history had a linear quality. It

was a view of history as a steady progression towards liberty with



28

Britain at the forefront. This leads us to a third reason for the

British facination with the Affairs.

There existed in Britain, especially during Macaulay's heydn, a

certain homogeneity of ideas and outlook which can best be sumarizsd by

the ten 'libsral.' In fact, some historians argue that in nineteenth

century Britain, more than any other contemporary European nation, there

existed a general liberal mentality and a confidence in the perpetual

growth and forward march of civilization and progress.” bus, the

Affairs was an especially distressing display of a danger which threaten-

ed the realization of this dream. Whether or not Britain excelled her

fellow-nations in putting liberal values into practice, the basic cast

of British society, institutions and thinking during the nineteenth

century was liberal. his is not meant to imply that party, class, and

religious differences failed to exist. Nor is it meant to suggest the

existence of a uniform, perfectly united l'national mind." However,

during certain epochs there can exist dominant trends or climates of

opinion. Robert Wohl' s concept of agenerational theories" recently

elaborated in The Generation of 121; is instructive in this regard.

War, economic depression, material prosperity, or other dramatic sx- "

periences through which the members of a given cohort pass often produce

similar ideas, expectations, and habits of thought. Members of the some

generation often view the world and their snvironuent from a similar

perspective. The prosperity which the British enjoyed during the mid-

mneteenth century made a lasting mark upon the add-Victorians. Mam

British citizens associated the rise of Britain with the liberal values

which the political classes put into practice. For them, the liberal

Wwas almost synonymous with Englishness. From the 18h0s
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to the 1880s a liberalism (which was not, of course, co-terminous with

the liberal Party) enjoyed ascendancy within the political system.

During most of the century, the anti-liberals were on the defensive.

Certainly, there were different political philosophies and parties, as

was reflected in British canentary on the Affairs, but politicians on

both Front Benches endorsed liberalism in general toms. As has been

its habit, the Conservative Party evolved over time, absorbing many

liberal tenets into its own flexible ideology. By the late-nineteenth

century, Conservatives basically accepted many liberal ideas including

Free Trade, a balanced budget, and responsible government.

Indeed, the British ethos included a wide variety of liberal

philosophies. 'Ihere was a marked aphasia on freedom or liberty, in

particular the freedom of the individual to conduct his business without

the goverment intruding. It was generally accepted that the state was

a necessary evil. It was commonplace that the goverment which governs

least governs best, that the use of government power should be restrict-

ed to those actions which were necessary to preserve justice and the

rights of life, liberty, and property. If the British desired limited

goverment, they also insisted that military and religious authority

be strictly subordinate to secular authority. may generally supported

the rights of the individual regardless of his race or beliefs. They

believed in tolerance and the exercise of free will, freedom of thought,

and freedom of press. Also popular was the laissez-faire doctrine of

unfettered economic competition and a free, self-regulated market.

Goverment restrictions and regulations were anathema, to be tolerated

only when absolutely necessary. As is well known, the British continued

to cling to a laissez-faire economic policy long after it became .
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empedient to adopt some form of regulations or tariffs to protect the

national interests.

Whether or not liberalism was “the way“ to paradise, the British

tended to associate it with enlightement and moral progress. In the

minds of mm British citizens, interference with the operation of

principles of rationalistic or naturalistic individualism was en a par

with tamering with eternal, universal, inimitable, natural law. To be

liberal was to be on the side of progress. Some converted liberalism

into a moral dogma. Ignorance and selfishness, which Macaulay and others

associated with autocratic kings, aristocrats, and priests, led to the

breakim of liberal laws and consequent suffering, unhappiness, waste,

want, and misery. The “furtherance of liberal causes was a moral imper-

ative“ which, in the end, “could also be relied upon to‘promote national

greatnessand canercial prosperity. '38 In the words of one analyst of

Anglo-German relations, Raymond Sontag, liberals fought in the nuns of

“scientific self-interest. '39 'Ihe spectacular material successes, the

wealth, power, and relative social hat-mom which the British enjoyed

during most of the nineteenth century seemed to confim the belief that

the freedoms provided within a liberal society produced both domestic and

international triunphs. If this was true, then Britain, so long as she

adhered to liberalism would enjoy perpetual supremacy. When the British

began to confront formidable obstacles both at home and abroad during

the final decades of the century, smoothing seemed awry.

By the 18803, Germany demonstrated that national success could

‘be realized by means which were far from liberal. ‘Ehe meteoric rise of

the German state in the late-nineteenth century challenged the notion

that liberalism and the liberal political tradition was a panacea or an
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inescapable path to material progress and national success. Germain

lacked a liberal political tradition, supported a centralized government

and made use of conscription and tariffs. She fielded the most effi-

cient and effective army the world had ever seen and excelled the British

in technical ingenuity, administrative efficiency, and material pro-

ductivity. In spite of, or perhaps better stated, because of these

illiberal features of the German nation-state, German became the main

commercial rival of Britain, threatening the unchallenged supremacy. she

had enjoyed in virtually every field of endeavor at mid-century.

Britain' a relative decline in the international sphere forced the British

to reappraise the liberal values they had seemed to conform to natural

laws leading to success. Perhaps this external challenge would not have

been so disturbing had not liberal values simultaneously come under

criticism at home.

British historian R. C. K. Ensor described the 1890s as a time

of crisis for liberalism As this was true on the Continent, so it was

true in Britain, if perhaps to a lesser degree. “In religion, in social

relations, in politics, in business, men grown contemptuous of the old

ideals were. stridently asserting new ones."ho To be sure, the British

continued to embrace a system of liberal values. ‘Ihere was, however, a

general movement or reaction against Victorian liberalism, rationalism,

positivism, materialism, and prudery, which, as some began to argue,

kept men in bondage. The final decade of the nineteenth century was a

time of transition, an unsettled period during which many of the deep-

seated assumptious of orthodox liberalism were challenged. Some no

longer believed that free choices made by the rational individual pur-

suing his own interest always resulted in the realization of the public
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interest. hey doubted the existence of some invisible, guiding natural

law which brought humorw out of chaos. Too many indicators within

society denied this assumption. By the 1890s, there was an increasing

awareness of socio-economic ills, of an urban-social crisis produced

by Britain's modern, highly urban and industrial society. Modernity and

the march of civilization had brought riches and conscpicuous consump-

tion for sane, but this plenty existed alongside of resuming capitalist

crises of unuployment, not to mention poverty and disease. Applied

liberalism had failed to prevent these ills. Eventually, some lost their

faith that the operation of uncontrolled, “natural“ economic laws would

always bring prosperity. Laissez-faire doctrines, perceived by some as

the “creed“ of the middle class rather than the cannon man, seemed

somehow inadequate. While providing freedom for some, it limited many.

Among others, British Liberal intellectuals T. H. Green, D. G. Ritchie,

L. T. Hothouse, and J. A. Hobson rejected the hostility of their fore-

fathers toward the state and the notion that a minimum of intervention

by the state was always the best policy. Some argued that government

action was necessary to solve the ills of British society, to promote

conditions in which each citizen would enjoy the most fulfilling life "

and as much freedom as possible without disturbing the freedom of others.

he “New liberals“, as these men were called, hoped to convert liberalism

into a springboard for political action, to apply a corrective to what

they perceived as defective within mid-Victorian liberalism while bring-e

ing a liberal point of view to the new social problems of the late-

nineteenth century. less inhibited groups in Britain advocated a variety

of socialist solutions for British ills. But during the 18903, these
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anti-liberal ideas represented a minority view, not only within the

Liberal Party, but also nong the British public as a whole.“

Not until the Boer War abundantly danonstrated the failure of

Britain in so mew areas did the mid-Victorian sense of national self-

confidence, which mam in Britain valiantly tried to defend at century's

end, givswqtowhatSuuelByneshastemdthe “Edwardianframeof

dnds.’ he post-star outlook was plagued by depression, pessindsm, and

openly-expressed anxiety about national decline. But this was not the

case, at least to the sane degree, during the years when France passed

through the Affaire. he coverage which the British gave to the Affairs

is one clear indicator of this fact. .

he articles about the Affairs in newspapers and journals provide

a window through which one can see partial but important reflections of

the opinions of the political and educated classes in Britain about ease

of the most inportant and pressing issues of the period. At the turn of

the century, there were no public opinion polls like those of today.

Of course, the demonstration in this Park and the outbursts against

Hench citizens and synpathizers in Britain were testimony to the public

indignation over what had been done at Kansas. Beyond these more tangible

and conspicuous expressions of sympathy for Dreyfus, evidence of the

opinion of the man-on-the-street is rare. Still, one can obtain an

inperfect yet revealing idea of popular sentiment in Britain, especially

anong the educated and political classes, by a careful examination of the

press. he press was the main purveyor of foreign news to the British.

As such, it exercised some degree of influence over the reading public.

It told people about what happened outside their imnediate envirorment

and in other societies. Public opinion about foreign events is not,
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however, ammus with commentary in the press. he debate over

whether popular opinion was the product of the press or whether the press

catered t9- the tastes and desires of the reading public is one of those

“chicken and egg“ arguments about which much has been written and little

conclusive has been, or perhaps ever can be, said. For the purposes of

this study, it is sufficient to argue that those things written in the

press represented what educated and politically-aware observers saw, or

thought they. saw, across the Channel. Much can be learned from an

exudnation of the most inportant, or at least most widely-circulated,

periodical journals and weekly newspapers, a selective reading of arti-

cles appearing in the daily newspaper press, and finally, the recorded

observations of the chief political figures and contanporary historians

of France. Albeit, the picture that merges is partial and subjective.

he attitudes expressed were by no means held by all. But such a study

at least enables us to distinguish the outlines of British opinion. More

inportantly, it reveals the perceptions, be they true, false, blurred,

or distorted, which the British had of the French at the turn of the

century. In fact, may journalists were at once unsympathetic and in-

accurate. he British often misinterpreted what they saw. As history

was to show, many commentators proved to be poor prophets.

Irrespective of the validity of these “images“ or sterotypes of

the French, the attitudes expressed by British comentators are important

for two reasons. Images have an impact on international relations. They

influence the was in which nations conduct themselves toward one an-

other. Secondly, images are self-revealing. While the image perceived

from the outside m be totally false, what the observer sees, or em

he sees, tells us important things about the beliefs, assumptions, and
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value system of the viewer. In the words of Gordon Wright, “one nation's

image of another is in considerable part of a self-image“ since judg-

ments also involve comparisons, be they “conscious or not, between 'than'

and '11s."I Viewers are either attracted or repelled by what they see in

a foreign land, depending on how the actions perceived conform to or

depart from the values and practices deemed appropriate and acceptable.

he canentary of the British press on the Dreyfus trials affords an

excellent opportunity to demonstrate these points. In the articles about

the Affairs, there is an abundance of cement showing British images of

France, which in turn are reflections of the dominant beliefs, supposi-

tions and values in Britain at the century's end.)42

Indeed, a study of the British-response to the Affairs reveals

many interesting things about British self-perceptions and attitudes

regarding the features and concerns that were central to both the

Affairs and to hampeans at the fin-deiiécle. he Affairs raised

questions about the administration of justice and equality before the

law. Some observers used it as an occasion to argue about the degree of

personal freedom and mtonony which should exist within a democratic

society. It also raised questions about human equality, race relations,

and race-hatred. It offend an opportunity to discuss the role of reli-

gion in modern, industrial society, and the inpact of militarism on

international relations.

Finally, it prompted mam discussions about the virtues and

viability of democratic and republican forms of government. In a unique

and dramatic m, the Affairs touched upon and demonstrated the inter-

relatedness of these distinguishable themes in European history. Natur-

ally, British opinions relating to these thmes were conceived and held
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within a densely textured cultural universe. They were part of a larger

fabric of attitudes, perceptions and ideas which were the product of

centuries of national evolution. Hence, the study of what educated

British citizens wrote and read about the Affaire will not provide a

comprehensive description of the general climate of opinion—the mental

universe or as one historian, Caroline E. lee, has put it, the ”pre-

War Mimi,‘| the “Spirit of the Age'-which existed in Britain as the

century drew to a close.h3 It does not reveal all the answers.

Admittedly, even the most exhaustive studies of the temperament,

moods, and national mentality of the British people in the decades which

preceded World War I are only imperfect and partial sketches. Passions,

sanctions, and obsessions changed from hour to hour with the ebb and flow

of European and world events. At am given time, there were usually

many different and conflicting currents of opinion. Discerning the pre-

dominant ones is no easy task. Nevertheless, this is no excuse for

ignoring the issue, of refusing to discuss what appear to be the most

imortant currents of opinion. There were individual differences in the

way British subjects perceived Britain and the larger world, yet at the

sane time, many in Britain shared certain assmuptions about how the

world operated. Life in nineteenth century Britain conditioned them to

have many common expectations and habits of thought. Hence, in ermin-

ing expressions of opinion, it is possible to "arrive at [the] approxi-

mately correct conclusion, " about which opinions were dominant.hh Thus,

a study of the British response to the Affairs is potentially significant

in two respects.

This kind of exandnation fills a conspicuous omission in the

enormous body of historiography about the Affairs by detailing the
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coverage found in the British press. While references to the British

reactions to the Affairs are found in many of the books and articles

about Dreyfus, there is no single, in depth stucw of the response of the

British press tithe Dreyfus trials. Ronald K. Huch's short article

amines the British response to Rennes. His work, however, fails to

draw upon the wealth of commentary about the Affairs found in the press

prior to Septanber 1899. This dissertation is the most detailed examina-

tion available of the British press and its response to the Affairs.

Secondly, a careful analysis of the response to the Affairs is

inortant because British interpretive consent fllmunates the opinions

that existed at century's end. Because the Affairs concentrated thought

upon and dramatized certain issues which were of concern to late-nine-

teenth century Daropeans, the British response to the Affairs made ex-

plicit both the anxieties and the conceits of the educated and political

classes in Britain. An examination of this response is revealing with

respect to aspects of the British public mind, and the state of opinion

and thought concerning the master issues of political and social life

during the 1890s. It shows some interesting and important reflections

of part of an overall British attitude at a given point and in relation

to a specific set of events within a national and intemational environ-

ment. During the 1690s, that enviromnent was hostile to liberalism.

As British liberals saw fault lines appear within a system in

which they had placed an almost blind faith, a sense of insecurity devel-

oped enong those who refused to relinquish their trust in a liberalism

of mid-Victorian vintage. Liberalism had become a sacred cow. British

liberals did not want to admit its flats and internal contradictions or

to admit that the unchallenged supremacy which Britain enjoyed until
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about 1870 was neither pemanent nor linked to the values which

predominated in the mid-Vicotrian era. One is raninded of the quip that

'the strength of the British lies in their inability to recognize de--.

feat. .hS Many late-Victorians exhibited a psychological reluctance to

recognize the taperary nature of the superiority of Britain in the inter-

national consulty or to acknowledge the relative decline of Britain

vibe-Ids other nations. It was not easy for men who staked so much on

the 1:11:21. ethos to aduit the possibility of error. Hence, they some-

times grasped at manifestations which seansd to validate their pre-

conceived and cherished beliefs. For instance, the relief of Mafeking

during the early stages of the Boer War brought an outburst of national

enthusiasm canpletely out of proportion to the magnitude of the rescue

of this besieged outpost of the Enpirs. his incident is instructive

because it dmonstrates in general terms the latent anxieties and self-

doubts within British society at approximately the same time as the

Dreyfus Affairs. Significantly, the treatnent of the Affairs in the

British press reflects a subliminal sense of national. inseucrity. In

more specific tense, it exhibits an intense concern about the future of

liberalimn and the declining popularity of liberal values in both Britain

and Europe. It demonstrates the value which was stilliattached to many

of the Gladstonian, laisses-faire principles which had enjoyed acclaim at

mid-century and into the 18703. he connentary of British journalists

illuminates both the British view of past traditions and the British

concern about the present situation. Had Macaulay lived into the twen-

tieth century, he surely would have been pleased with the Whiggish

approach adopted by most of those who analyzed the Affairs from across

the Channel. heir analysis included arguments for Anglo-Saxon
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superiority, anti-clericalism, liberal governmental structure, and

laisssz-faire econmnic policies. he 1890s were, however, quite

different from the 18503.

As the liberal ethos lost some of its appeal, and as critics of

liberalism becmne increasingly vocal in the 1880s and 1890s, those who

continued to believe in the liberal m of life felt compelled to defend

liberal values from attack. Some British journalists were not hesitant

explicitly to associate the Affairs with the illiberal trends at the

fin-deflscle. an occasion they even made allusion in their articles

about the Affairs to anti-liberal movements in Britain. hose who did

this intended that their readers draw the conclusion that the liberal

ethos should be defended. Such a defense of liberal values sometimes

led to misapprehensions and udsinterpretations.

Criticisms of the French in general and the anti-Dreyfusards in

particular frequently included conclusions made withmt factual support.

Indeed, some British journalists wrote as though they needed no evidence.

hey sewed convinced that anti-Dreyfusism violated ”uninpeachable"

liberal principles and hence must be in the wrong. Given this point of

view, Britain's support of the Dreyfusards was predictable. Whether in-

tentional or unconscious, the approach adopted by the British pressmen

shows how the Affairs was used as an occasion to support a value system

to which they were laregely committed and which had come under attack at

hone. Perhaps the writers found it attractive to speak to their illiber-

al countrymen by use of example, through comment on events in a foreign

land. At all events, the anti-liberal currents of opinion in late-

nineteenth century Britain created a psychological climate in which

liberals were probably more sensitive to criticism and attacks made on
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liberal principles, be they at home or abroad. As a result, British

couasntators not only described the Affairs but converted it into a c_alu_§_e_

celebre in defense of liberalism. They presented their case in a hyper-

bolic m designed to demonstrate the beneficence of liberal ways and the

shortcomings of other less enlightened avenues.

has, in the eyes of most British observers, or at least the ones

who wrote in the press, the Affairs was positive proof that the road

toward growth md progress was a liberal one. his presumption was

doubly appealing since it seemed to confirm the folly of illiberal ways

while also reassuring the British, at a time when their claims to superi-

ority «sued increasingly questionable, that they as the defenders of

liberal values and critics of anti-Dreyfusism deserved to be considered

as the "two" world leader and principal promoter of civilization and

progressive wm. he Affairs demonstrated the fragility of French

claims in these respects, and as such, induced both an introspective and

comparative mood in Britain. One journalist, J. H. A. MacDonald, who

wrote about the Affairs in Blfiklgod's, observed:

if France to-dq symbolises the condition of the world, then there is

mchtofsarforthe future. Ifwhatisnowspringingupranklyin

France is germinating throughout the world, then the beginning of a

nswcenturymbe arude one, aterrible shaking, the endofwhich

no hmnan foresight can predict. . . . I: That which is now seen in

France . . . should cause all other nations to look inwards with a

single eye, searching whether this boasted light of civilisation may

not, as perverted by human conceit and self-confidence, have become

a light of which it may be “113’ ”How great is that darkness."

[a reference to Matthew 6:23]

MacDonald's words help to explain the extensive comnent about the Affairs

found in the British press. he scope of the analysis made by British

journalists is truly noteworthy. Perhaps this study best begins with a

brief survey of the press—which was itself simultaneously undergoing a
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veritable revolution, or as some have said, the process of

democratization and vulgarization—and its treatment of the Affairs.

Indeed, the Affairs was like a script written specially for the press of

the late-nineteenth century. It provided readers with a seemingly end-

less sequence of sensational and bizarre events which seemed too in-

credible to be true. he British press was quick to capitalize on this

opportunity.



CHAPTER I

THE PRESS AND ITS PERCEPTIONS

OF THE AFFAIRE

Looking back and reviewing the various influences that

helped to bring out the truth in the Dreyfus case

there is no doubt that the steadfast devotion of the

English Press to the cause of our coreligionist

helped materially to bring this remarkable case to

its present position. Joseph Prag, The Jewish

Chronicle 23 June 1899.

. . . were this an English case in English courts,

there is hardly a newspaper publisher in London who

would not be in the gaol. Frederick Greenwood,

Blackwood's, "Looker-On," Fall 1899.

In late 1897 and early 1898, the British Press began a sustained

coverage of the trial and events related to the Dreyfus Affairs. The

liberal assumptions which formed the basis for evaluating events inh‘anm

gave this analysis a certain homogeneity. A liberal consensus of sorts

existed. Moreover, according to J. A. Spender of the Nestminster Gazdggt

the Liberal press "joined in the chorus with the Conservative” and inflated

the jingo or anti-French element within the nation.1

This homogeneous quality can be overstated. British journalists

wrote from a variety of political, social, and religious editorial views.

Newspapers were not neutral channels of communication. The press was not

merely a funnel through which objective information was poured into the

minds of readers. The editor and his staff had preferences which almost

always affected the way in which events were reported and interpreted.

h2
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News was sometimes even chosen to produce a "special effect in the read-

er."2 Pressman could direct the attention of their readers to the things

which they wanted them to see. The late-nineteenth century British press

can be divided into several categories. Editors and journalists who wrote

in the political press described events from a particular political point

of view. Most papers were either Conservative, Liberal, or Liberal-

Radical. By the end of the century a fledgling working class, trade union-

ist press also existed. Until the mid-1880s, British journalism addressed

an intelligent, well-educated, upper class audience. Newspaper articles

were primarily political in content. Journalists scrupulously recorded

events and speeches in great detail. Articles were often lengthy and dull.

The style of presentation-small black type without headings, headlines,

or illustrations-owes difficult to follow.

Around the middle of the century several developments commenced

which eventually enabled innovative journalists to establish a new mass

circulation press tailored to the tastes of the common man. The abolition

of the stamp duty, and the paper and advertisement taxes occurred in the

1850s and 1860s. Postage rates fell as did the price of newsprint. I

Transportation and communication advances, combined with the introduction

of the wood pulp process also markedly reduced the cost of newspaper

production. The invention of the telegraph and telephone enabled pressmen

to describe events in even the remote parts of the world. In 1870, the

Education Act initiated an era of mass literacy in Britain. This newly-

created reading public was, however, a semi-literate body, largely unable

to appreciate or understand the existing press. By the 18903, several

enterprising men had exploited the opportunities to create a "New Journa-

lism." While their publications usually adopted a particular political
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point of view, they “made little demand upon the intelligence of the

reader,"3 providing sensational accounts of crime, sports, wars, natural

disasters, and trivia of general human interest. By changing the tradi-

tional style of thspaper, providing the reader with "short sentences,

short paragraphs, short articles," and putting "everything as far as pos-.-

fiHflinstory form,""l publishers found they could attract large numbers of

avid readers. These men were often more concerned about maintaining

circulation by offering readers sensational copy than providing refined,

in depth coverage of events. Although the traditional political press

remained more serious than the Yellow press, even the most respected

publications sometimes adopted the style and language commonly found in

popular publications.

Additionally, some publishers produced papers specially designed

for the religious community, including both Christians and Jews. Most

major denominations financed their own publications. Finally, some

specialized papers and journals were written especially for professional

groups or readerships with well-defined tastes or interests. Not surpris-

ingly, each sub-division within the British press perceived and responded

to the Affairs from different perspectives.

Most organs of the British press reported the Affairs to readers.

Not all of them, however, became interested in the Affairs at the same

time, or for the same reasons. Some offered more extensive coverage than

others. Journalists drew from a wide variety of sources, and the things

which they wrote made an impact both in Britain and in France. If the

amount of coverage given to the Dreyfus trials is an indication of public

interest, then the Affairs certainly fascinated many British readers.



16

By the close of the nineteenth century, there was in both Britain

and western Europe a high level of consciousness about what public episodes

like the Affairs meant in terms of a nation's political culture and moral-

ity. The spread of literacy and the rise of the democratic press intensi-

fied this interest. Because of the "astonishing development of the press

in the late-nineteenth century" the public was "'nswspaper conscious.”5

Phenomena like the Dreyfus trials were headhne-making events. It was not

until late 1897, however, that the majority of British journalists began

to question the prepriety of what had happened to a rather obscure French

artillery captain.

Generally speaking, the British press originally either supported

or passively accepted the first conviction of Dreyfus, even if it had been

obtained, as some pressmen believed, in rather unconventional if not

illegal ways. Reputable politicians and soldiers who supported the

original courtqmartial seemed to have no reason to lie. This remained the

general belief as expressed by the press through 1895. Over the next

two years, opinions gradually began to shift. Naturally, not every pub-

lication adopted a Dreyfusard policy simultaneously, but virtually every

organ of the British press supported Dreyfus by the time of his second,

trial. There were a few in Britain who agreed with G. A. Henty, who left

Rennes asserting, ”"The man looked and spoke like a spy . . . and if he

isn't a spy I'll be damned if he oughtn't to be one.'“ A few British

journalists even believed at that late date that Dreyfus was guilty.

These were in a very small minority.6

Regardless of their respective positiors on the issue of Dreyfus'

guilt or innocence, virtually every major newspaper provided very through

coverage of the Affairs during 1898 and 1899. The Times, theW
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and other London dailies published a daily column which discussed

events across the Channel. News about the Affairs was usually appearing

on a regular basis in this section of these papers by 1898. During the

course of that year, the Dreyfus case became so important that entire

articles exclusively devoted to the Affairs began to fill a column and

usually more of nearly every day's paper. British readers received a blow

by blow description of each new twist to the bizarre, never-ending

sequence of events related to Dreyfus. Long articles detailed the major

argmnents of those who testified at the courts-mitial of Esterhazy and

Picquart, the trial of Zola, and the deliberations of the United Court of

Cessation. For the most part, the British provincial press followed the

lead of the London newspapers, especially those which sided with the

Dreyfusards.7 weekly newspapers in Britain also closely followed the

Affairs. Rarely did a week pass without at least some mention of Dreyfus

in the review columns which summarized the most important events of the

past week. Not infrequently, articles which expanded upon and interpreted

the events described in the review were included as well. Finally, during

1898 and 1899, the British periodical press published over sixty articles

responding to the Affairs.

British journalists acquired their information in a variety (1‘ WE.

To be sure, British publications used news agencies like Reuters and the

Press Association Special Services. They frequently relied upon and often

quoted one another. British journalists also had relatively easy access

to France and Frenchmen in a position to know about the intrigues of the

Affairs. Information was obtainable if one knew where to go and whom to

see. H. P.s like the Francophile Charles Dilke regularly travelled to

France and often discussed European affairs over dinner with important
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Frenchmen. Dilke, during the years of the Affairs, almost always ate

Christmas dinner in Paris with one of the Daily Telegraph's comm

Sir Canpbell Clarke. Dilke often visited Fernand Labori, the young and

aggressive lawyer who defended Dreyfus at Rennes, along with Picquart,

Reinach, and Zola.

If information about the Affairs was passed along informally in

situations like these, the exchange between editors and journalists ofthe

leading British and French newspapers and journals was more direct.

British and French newspaper men maintained regular correspondence with

one another. Le Matin made arrangements through Henri ds Blowitz, a

master of foreign correspondents who worked in Paris for the Limes, to

have what amounted to almost immediate access. to the M' foreign cor-

respondence. Echo de Paris had a similar understanding with the D442:

Telegraph. Yves Guyot, the co-editor of the Dreyfusard Le Siécle,

provided the editor of Contemporary Review with an article about the

Affairs, as well as furnishing information to the correspondent for the

Daily Telegraph. The editors of British publications often had face-to-

face contact with important Frenchmen. J. A. Spender made two trips a

year to Paris to talk to both journalists and politicians. He found it

impossible to gain infosmation from those he considered Anglophobes, like

Gabriel Hanotaux and Théophile Delcassé, but was able to establish pro-

ductive relationships with lower level French officials both at the Quai

d'Orsay and the French Embassy in London. He also regularly visited the

French journalists and politicians who came to London. Another British

editor, W. T. Stead, who launches the popular, Liberal, Nonconfomist

monthly, Review of Reviews, also visited France during the years of the

Affairs. He enjoyed the company of several important persons, including
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Clemenceau, who also provided infonmation to the correspondent for the

Dreyfusard Daily News, Emily Crawford. Contacts like the ones made by

Spender and Stead helped to shape editorial policy about the Affairs.

Finally, several British publications opened their columns to both

Dreyfusard and anti-Dreyfusard writers from France. The value of infor-

mation was, of course, limited by the reliability of sources, and during

the Affairs it was not uncommon for highly placed persons to pass along

misinfbrmmtion to accomplish their own ends. Even the Times fell victim

to this hazard.

Perhaps the most interesting and important gathering of news

occurred at a somewhat lower level in the hierarchy of the staff of each

paper or journal. The struggle of the British correspondent in France

to extract accurate infonmation was indeed a difficult endeavor. If the

Dreyfus case appeared to foreign journalists to be shrouded in secrecy,

covered and carefully guarded by both the military and the government,

there were still individuals who knew what had happened and who were

willing covertly to discuss it. The veteran correspondent knew how to

exploit these sources, and there was no lack of veterans with an interest

in the Affairs. For the 22222; there was Blowitz, who had the uncannyj

knack of gaining entrance or "free access" into virtually every European

court, to all of the “forbidden places.” He regularly visited chiefs of

state, prime ministers, and.important politicians. His widely known

reputation as a powerful journalist often led European statesmen to seek

him out when they desired to have their opinions known. The envious and

resentful editor of a Parisian editors' association, Paul de Cassagnac,

wrote, "For him, there is no secret in the home or foreign policy of our

country. He is told everything."8
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The Daily Telegrgph enjoyed the services of a man with similar

powers: their chief travelling correspondent, E. J. Dillon. His father

was an Irish revolutionary and his mother was English. He was married to

a Russian. His knowledge of Europe, command of European languages (he

claimed to speak twenty-six), and personal acquaintance with leading

individuals who sat in the chancelleriss of Europe made him a valuable

asset. He was often mistaken for a native in foreign lands. Dillon's

forte was the ability to arrive in a new location just prior to the

development there of some event of major consequence. He had what one

historian tenmed a "cloak and dagger" complex and often.made use of dis-

guises to gain entrance into restricted areas.9

One source of information frequently used by British pressmen

was Bernard Lazare, the author of Anti-Semitism: Its History and Its

Cgu§2§'(189h), an influential pamphlet defending Dreyfus, and of a multi-

volume history of the Affairs. He provided information for Albert D.

VanDam, an historian of the Third Republic and contributor to Saturdgz

Review; Lucien weir, the Jewish journalist and authority on international

relations, who wrote for Fortnightly Review as well as other important

British publications; Joseph.Prag of the Jewish Chronicle; and.g§g§§1

correspondent Henry Wickham Steed. The last-named journalist also made

use of his contacts with highly placed diplomatic officials.

Just prior to the Rennes court-martial, Italian military attaché

Panizzardi provided Steed with a confidential account of his interpreta-

tion of events. Panizzardi expressed a desire to testify at Rennes (which

he never did) and told him what he could have said. He claimed that

Esterhazy had provided Schwarzkoppen with over 170 documents. The German

military attache supposedly showed these to him. Dreyfus' innocence was,
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in his opinion, unquestionable. When Steed pressed Panizzardi, asking for

the right to quote him in the 22223, he regretfully refused. Steed con-

tinued to pursue the matter, but Panizzardi's superiors did not allow

him to cooperate. In the end, the m published the information without

citing its source.

This was not an uncommon practice, as was shown in the articles

published in National Review. Although its sources were rarely named,

this monthly obviously had contacts with insiders who knew the intricacies

of the Affairs. National Review regularly published detailed and usually

accurate information, such as the number of documents purchased by

Schwarzkoppen at Esterhazy, the approximate dates of these exchanges, the

private conversations of diplomats, military officials, and other prhrdpal

actors in the Affairs, and even the annual amount budgeted for the French

war Office to use for bribery. The monthly's editor, Leo J. Maxss, also

claimed to have access to information from an ”unimpeachable authority”

in Berlin.10 Whoever their sources were, Maxse and his staff predicted

almost a year in advance that revision, if realized, would not provide

immediately complete justice for Dreyfus and his supporters.

The grand climax of journalistic interest came, of course, at

Rennes. Famous figures from all over the world converged on this small

French city to watch ssven.military judges determine the fate of Dreyfus.

Journalists came to record events, photographers to take pictures.

Artists came to sketch what they saw. Idlers and trouble-makers came with

hopes of witnessing a good bloodletting. Most foreign visitors strongly

sympathized with Dreyfus and, in the eyes of many natives, were anti-

French. Those papers which had foreign news service sent their best

correspondents to cover the trial. The Times used Blowitz's brilliant
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young protege, W. Morton Fullerton, an American graduate of Harvard. The

Daily Telegraph sent Dr. E. J. Dillon. The Daily Mail sent veteran cor-

respondent and famous author, G. W. Steevens. Other noteworthy indivi-

duals at Rennes included the Lord Chief Justice, Russell of Killowen, sent

as Queen Victoria's special observer, and G. A. Henty, the famous author

of boys' stories about the Empire. Hotels and cafes lacked the capacity

to serve the crowd which came to Rennes. Single rooms went for the ex-

orbitant price of twenty francs a day. The city buzzed with conversations

about the Affairs. Only officers and soldiers, forbidden to enter hotels

and restaurants or speak about the court-martial, did not talk openly

about Dreyfus. Most foreign journalists lodged in the Hotel Moderne.

Even though most of the French, whether for or against Dreyfus, resented

the presence of such a large foreign contingent, an earnest effort was

made to accommodate the press at the trial. At the deliberations of the

Court of Cessation, only thirty places were reserved for the press. At

Rennes, the judges peered across the courtroom to the long pine tables

especially designated for the three to four hundred pressmen allowed to

witness the trial during its public sessions. These journalists dihgafily

recorded the proceedings and enjoyed the right to telegraph their stories

from a special bureau. They were allowed to circulate about Rennes am

pleased. As they had for the previous two years, British journalists

provided eager readers with a comprehensive picture of everything from the

most important dramas to the most insignificant and trivial detail.“

The intense interest shown by the British press in the Affairs

was bound to attract attention in France, as well as Britain. There

exist different opinions about the impact of this British commentary.

Bernard Lazare argued that the English press was the chief factor in
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exposing the lies and forgeries on which Dreyfus' guilt was based and in

bringing the eventual decision of the United Court of Cassation. Joseph

Prag, who wrote about the Affairs for the Jewish Chronicle in an article

entitled "The Influence of the English Press on the Dreyfus Case," com-

mended British journalisn for its devotion to the cause of truth and

justice. The support rendered to the Dreyfusard cause confirmed the be-

lief that the press in Britain exhibited the world's highest standard of

journalism. As Prag observed, it was the Daily Chronicle which, at the

behest of Mathieu Dreyfus, revived the flagging Dreyfusard cause on 3

September 1896 by knowingly publishing a bogus report that Dreyfus had

escaped from Devil's Island. This behavior is an interesting illustra-

tion of the way in which editor H. W. Massingham perceived journalistic

responsibility. He believed that the conviction of Dreyfus justified the

publication of a false tale, provided that the cause of justice was ad-

vanced. The French press quickly republished the story of Dreyfus' es-

cape and interest in the Dreyfus case, which earlier in the year had

subsided, was rekindled. This momentous development helped to initiate

the sequence of events which finally secured Dreyfus' release in June 1899.

It was also a British newspaper, the London Observer, which on 3 October

1898, published the first account of Esterhazy's admission to Observer

journalist Rowland Strong the Commandant had written the bordereau. The

mg, on 3 June 1899, was the first newspaper to publish a signed con-

fession by Esterhazy indicating his authorship of the incriminating docu-

ment. Prag maintained that "[ajlmost every English newspaper has helped

us in the fight, and lent a hand to unwind the martyr from the meshes of

falsehood and forgery in which he had been bound. "12 Claims like those

made by Lazare and Frag tended to oversmphasize and misinterpret
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the significance of the British press vis-a-vis the Affairs. While the

Daily Chronicle's article in September 1896 certainly brought Dreyfus back

to the attention of the public in France, Mathieu Dreyfus and his sup-

porters were determined men. Had the Daily Chronicle failed to cooperate,

they almost certainly would have found another means to revive interest

in the prisoner on Devil's Island. The articles which appeared in the

Observer and the 2222§ attracted interest, but, like the phony escape

account, played a relatively minor role in the scheme of things.

A more accurate assessment of British performance came from the

President of the British Chamber of Commerce in Paris, Sir Thomas Barclay.

He argued that commentary by British journalists, not to mention their

presence at Rennes, had an unfortunate and unexpected impact. Far from

facilitating Dreyfus' rehabilitation, the Dreyfusard interpretations tithe

British press made French anti-Dreyfusards more uncompromising than they

otherwise might have been. Most of the accounts of the Affairs encouraged

British hostility toward France. Across the Channel, the French took

great offense at the lengthy diatribes which indicted the whole people

of France.13

Perhaps the most damning analysis of the behavior of the British

press during the Affairs came from Russell of Killowen. Following the

Rennes trial, he prepared for the Queen a paper which recounted his ex-

periences and detailed his impressions. He decried the harsh judgment

passed by the British press on not only the conspirators and judges

against Dreyfus, but on the nation of France as well. The Lord Chief

Justice found little good to say about those who extended the guilt of a

few to an entire people. In his opinion, the Dreyfusard interpretation

espoused by both the British and German presses did Dreyfus a great
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disservice. Foreign journalists had furnished the anti-Dreyfusard element

in France with.ammunition and "corroborative evidence" which allegedly

confirmed Dreyfus' guilt. They exacerbated xenophobic sentiment which

already existed in France. In a scathing indictment of the conduct

evidenced by his own nation's newspapers, Russell wrote:

It is but just to say that, in its comments during the actual sittings

of the Court, the British Press, from the Times upwards or downwards,

almost without exception, have indulged in such partisan comment as

would have earned for their editors, at the hands of English judges,

prompt committal to prison had any such comments been.mads pending a

a trial in England. These comments would have amounted to what is

called contempt of Court, which means that they would have had a

direct tendency to interfere with the due course of justice.

This business in which the press engaged was especially hazardous since

many of the allegations made by British journalists were based on innnnb,

false accusation, and evidence as untenable as that used to condemn

Dreyfus. Several British publications, for instance, speculated that

Henry was actually murdered, and that Maitre Labori, Dreyfus' lawyer who

was wounded in an attempted assassination during the Rennes trial, was

shot by order of the French Army. No evidence or sure proofs of these and

other slanderous charges existed. Allegations rested upon the a priori

assumption that anyone who testified against Dreyfus was a villain and a

scoundrel. The Erodes verbal, let alone the actual proceedings, of ’

Esterhazy's court-martial, the United Court of Cassation, and Rennes sou-t-

martial were extremely complex and difficult to follow. This was partic-

uJ.arly true for foreign correspondents who listened to intricate argu-

ments made in a foreign tongue. They had the difficult task of grasping

and summarizing the most important points, and telegraphing their stories

to the home newspaper office. Given these complexities, even if Dreyfus

was innocent, Russell found the sentence which the British press passed
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on French.public opinion to be unfair. Since few people could form

independent judgments in a matter so complex as the Affairs, he argued

that there was nothing surprising about Frenchmen believing what those in

authority told them. On the contrary, given the position of France in the

international environment, it would have been quite remarkable if most of

France had not initially been anti-Dreyfusard. Had the British press

rightly weighed this consideration, it would have softened the "harshness

of its judgment” of the French.1h As it was, the offensive and intrusive

tone of the British press did little to benefit Dreyfus. The French, most

of whom seem to have believed that foreign observers should mind their

own business at least in regard to the Affairs, took offense at Britain's

presumptuous attitude and willingness to comment liberally on how France

ought to manage her internal affairs.

Nevertheless, British publications of almost all political

persuasions and points of view took exception to what had been done to

Dreyfus. The London Timgg, which usually rendered moderate support to

whichever party was in power in westminster, was among this group. After

some initial hesitation, the Timgg_abandoned its conviction that somehow

Dreyfus was guilty; As is shown above, the timing of this change in

policy approthate y paralleled the Fashoda crisis. During the final month

of the crisis, the 111.923. adopted an aggressive Dreyfusard position. On

13 October 1898, it published a seven and one-half column letter from the

Permanent Under-Secretary for the Home Office, Godfrey Lushington. The

Under-Secretary, who was also a barrister, received praise from.contem-

porary journalists for presenting the most impartial and fair-minded

summary of the Affairs to date. More importantly, both Lushington's

letter and a leading article which appeared on the same day roundly
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asserted Dreyfus' innocence. While it is dangerous to dogmatize, and even

more hazardous if not totally unrealistic to suggest that official pres-

sure was brought to bear upon the editor of the Tppgp, it is not unlikely

that the government's strong opposition to Marchand's mission helped to

create a climate of anti-French opinion at Printing House Square. After

October 1898, the _Tim_gg supported the Dreyfusard cause, and spoke strongly

on behalf of Dreyfus. Although Fullerton and Blowitz acknowledged the

noble efforts of the many Frenchmen who had risked position and reputation

to see that justice was done, they condemned the Rennes verdict in

excoriating terms. In fact, the excited and condemnatory approach taken

by this newspaper was uncharacteristic of the Tippp, Even after the

court-martial and pardon, the Téppp_continued through the rest of the year

to publish correspondence relating to the Affairs.

The Conservative press was not so assertive. Conservative

publications opposed the Rennes verdict and expressed belief in Dreyfus'

innocence, but, in general terms, they wrote with greater restraint than

did other divisions within the British press. Their concern about the

morality of French actions was not as pronounced as in publications with

other political leanings. Their analysis was more dispassionate and ob—

jective, and less condemnatory. Conservative journalists were not as

quick to indict the French as those with different political affiliations.

writers for the Daily Telegraph labored to maintain an Olympian

point of view. Rather than taking sides, they tried to provide their

readers with facts and the different arguments used by both Dreyfusards

and anti-Dreyfusards. From the arrest and first conviction of Dreyfus,

this Conservative daily newspaper acknowledged the difficulty of ascertain-

ing guilt or innocence in a case so shrouded by the authorities in mystery.
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Information about the case was extremely difficult to obtain. The @411

Telegraph's "Own Correspondent" regularly complained about the paucity of

reliable informants. In the aftermath of Henry's suicide, the Paris

correspondent for this newspaper still refused to admit any more than that

the ex-Captain Dreyfus had never received "the right to be innocent."

Just because Henry's handiwork consisted of forged documents, there was

no proof that every other piece of information incriminating Dreyfus was

also bogus. He concluded, “I have all along endeavoured to place the case

fairly, impartially, and without any favour to one side or the other,

before your rsaders."15

Frederick Greenwood, who published a widely read and influential

monthly review of events called "The Looker-On" in Blackwood's, frequently

wrote about the Affairs. He seemed to be unsure about Dreyfus' guilt or

innocence, but he was certain of one thing: the intempsrats and unwise

character of British criticisms of the French. He used his column to

decry the behavior of his fellow-British journalists regarding the Affairs.

If the Yellow press in France made wild anti-Dreyfusard accusations based

on half-truths and second guesses, so reputable, established British

reporters, casting discrimination and restraint to the wind, did the same

against distinguished, honorable Frenchmen in politics, the army,

and the clergy. For Greenwood, the central concern of the British press

seemed not to be the innocence of Dreyfus, but the infamy of his accusers.

Like Barclay and Spender, Greenwood was not surprised when Frenchmen of

ahmost every persuasion resented the intrusion of the British press into

a domestic concern. He, like Russell, contended that such behavior by

editors during a trial in Britain would have landed several publishers in

the gaol. Finally, Saturday Review, which espoused a mildly Conservative
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editorial policy, exhibited the same tolerance found in Blackwood's and

the Daily Telegraph. It warned Britain and the world not to condemn

France-especially the largely indifferent general population-too

hastily. It firmly delcarsd that, in time, France would come to her

senses and allow for truth and justice to be asserted. Following

Dreyfus' acquittal in 1906, it wrote:

No doubt at the time we English failed to observe the restraint

becoming the people of one country in discussing a domestic affair

of another. The Dreyfus trial was our affair only on the principle,

hpgapi_p§l1§+pp_gl§gppp_pp§p, This did not justify our taking sides

passionate in a.ne ghbour s quarrel.

The Conservative journalists who reported the Affairs faced.a

dilemma of sorta. While most eventually acknowledged Dreyfus' innocence,

the adoption of a Dreyfusard position.meant compromising certain princi-

ples on which late-nineteenth century British Conservatives usually

agreed. Generally, the Conservative press exhibited an almost Burkean

respect for tradition, authority, order, and established insititutions.

Historically, Conservatives accepted the need for reform and change, but

also venerated the past. They eschewed the restless spirit of innovation.

They endeavored to conserve and.protect those features of society which

still retained value and reflected the collective wisdom of past genera-

tions. Most believed that no single generation enjoyed the right to abol-

ish those inheritances passed on to them by their predecessors. Liberals

were usually more willing to enact reform.than Conservatives. They gen-

erally'perceived society as atomistic, the individual being the irreduc-

ible unit in social life. In contrast, most Conservatives viewed society

as an organic entity, the aggregate of individuals. Conservatives were

more willing than Liberals to argue that the individual should be subject

to the interests of the community. In France, some anti-Dreyfusards
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carried this argument to the conclusion that it was better for a single

innocent man to suffer than for the domestic tranquillity of the nation

to be disturbed. They preferred domestic stability more than the appli-

cation of abstract ideas about justice. In opposition to these men, there

were Dreyfusards who seemed willing to accept the dissolution of society-

revolution if necessary—to guarantee that the innocent victim be set

free. In principle, this destructive outlook repulsed those British

Conservatives who believed that evolution, which enabled society to

change in a positive and orderly fashion, was superior to revolution.

Finally, Conservatives usually took a more realistic view of internation-

al relations than Liberals. They, more than the Liberals, recognized

power as an important element in international politics. Hence, they

wished to see France strong enough to prevent German Continental hegemony.

The Conservative concern about the stability of society is often

reflected in the articles about the Affairs. Both the Dgly Telegrgh and _

Sath Review, in stark contrast to most other British publications,

supported the acquittal of Esterhazy in January 1898. The tendency of ‘

the Conservative press was to trust the reasonableness of men adndn-

istering government, and the honor and honesty of French Army officers;

Charges against Dreyfus were seen as serious. He had been accused

by twenty-three brother officers and found guilty by seven others.

This was done in spite of what Satm Review believed to be the

desire of the Anny to spare itself the shame and disgrace of admitting

that treason existed within its ranks. Dreyius' guilt had been publicly

proclaimed by two Ministers of War, Msrcier and Cavaignac. After Henry's

death, Saturdg Review acknowledged the need for revision, and recanted

its earlier and vehement assertion supporting Esterhazy's acquittal in
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January 1898. Nevertheless, the paper retained an almost surprising

callousness toward Dreyfus and a pronounced sympathy toward the French

"establishment" and people. It refused to "brand the leading men of

France as guilty of hideous crime without extenuating circumstances."

It tenaciously held to the belief that leaders of the government and

military service-that the politicians in four successive ministries--

were not monsters willing to "condemn a fellowhcreature to undeserved

punishment" except for serious raisons d'état. The sacrifice

of a single man to preserve and maintain the stability of French society,

however deplorable to the British people, probably seemed the most at-

tractive of several undesirable options before French leaders. Following

the Rennes verdict, Saturday Review also passed an extraordinary judgment

writing, ”Innocent or guilty, Captain Dreyfus deserved his fate; but for

him, the country would not have been dejected and demoralised for years;

but for him, calm, camnsrce, dividends, would never have been distui’tnds';b

If British Conservatives sympathized with the French in their

discomfiture, most of them were unable to countenance the condemnation of

a man who appeared to be entirely innocent of treason. Conservatives

valued the preservation of order in society, but they also believed in,

principles of fair play and justice. By the late-nineteenth century, many

liberal ideas existed in Conservative circles. Many of those who deserted

the Liberal Party in the mid-18803 became a kind of "Whig element" within

the Conservative Party. Moreover, as the nineteenth century progressed,

many Conservatives gradually came to accept and internalize ideas which

were Liberal at the beginning of the century. Blackwood's not only had

Greenwood's analysis but also opened its columns to J. H. A. MacDonald

and Charles Whibley, whose articles were highly critical of and
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uncomplimentary to France. The former excelled at shrillness and emotive

condemnations. The only publication which approached MacDonald's tone

was National Review. This monthly journal produced more articles on the

Affairs than any other periodical publication in Britain. In addition to

the hundreds of pages it devoted to the Affairs, including a 6h-page

special supplement to volume 33, it even advertised additional literature

in both French and English for its readers with more than a casual meat

in the Dreyfus case.

The National Review was among the first British publications to

adopt a stridently pro-Dreyfus position. In its opinion, Dreyfus was

indubitably and entirely innocent. In the summer of 1898, when its first

articles about the Affairs appeared, the trio of editor Leo J. Maxss,

Oxford den and Biblical scholar Frederick C. Conybeare, and Godfrey Lush-

ington, launched a full-scale assault on everything and everyone opposed

to Dreyfus' cause. Their articles were liberally seasoned with sarcastic,

highly emotive language, Biblical allusions, and razor-sharp, carefully

reasoned legal arguments. Their criticisms of the General Staff were

often abusive and insulting. The intense interest evidenced in this monthly

was a reflection of the personality of Maxse, who was noted for his

penchant for whole-heartedly embracing what he believed to be a noble

cause. Perhaps more than any other publication, National Review, in a

style reminiscent of Macaulay's historiography, saw the Affairs and its

principal actors in terms of black and white, good and evil. Moralisms

abounded in National Review's analysis of the Affairs. The descriptions

of Dreyfus recorded in this journal celebrated his virtues and ignored

his human frailties. Maxse, Conybeare, and Lushington portrayed officers

on the General Staff and anti-Dreyfusard priests as the incarnation of
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evil. They saw their mission as the establishment of the innocence of a

single individual, wronged by blind obedience to constituted authority.

National Review's departure from the usual Conservative analysis

of the Affairs is understandable in light of the history of the journal

during the 1890s. It was purchased by L. J. Maxse's father in 1893.

While Conservative in tone, it "was out of tune with the Conservative

Party" during the late-nineteenth and earlybtwentieth centuries. The

younger Maxse had "lost faith in the party system and the party press."

He criticised the Party for "the collusion which was attendant upon party

politics[:and] prevented Conservative ideology being put into practice."

He suspected that the Conservative press was “under the control of Jews,

monopoly capitalists, and wire pullers.n17 Maxse's tendency to perceive

events both in and outside of Britain in conspiratorial terms regularly

found expression in National Review's interpretation of the Affairs.

Many of the articles in his journal posited theories of a clerico-military

conspiracy against the Jews and the Republic.

In spite of National Review, on balance the British Conservative

papers, moreso than other branches of the British press, took a more

realistic view of the Affairs, and recognized the limitations of what a

newspaper could do to influence events in a foreign land. This prdbably

stained from the Conservative tendency to view the stats and systems of

justice as an organic product of nature and time. In principle, most

Conservatives supported the idea that a state should be left alone to

evolve at its own pace. It should not be judged by alien standards. This

outlook made Conservatives less harsh than Liberals in their evaluation

of the French judicial system and the Dreyfus trials. If perfection was

attainable at all, Conservatives usually believed that it was certainly
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something which could not be rushed. Hence, the Conservatives tended to

take care in the way that criticisms of France were made. Finally,

Conservative expectations were not as high as those found among Liberals

and Radicals. As a rule, the Conservative was not so confident as his

Liberal counterpart about man's perfectibility and the reliability of

human reason. This no doubt made Conservatives at once tolerant of French

inabilities to measure up to what was perceived by the British as ideal

standards, and only mildly surprised-if at all--that the ideal had not

yet been achieved. Most Conservatives recognized that vehement criticisms

were more likely to engender ill-will than precipitate repentance.

The Liberal press was more prone to criticize than the Conservaflve

press. Liberals tended to see the events and personalities related to the

Affairs in terms of right and wrong. In keeping with their tendency to be

moralistic about politics, as well as to broadcast their belief in

Britain's moral leadership in the world, they, more than the Conservatives,

were ready to make judgments about the morality of French behavior. This

willingness to indict the French was a reflection of Liberal idealism

and confidence, of the conviction that applied rational thought would

improve on the past. This confidence sometimes led Liberals to be overly

optimistic. For example, in June 1899, when the United Court of Cessation

nvirtually'pronounced Captain Dreyfus an innocent man,” somewhat prema-

turely, the Manchester Guardian proclaimed that France had "emerged

triumphant from a titanic struggle for justice and for truth."18 The

Manchester Guardian had great confidence in the flow of progress toward a

better, more liberal world. It looked forward to the Rennes court-martial

with high expectations. It wrote, "If the debate follows strictly the

lines which the verdict of the supreme civil court has laid down for it,
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the result cannot be for one moment doubted."19 When the realization of

the ideal was not immediately manifest, Liberals were quick to take

offense. They found much about which to be offended in the Affairs.

The Manchester Guardian, the Daily News, the westminster Gazette, and the

Daily Chronicle, not to mention most of the Liberal periodicals, objected

strongly to the Rennes decision.

One fundamental tenet of nineteenth century Liberal thought was

the opposition to arbitrary rule by a restricted group of privileged

individuals, most notably aristocrats and clergymen. Stated in a positive

way, this meant support of the extension of political rights beyond a

monarch or dictator and the traditional ruling class. Although the Liber-

a1 Party of the late-nineteenth century smarted under charges that it

was the servant of a new but equally restricted group, the British

middle class, Liberals were committed to the notion that monarchical or

clerico-aristocratic rule was anachronistic. Moreover, they believed that

such leadership would lead to the erection of tariff walls which were

inimical to Free Trade on which peace and progress depended. Predictably,

they threw their support to the preservation, or as some believed, the

initial establishment, of republican government in France. The most vocal

proponent of this idea was Spectator. This weekly newspaper, renowned for

its non-partisan and fair-minded reporting of both domestic and foreign

news, departed radically from its usual policy of dispassionate, rational

analysis of world news. It not only excelled all others in expounding the

supposed racial foibles of the French, but often became hysterical about

an impending military coup d'état against the Third Republic. It inter-

preted contemporary events in terms of the long shadow cast by Napoleon

Bonaparte, not to mention Louis Napoleon and Boulangsr, and regularly



65

sounded alarms warning its readers of the certainty of a pppp_administered

by'a coterie of generals, who were dissatisfied with the inadequacies of

republican rule under lawyers and bourgeois. Spectator frantically called

for someone to save the Republic from the generals. Contemporary Review

expressed disgust with what was termed the pretense of republican govern-

ment under the control of a clerico-military combination of strong men.

It opened its columns to a trio of French Dreyfusards including Yves

Guyot, the co-editor of Le Siécle, Ludovic Trarieux, French senator and

minister of justice during the 18903, and socialist journalist Francis de

Pressensé, as well as to British author David Christie Murray. These

contributors exhibited an anti-clerical bias. In this regard, the_saw

role of the Catholic Church as a threat to the existence of the Republic

evoked considerable comment in the Liberal press.

In general, the Liberal press tended to be much more sensitive to

the religious issues raised by the Affairs than the Conservative press,

with, of course, the exception of the anti-Catholic diatribes by Conybeare

which appeared in National Review, and the connections posited by Green-

wood between the Affaire and the Romanizing of the Anglican Church. In

some respects, this is not surprising. Disraeli's characterization of the

Anglican Church as the Tory Party at prayer may be amusing, but it held

some degree of truth. On the whole, Conservative publications supported

the Church of England. Naturally, they had no love for the Catholic

Church, but it was a Conservative tendency to blur the distinction between

Church and State. Since separation of Church and State was one of the

issues raised by the Affairs, Conservative commentators tended to be less

outspoken than their Liberal counterparts concerning the religious issues.

Indeed, Liberals, who usually came from the Nonconformist tradition, had

much to say about the role of religion in the Affairs.
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Many Liberals associated Catholicism with the prescription of

important liberal ideals including religious freedom, freedom of thought,

and separation of Church and State. Spectator, Nineteenth Century, and

Contemporary Review, the last-named publication being well-known for its

Evangelical editorial policies, expressed doubts that the Catholic

weltanschauung.was compatible with liberal institutions. In particular,

Spectator cited the Affairs as evidence that Roman Catholicism was more

concerned with the re-acquisition of temporal power in worldly politics

than the assertion of spiritual leadership in defense of the innocent and

the exhibition of Christian love. Spectator argued that the Affairs

showed how the long-term influence of Catholicism produced a mentality be-

ing submissive to even the most misguided and malevolent leadership.

Finally, the Affairs demonstrated how endangered religious freedom was in

France since Roman Catholicism apparently had the power to deny justice

to an innocent man.

A third concern of the Liberal press stemmed from the Liberal

view of international relations. As a rule, Liberals favored an isola-

tionist foreign policy, that is to say avoiding alliances. They supported

international cooperation, peace, and Free Trade. The Affairs brought to

Liberal minds several concerns about the stability of the international

order. The Economist, which had a readership primarily comprised of the

commercial middle class, exhibited more concern in this regard than any

other Liberal publication. It was particularly worried about the adverse

influence of the military system in France and the precarious foundation

on which the European alliance system rested. The Affairs demonstrated

the dangers of militarism, and the fragility of a balance of power based

on alliances. Liberals also believed that the arms build-up stimulated a
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belief that force was the best or perhapsothe only solution to

international differences. Inordinate respect for the Army, as Liberals

believed was shown in France by the Affairs, could encourage military

adventurers who might lead Europe into a general war which would disrupt

trade and encourage the use of brute force for which Liberals had so much

contempt. Finally, the prohibitive costs of a military establishment

reduced the economic potential of a nation and diverted men and resources

from.more profitable business pursuits.

Although Liberal sensibilities were offended by what took place

in France, it would be a.mistake to suggest that all Liberal publications

expressed total dismay over the Rennes verdict. Spender's thtminster

Gazette adopted a sympathetic editorial policy toward France, in spite of

the editor's disapproval of Rennes. The Manchester Guardian, which was

probably the most influential Liberal newspaper in Britain, praised those

Frenchmen who defended justice, and regularly opened its columns to French

readers who defended Dreyfus and spoke in defense of their nation. During

the Rennes trial, the Mppppester Guardian published a gentle reminder to

its readers, admonishing them to be circumspect in evaluating of their

neighbor's discomfiture. The same spirit of "fear of war abroad and trees

son at home" which animated the General Staff in France produced Titus

Oates and the Popish Plot of the seventeenth century in Britain. More-

over, in.London, Lord George Gordon had, only twelve years before the rev-

olutionary Terror in France, set the example which was imitated by French-

men who danced the "Carmongnol“ in desecrated churches. The Manchester

Guardian concluded, "we are apt to forget that the serenity of English

public life dates only from.the fall of Napoleon. The same event which

assured stability to us endowed France with chronic causes of unrest."20
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Even though the Manchester Guardian found the verdict at Rennes

to be reprehensible, it maintained this generous view toward the nation of

France and confined its condemnatory remarks to the reptile press, the

Ultramontane priesthood, and the "depraved Parliamentary system which

has bred the Merciers and the Boisdeffres." It encouraged the British

to remember that in "all of this there is nothing that is typically French,

nothing that justified an indictment against a nation. . . . It would be

a perverted cult of a man in the street which would identify the French

nation with the nameless crowds" truly responsible for French misdeeds.

It reminded those who insisted on making "complacent comparisons" that

England had enjoyed relative tranquility during the present generation,

and could point to no one of the stature of Picquart of Zola, or of hun-

dreds of other Frenchmen in less prominent positions, who risked some or

all of what they had. ”It has been easy for us, across the Channel, to

view the case with clear-sighted detachment. . . . If there is a useful

part for foreigners to play in this affair, it is in supporting the

Revisionists with our sympathy and acmiration."21

The Manchester Guardian also called for the pardon and release of

the hapless recondemned victim, and encouraged readers not to be dismayed.

Taking the long view, it argued that the Rennes verdict would not be the

end of the matter. For the moment, the leaders of France had erred, but

time would bring the leadership of France back to their senses. The

Manchester Guardian heartily welcomed the pardon of Dreyfus and, even

though it believed the government could have done much more, viewed this

event as a healthy sign. Even Napoleon had mused that courts-martial

served no purpose during peacetime. The Manchester Guardian concluded,
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"it would be odd if a reform meditated by the great Emperor were, after a

century, to be brought about indirectly by Captain Dreyfus."22

The Liberal-Radical press shared the Manchester Guardian's

optimism that the Affaire might ultimately produce good. In fact, the

Liberal-Radical press exhibited an uncommon faith that truth and justice

would eventually prevail over the forces of falsehood and retrogression.

The westminster Review consistently maintained that truth was a force too

strong to be contained or withheld in France. In £3222, cartoonists S. C.

Swain and Linley Sambourne gave artistic expression to these sentiments.

The most dramatic of these, entitled "A Bas La Veritel", portrayed Truth,

rising out of a well labeled "L'Affaire Dreyfus." As she broke through

the cover held down by four French generals, she cried, "I must come out."

The generals replied, "Not if we know it!"

Fortnightly Review, which in contrast to Spectator maintained its

reputation for fair-mindedness and impartiality during the course of the

Affaire, also believed in the inexorable power of truth. It expressed its

conviction that the truth would become manifest through the exposure of

all views. It opened its columns to the Jewish journalist Lucien WOlf,

who argued that anti-Semitism helped to propel an unjust crusade against

an innocent man. It also featured articles by Frenchmen Pierre deCaisrtin

and Andre Godfernaux. The fonmer, who regularly contributed to Fortnigggy

and claimed to have access to French foreign policy documents unavailable

to foreign journalists, roundly asserted the guilt of Dreyfus. The

latter predicted that great good would emerge from the ostensible chaos

generated by the Affaire. In the October 1899 volume of Fortnightly

Review, at a time when many British journalists heaped abuse upon the

French because of the Rennes verdict, the journal published two articles
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distinguished primarily by moderate, controlled analysis of the meaning

of the Affaire. The first, written by "An English Officer," objected to

characterizations of the officers on the General Staff as malicious

scoundrels. Their chief fault was simply stupidity. They were guilty of

misjudgment rather than malevolence. The "English Officer" then provided

a sympathetic analysis of the problems within the French Army.

The second article, by H. C. Foxcroft, was an intriguing compniln

between the Affaire and the Popish Plot in England during the seventeenth

century. Similarly to the argument which appeared earlierin the Manchester

Guardian, Foxcroft argued that the English example suggested that the-

nomena such as the Dreyfus affair are the natural vent-holes of political

passion, the precursors-othough not always the immediate precursors-of

political reform.” The Affaire was probably just on of the "ugly features

which disfigure the effervescent stage of political evolution" and as

such it would, as Godfernaux suggested earlier, eventually contribute to

"a recrudescence of national vigour, an outburst of patriotic energy, a

revolution beneficent in its tendency, and an era of national triumph."

In conclusion, he gently rebuked his fellow countrymen for their short-

sightedness regarding the potentially positive results of the Affaire. The

analogy he sketched between the Popish Plot and the Affaire was not com-

monly brought to mind in England "since the annals of his own country

appear to be, in general, the last literary resort of the average English-

man. "23 Foxcroft's thesis is reminiscent of the faith in radical political

refonm and desire for the equalization of political rights and responsi-

bilities which Radicals had hoped for, believed in, and desired. Perhaps

the generous and friendly policy which Fortnightly Review adopted toward

the Affaire was also in part a legacy of one of its earliest editors, the
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Francophile John Morley, who in the fall of 1899 encouraged British

observers to reserve judgment on the French.

Finally, the Liberal-Radical press exhibited a pride inthe English

legal system. westminster Review's arguments that the Affaire demonstramd

the superiority of English law over French law evoked memories of Radical

efforts prior to the legal reforms of the 18703 to trigger the simpli-

fication of procedure in English courts of law.

While the Conservative, Liberal, and Liberal-Meal publications

had much to say about the Affaire, the fledgling working class, trade

unionist press largely avoided mention of Dreyfus. Notwithstanding the

Dreyfusard views of individuals like the Marxian socialist leader of the

Social-Democratic Federation, H. M; Hyndman, or expressions of working dues

sympathy for Dreyfus following the Rennes verdict, newspapers which were

widely read by this socio-economic group chose to ignore almost completely

the domestic turmoil in France. The primary concerns of the British work-

ing man were domestic. Events in his own land had a more direct, measur-

able impact upon his life, and hence attracted his attention more easily

than foreign events.2h

If working class newspapers neglected the Affaire, the Popular or

Yellow press did not. The Pepular press, like most other British publi-

cations, was almost entirely Dreyfusard. As was characteristic of popular

journalism of the late-nineteenth century, these papers and periodicals

saw the Affaire through the prism of nationalism. As the Yellow press in

France was nationalistic, so was the POpular press in Britain. Pressmen

who wrote in the Popular press usually adopted a condemnatory style which

gleefully expounded perceived French deficiencies in contrast to the

stalwart and upright qualities and standards claimed by the British
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people. The Daily'Mail made use of one of its star correspondents, G. w.

Steevens, to cover the Rennes trial. While Steevens refused to indict the

whole of the French people, his analysis of the Affaire certainly betrays

a complacent satisfaction with being British. Editor of the popular

Review of Reviews, W. T. Stead, was in France during the Rennes trial,

and later produced an article chiefly distinguished by its scathing crit-

icism of French behavior and the assertion that France was decadent. Even

two popular journals which rarely featured articles about politics or

international relations commented on the Affaire. Strand, an extensively

illustrated monthly of miscellany which featured novelty articles, stories

of human interest, and stories for children, published an article by

handwriting expert J. Holt Schooling. It included reproductions of the

bordereau and samples of Dreyfus' handwriting, and concluded that Dreyfus

was certainly innocent. The Argosy, which published fiction and short

stories in serial form as well as poems, printed a poem by C. E. Meetkerke

shortly after Dreyfus left Devil's Island. It read:

Four years of anguish, bitterness and shame

Under the sting, the torture and the ban,

And he returns-brought back to peace and fame

A broken man!

Four weary years of insult, rage and pain!

Bowed down to earth, with wild eyes full of woe,

The exile comes, absolved--and free from stain

As driven snow!

Four years! how hard a debt for life to pay!

What can restore the days in darkness lost?

What future sum of glory can defray

The cruel cost?

For crime against all human brotherhood 25

Ah! let his country weep with tears of blood!

Meetkerke's lines captured in verse form the intense emotion and passion

which other writers for the Popular press put into prose.
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Not all popular journals followed suit. One of the rare

anti-Dreyfusard articles to appear in the British press was found in the

Popular press. The Pall Mall Magazine, a profusely illustrated monthly

with a miscellany of articles about widely different topics, provided

British readers with perhaps the most direct argument in favor of Dreyfus'

adversaries. In June 1899, on the eve of revision, it published an

article by Marie Belloc-Lowndes, which included brief but very flattering

biographical sketches of ten leading French anti-Dreyfusards. Photographs

and drawings of these men appeared with the article, and the author

praised them, arguing that they had nothing to gain by their involvement

in the Affaire.

Not surprisingly, the Dreyfusard analysis found in the British

press was also questioned by a handful of the leading figures in the

Catholic Church in Britain. Not the least of these observers were

Cardinal Herbert Vaughan, who disseminated his views primarily through

his published letters to the Times, and the editor of Month: A Catholic

Magazine, S. F. Smith. Although Smith's articles claimed to offer no

opinion about the guilt or innocence of Dreyfus, he implicitly condemned

the ex-Captain. He mocked those who believed that importantvmrestigious

French officials would knowingly allow an innocent man to be convicted.

To demonstrate the point, Smith asked his readers if a combination of

violent partisans, including Lord welseley, Sir Evelyn Whod, Lord Roberts,

Lord Lansdowne, Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, John Morley, and other

notables would conspire to condemn an innocent English officer of treason.

If this was preposterous, so it was to accuse generals Mercier, Billot,

Boisdeffre, Pellieux, Zurlinden, Gonse, and politicians Meline, Cavaignac,

and Freycinet-"men differing greatly in their attitudes towards politics
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and religion, and who have addressed themselves to the case just because

it came before them in the regular course of their official work"--of

conspiring to destroy Dreyfus.26

M2222 was an anomaly within the Religious press in Britain.

Significantly, both Anglican and Nonconformist clergymen rallied around

the Dreyfusard banner and gave support. The negative response to Rennes

by both Anglicans and Nonconfonmists should be seen within the context of

the crisis through which religion was passing at the time of the Affaire.

In general, organized religion was on the defensive during the late—nine-

teenth century. Churches suffered from attrition, and some Anglican

clergymen appeared to be dangerously favorable toward Catholic ritualism.

While most Churches experienced a decrease in attendence, the Catholic

Church was making what appeared to be a modestly successful comeéback.

The role of Catholicism in the Affaire was perceived by many as part of

an overall program designed by Catholic leaders to recapture lost prestige

and influence. The mood was right in Britain to promote anti-clerical

sentiment.

0n the Sunday following the Rennes verdict, complimentany remarks

to Dreyfus were made from the pulpits of St. Paul's Cathedral by Canon__

Scott Holland, of Holy Trinity Church by Arthur Robins, and of York muse-

by Canon Fleming. Subsequent favorable references to Dreyfus were made by

the President of the Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland and by

Canon Armitage at St. Margaret‘s Nestminster. Armitage asserted:

If there has not been no [sic] secret feeling of satisfaction in the

humbling of a great rival nation, can we say there has been no secret

feeling of satisfaction in the sad complicity of a sister Church,

which, to say the least, has not cleared itself of responsibility in

the matter? Has there not been a scarcely concealed delight in

tracing the'connectioa7between Jesuitry in religion and untruthfulness

in the Courtqmartial?
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The minister J. F. Stern Spoke from Platform No. 6 at the Hyde

Park Demonstration, and the hall at the Working Lads' Institute on White-

chapel Road was donated for a pro-Dreyfus meeting by the Superintendent

of the Mission connected to the Institute. The Liverpool District Synod,

the weslyan Methodist Synod at Newcastle-on-Tyre, and the Unitarian

Congregation of Braintree all passed resolutions of indignation over the

Rennes decision and sympathy for the Dreyfus family. So did the Council

of Evangelical Free Churches at Little borough. This Council also called

for all justice loving people to refuse to visit France until justice

was done.

Religious publications exhibited similar sentiments. The Methodist

Timgs, The Baptist, and The Presbyterian expressed.dismay over the conduct

of the Catholic Church in relationship to the Affaire. The Independent,

which spoke for the Congregational Church, supported the assertions of

clergyman William Pierce, who made the facile and erroneous claim that

”all of Dreyfus's opponents were Catholic and all of his defenders were

Protestants."28 In his 10 September sermon at St. James's Hall, Hugh Price

Hughes, ”the best known voice of the nonconformist conscience,"29 concluded

by expressing the hope that the British Empire "would take to heart the,

great lesson to be learnt from this terrible affair, lest some similar

infatuation might overwhelm us."30 Implicit in Hughes' warning was a

concern about the growing influence of Catholicism in British religious

life at the end of the century. Anglican publications, The English

Churchman and Christian world, “were less hostile toward French Catholics,

but agreed that such a thing could never have happened in Protestant

England." It was one thing for Conservative journalists writing in the

secular press to temper their criticisms of the Catholic Church. While
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these writers usually supported the Church of England, their commitment

to the Church was not the same as the commitment which Anglican clergymen

had.

One remaining but important branch of the Religious press in

Britain was the Jewish press. Since Dreyfus was a Jew, the fascination

of the Jewish press with the Affaire was not surprising. Publications like

the Jewish world and the Jewish Chronicle praised the British for their

interest in the Affairs and the favorable impact the British press had in

terms of producing revisions.

The Jewish Chronicle followed the Dreyfus case with avid interest

from the initial court-martial until Dreyfus received acquittal in 1906.

Its reports were often complete with photographs of the principal actors

in the Dreyfus drama. From the time of the verdict in 189h, articles in

this paper proclaimed his innocence. No other British newspaper adopted

this position so soon. The interest of the paper's staff in the Affaire

was two-fold. These men empathized with the suffering of their "brother"

on Devil's Island, and they decried the anti-Semitic explosion which bandit

mental anguish and in some cases material loss to fellow-Jews in France.

They adamantly praised those British publications which supported Dreyfus

and disputed the claims of any who argued to the contrary. The Jewish_

Chronicle regularly published accounts of the expression of press and

public opinion in foreign lands. The paper conveyed the impression that

all the world save France was Dreyfusard.

Finally, a number of journals designed for special readerships

also expounded Dreyfus' innocence. Most of these only printed a single

article about the Affaire, but the sympathy for the defendant at Rennes

was obvious. The Law Times published an article about the bordereau.



77

The expensive and high-quality Apglo-Saxon Review, founded and edited by

Lady Randolph Churchill and exclusively aimed at an audience of high

society readers, called on the Dreyfusard leaderdwriter from Figaro, S.

F. Cornely, to do an article about the Affaire. He trumpeted the inno-

cence of Dreyfus and assured his readers that the convicted Captain would

eventually receive justice. Not surprisingly, an editorial in this review

used the Affaire as an occasion to contrast what it perceived as Anglo-

Saxon excellence and superiority with “French decadence." Academy and

Literature, prObably the most influential British literary journal of the

period, also followed the Rennes verdict with an article expounding

Dreyfus' innocence and likening him to Job of the Old Testament.

As the above synopsis shows, diversity existed within the British

press. While almost all organs of the press were Dreyfusard, they per-

ceived and reported the Affaire placing emphasis on different dimensions

or relationships. Moreover, some publications were less critical of

France than others, more inclined to allow for differences in national

circumstances and to take a sympathetic wait-and-see approach. In general

terms, Conservative publications expressed their views and reported the

events in France in a less condemnatory or judgmental tone than the

Liberal press. Although Conservatives basically supported liberal princi-

ples, their expectations about fallible man's realization of ideals were

not as high as the expectations of Liberals. The Liberal press tended to

be more quick to judge and more incensed that the liberal, laissez-faire-

based Kingdom of Heaven was not as close at hand as Liberals hoped or

imagined. The Liberal-Radical press exhibited greater confidence than

Liberal publications in the future of liberalism and justice in France.

This press tended to argue that the illiberal features of French society
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were surface phenomena beneath which great, positive, and progressive

changes were developing. The working class, trade unionist press, con-

cerned primarily with domestic events,largely ignored the Affaire viewing

it as a matter of interest to rival bourgeois factions in a foreign land.

In typical nationalistic form, the Popular press revelled in the domestic

grief of France, which was often cited as evidence of French decadence ani

Anglo-Saxon superiority. The Protestant Religious press used the Affaire

as occasion to criticize a rival religious organization. The Jewish pea,

from the beginning of events in 189k, rallied to support a wronged Jew,

and tried to convert the Affaire into an object lesson in the evils of

anti-Semitism.

Regardless of the political or religious interpretations which

appeared in the different organs of the press, British publications were

almost completely unanimous in the assertion that Dreyfus had not received

justice. The British press provided its readership with an abundance of

comparative and analytical comment about the principles and procedures

required to make an effective and equitable legal system. Many British

journalists used the Affaire to argue their case for the superiority of‘

their own nation's legal practices and to expound the claim thatin fiance

due process, equity and equality before the law did not exist.



CHAPTER II

THE PATH TO JUSTICE: A COMPARISON OF BRITISH

AND FRENCH JUDICIAL PROCEDURES

. . . the alleged trial[ of Zola is a] . . . shock to

every generous mind . . . [and] a shameful burlesque

the like of which has not been seen in any civilised

modern state. Manchester Guardian, 2).! February 1898.

It [the Rennes verdict] is perfectly horrible; and

gives the impression that truth and justice are no

longer regarded as of any serious importance in France.

Salisbury to Queen Victoria, 12 September 1899.

. . . never has any case more flagrant than that of

Dreyfus arisen in the history of jurisprudence. . . .

That the conviction of Dreyfus at the first or second

court-martial could possibly be regarded as either

accidental or the result of an honest error in judg-

ment is entirely outside the range of possibility.

"The Dreyfus Case and the Future of France,"

westminster Review, October 1899, p. 366.

we look across our narrow seas and our eyes are

riveted with horror on the events which are passing

in France. There we gaze . . . on an ominous strug-

gle in which the heroic figures of Justice and of her

children Liberty and Truth are being slowly strangled

and crushed to death. F. C. Conybeare, "The Dreyfus

Affair: Il Caso Dreyfus; or, the Jesuit View."

National Review, March 1899, p. 157.

Most foreign observers, including those in Britain, perceived the

fundamental issue underlying the Affaire to be one of the administration

of "JuStice." In fact, the British discussions of elementary notions

about due process of law, judicial procedure, and the relationship between

civil and military courts as these things related to the Affaire reveal

much about British self-perceptions at the end of the century.

79
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During the late-nineteenth century, developments in British

historiography stimulated a keen interest in and consciousness about Bri-

tish legal history. Several historians who were popular with the lit-

erate public helped to shape British opinion and impressions about Eng-

lish law. The highly honored and respected Bishop William Stubbs con-

tributed to the understanding of English law and legal history, not only

through his teaching but also his publications, most notably his Constitu-

tional Histogz (187h-8) which was used extensively by university dons.

Other writers expanded upon Stubbs' analysis. A. V. Dicey, wrote L§!_g£_

the Constitution and Law and Qpinion in Epglan . In 1895, Sir Frederick

W. Pollock and Frederick W. Maitland completed their classic, Histogy of

Egglish Law, the first general history of English jurisprudence. Their

work was the culmination of efforts made by a new school of legal histo-

rians which arose at mid-century. These writers often employed a compar-

ative perspective, sometimes contrasting the virtues of German law with

Roman law portrayed as overly abstract, pedantic, and doctrinaire. They

examined the development of customary law in terms of social evolution, as

well as history, language, and religion. They often evidenced a healthy

reverence and respect for the virtues of English law in comparison to law

based on a Roman heritage.

The discussion about English law also surfaced in the contemporary

historiography about the Norman conquest. At the end of the century,

there existed a debate among historians about the reciprocal influences

of Anglo-Saxon and Frankish civilizations. Historians J. R. Green and E.

A. Freeman argued that the Anglo-Saxons had a form.of trial by jury prior

to the Norman invasion. Freeman insisted that the Normans were '

eventually converted into Englishmen. In fact, the British
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were a people who were very proud of their legal traditions and English

law. This pride was enhanced by the sweeping legal reforms which the

British had enacted during the course of the nineteenth century. Until

the 18005, the legal profession "had guarded the law and the courts down

through the ages against all but the most necessary adaptations."

Constitutional historian Frederick G. Marcham has described English courts

with their overlapping jurisdictions and legal procedures prior to this

time as "a museum containing the creations of different periods of English

history.” Litigation often moved along slowly or in fits and starts.

While several pieces of legislation to ameliorate these problems were

passed prior to the 18703, the Judicature Act of 1873 and the Appellate

Jurisdiction Act of 1876 amounted to a dramatic overhaul of the British

legal system. It rid the system of dilatory, archaic features and "brought

forth a great work of reorganization and simplification." In support of

these changes, judges "strove to simplify the procedure of the courts"

and "used their authority to remove not only conflicts between the rules

of equity and those of common law but countless of other hindrances to the

administration of justice which had accumulated through the centuries."1

When the Affaire developed in France, the British saw it from the

perspective of a people who had recently renovated their legal system.by

enacting what they believed to be liberal and enlightened changes. Not

surprisingly, the Affaire confirmed in their own minds the superiority of

British justice and legal procedure. This belief compelled some to write

as though the British had the wisdom and prerogative to evaluate justice

as it was administered in other places in the world. Even as early as

December 189h, the EEEEE) which by no means at that point espoused a

Dreyfusard position, characterized the secrecy of Dreyfus' trial as a
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"vestige of barbarism,"2 In September 1899, on the day after Dreyf s was

pardoned, the Times responded not with praise, but with a commentary onihe

"backwardness of her[ France's] jurisprudence."3 The coverage which the

Tim§s_and other organs of the British press gave to the Affaire contained

a self-satisfied strain. By implication, the condemnatory analysis of

French legal procedures and practices was also the celebration of English

law as the highest expression of jurisprudence in the world. Even when

it was not explicitly stated, a comparison was implied. This chapter

will examine the comparisons made by the British between the administmmknl

of justice in Britain and France. Although the arguments varied from one

journalist to another, the tone throughout was almost always self-

congratulatory. I

Some British observers were not inhibited about plainly stating

their views. The 22222 explained the worldwide interest in the Affaire in

these terms:

It is a question of whether justice is administered in France accusing

to the law or outside the law. Questions of persons have nothing to

do with it. It is a question of the security of all citizens, and no

country in the world has a better right to defend the observance of

the law than that goons of individual liberty and inviolability of

domicile, England.

In a letter to the editor of Spectator, written by an unidentified reader,

one person argued that it was easy for the Anglo-Saxon to maintain a

higher standard of justice because his temperament was "more phlegmatic

and less prone to rush to extremes" than that of his Gallic neighbors.

His diffidence, indifference to criticism, and dispassionate nature al-

lowed him to judge a matter apart from the vanity which, this reader

believed, was characteristic of the Frenchman.5

Few who commented on the Affaire openly avowed such a

racial-determinist position, but there was no lack of observers who cited
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specific and well-known cases in British legal history to contrast with

justice as it had been administered to Dreyfus and his supporters. One

of the central questions tied to the Affaire was the role which the govern-

ment should play in insuring the triumph of justice. In this regard, a

theologian named D. I. Freedman, from Perth, Australia, discussed the

Affairs in a lecture which lasted almost two hours. The Australian

Colony's Chief Justice, Sir Alexander Onslow, presided over the meeting.

Freedman acknowledged that the English were often accused of being self-

satisfied and pharisaical, thinking themselves to be, if not perfect, at

least much superior to all other peoples. Nevertheless, trials like the

ones given to Dreyfus and Zola could never occur in Her Majestfis dominions.

Public indignation and the intervention of the House of Commons would

prevent it. In support of Freedman, Onslow cited the Cass Case, which

occurred in London a few years prior to the Affaire. A.policeman, who

went beyond the call of duty, acting with great indiscretion, was put on

trial for his injudicious behavior. The efforts of a minister who tried

to defend him were to no avail. In reference to the remarks of both

Freedman and Onslow, the Jewish Chronicle wrote, "It is a comfort to feel

that one is an Englishman and that such an offence against good taste and

the law would be met with prompt punishment on the other side of the

Channel."6

In the spring of 1899, Spggtgtgg indignantly asked why the French

government had not intervened to supervise or at least insure the publica-

tion of all materials relevant to the Dreyfus case. It insisted that a

British Cabinet would have surely done so, and indeed had done in connec-

tion with the Sheffield Trade-Union trials through a special Commission

specifically created to reveal the truth and endowed with special powers
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of investigation. If Dupuy could inaugurate and insure the passage of a

Bill to override the Criminal Chamber, he and his colleagues certainly had

the power to make information about the Affaire public. 6

In Nineteenth Century, J. P. Hallie drew upon an eighteenth century

example to demonstrate the power of British civil justice over military

law. He praised the "superiority of our judge-made law over foreign

codes constructed on the most approved notions of abstract justice." In

Britain, judges used their inherent powers when necessary to duly assert

the supremacy of the law. In 17h6, Chief Justice Willes exacted an

apology'from a naval court-martial made up of several first officers, who

attempted to repudiate authority of his court by passing censure on his

judicial conduct. Willes eventually received a written apology from all

the officers involved. The document was read in open court, and published

in the periodical, Gazette. Willes also saw that it was entered "as a

memorial" on the court records. His purpose was to dissuade any who might

"'set themselves up in opposition to the law, or think themselves above the

law . . . for we may with great propriety say of the law as of truth,

magna est et_proevalebit.'" wallis suggested that the French would do

well to learn from this example.7

Perhaps the most common incidents which were compared to the

Affaire were those involving forged documents. The Parnell letters, which

supposedly demonstrated Charles Stuart Parnell's satisfaction over the

slaying of Under-Secretary for Ireland, T. H. Burke, brought Parnell into

prominent public view. The exposure of these letters as forgeries, like

the exposure of Henry's forgeries a decade later, generated considerable

public furor.
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For some British journalists, the Affaire brought to mind the

notorious Norton case. But for the "colossal vanity of one individual"--

Lucien Millevoye--in many of its features it might have been "an exact

parallel to it." France was passing through the Siamese crises of 1893

and anti-English sentiment was on the increase. The French were especi-

ally susceptible to charges of English perfidy. They were easily excited

and suspicious of certain politicians who were believed to sympathize

with Britain. A.man named Norton, who worked at the British Embassy

in Paris, allegedly stole important documents from the British Ambassador's

strong box. Like the bordereau, also acquired from a foreign embassy in

Paris, the stolen materials revealed distressing news. They supposedly

documented several monetary transactions between British officials and

French politicians. It appeared that Clemenceau and several of his fellow-

politicians were guilty of treason. Norton passed the documents to a

French official, Millerqye, who promptly showed them to Prime Minister

Charles Dupuy. Both Dupuy and the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Develle,

found the materials interesting and worth submitting to a magisterial

investigation. They chose to do this quietly behind the scenes. Millevoye

disagreed with this strategy. Hoping to achieve personal acclaim, he

read the documents before the Tribune of the Chamber of Deputies. Much

to his chagrin, the audience responded to his oration with laughter rather

than indignation. Unlike Dupuy and Develle, the deputies believed him to

be the dupe of transparent forgeries. Like representatives in the Chamber,

officials in the British government also found the Norton forgeries amusing.

Similarly, from.189h through 1899, the Kaiser regarded the forgeries of

the French war Office of little import. But in 1898 and 1899, thoughtful

British observers wondered what the outcome of the earlier episode would
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have been if not for the impatience of Millevoye. Lucien WOlf

speculated that Clemenceau, in all probability, could have become "the

Dreyfus of his day." The analogy of the Norton case demonstrated that the

"demand for compromising documents, like every other demand, creates its

own supply, and if the genuine article cannot be produced, the enterpris-

ing patriot is not likely to resist the temptation to manufacture a

substitute."8 One final comparison which was occasionally made was be-

tween the Affaire and the Tichborne case (T868-7h)which centered on the

claims of the "lost heir" who came to England from Australia to collect an

inheritance of an Earldom. Like the Affaire, the Tichborne case captured

the interest of the public for a sustained period of time.

Whatever similarities may be detected between the Affaire and

similar legal proceedings in Britain, the Dreyfus trials underscored many

of the differences between the French and English legal systems. To

begin with, the British did not define the sale of military secrets to

foreigners as treason. Even if they had, the soldier guilty of such a

misdeed would not appear before a court-martial unless his crime was com-

mitted in time of war. Section h1 of the Army Act specified that those

subject to military law were under the jurisdiction of courtsqmartial

unless their crime was treason, treason-felony, murder, manslaughter, or

rape. Courts of common law were responsible for trying those guilty of

these offenses. Even if treason merited a court-martial, Section 70 of

the Army Act specified that military trials must be held in an open court.

The public could attend and secret inquiry was prohibited. Charges against

the accused were to be fully explained to him before the trial. Moreover,

he had the right to communicate with his attorney, his witnesses, and

‘friends properly to prepare his defense. Since the trial was open to the
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public, the accused could attend the preliminary proceedings. The rules

governing evidence were the same as in a civil trial. By French military

law, all of these advantages were denied to Dreyfus.

One contributor to Contemporary Review dogmatically asserted that

in England, the charge that military judges would base a decision on

anything other than legal, legitimate evidence was an unmerited insult.

In contrast, he cited Clemenceau who told of a reserve officer who, in

spite of his conviction that Dreyfus was innocent, openly admitted that

he would condemn the ex-Captain if he were on the tribunal at Rennes.

In westminster Revieg, E. Austin Farleigh, who caustically described

Rennes as "a most lamentable example of distorted ingenuity in the science

of prisoner-baiting," compared and contrasted the trial of Major Templer

with that of Dreyfus. In the former case, tried in April 1888, British

military judges absolved Templer of charges "for scandalous conduct un-

becoming an officer in.making false statements" to his superior officers,

and "divulging secrets as to the construction of military balloons in

contravention to the Army Discipline Act." The law allowed a host of

interested observers to crowd into the courtroom. If Templer had been

found guilty, the judgment of the court-martial was by no means final

”until confirmed by a superior authority," which could order revision.

Or, as the case against the mutineers on the ngntIDdemonstrated, a pri-

soner could be discharged, "on reference by the Crown," by common-law

judges who deemed the sentence illegal. Farleigh observed that Dreyfus

enjoyed virtually none of the advantages he would have received in an

English setting. All or parts of each trial connected with the Affaire

took place in camera, and Dreyfus did not learn of the charges against him

for several days after his arrest. In an interview with Le Figaro, the
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Minister of war, Mercier, confirmed the prisoner's guilt three weekstniore

the first trial ever occurred. Farleigh expressed the sentiments of many

of his fellow journalists when he wrote that this could not "on any im-

aginable hypothesis, have occurred in this country."9

Not all British.commentators were so intolerant of military judfice

in France. Chief Justice Russell readily admitted that military judges,

who were men of the sword rather than the law, lacked the technical ex-

pertise and aptitude that their civil counterparts had to weigh evidence.

Neither had they the same familiarity with the law and legal proceedings.

Rather they were "steeped in prejudice and concerned for what they regamho.

as the honor of the army." French generals believed that it was most

important that honor be maintained for reasons of national security.

These men still remembered the Franco-Prussian War and the stinging defeat

which France had suffered. They recognized the need for a formidable

Army which commanded the respect of both Frenchmen and statesmen througtnrt

Europe. Any manifest weakness in the French Army might tempt some leaders

outside of France to exert diplomatic or even military pressure upon

France. France needed a reliable Army and soldiers who obeyed orders.

If the General Staff was discredited, French enlisted men might lose

respect for their superiors. If this occurred, the common soldier could

not necessarily be counted upon to follow the orders of those in charge.

Indeed, both officers and enlisted men were expected to respect all those

above them in rank. In the military world, life itself depended on abso-

lute obedience and submission to one's commanders. As evidenced by the

officer to whom Clemenceau referred, loyalty to the Army'often came

before reverence for justice. Some military officers believed the Army

to be above the law, and those who did not support the Army were subject
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to the charge of disloyalty. In late-nineteenth century France, failure to

submit to authority was seen as tantamount to paving the way for another

German invasion. Overawed by their superiors who presented them with

"flimsy rags of evidence" which were "utterly unreliable," the judges

found the defendant guilty. Nevertheless, Russell judged them as "honest

men according to their lights."10

Moreover, a host of British observers argued that the verdict of

the Rennes tribunal cast no aspersions on civil, as distinct from military,

justice in France. In fact, the Court of Cassation annulled the verdict

of the Court of Assize against Zola and later ruled in favor of revision.

According to Russell, it would have acquitted Dreyfus had its members

supervised the re-trial. Prior to Rennes, many observers genuinely

believed that the court-martial would consider the Court's decision as a

mandate to accept Esterhazy as the author of the bordereau and decide

nothing more than whether Dreyfus actually provided Germany with the

items listed on the document taken from the German Embassy. Additionally,

the possibility that the Court of Cassation would eventually overturn the

Rennes verdict always existed.11 But there were many in Britain who chilled

that this would occur. These men argued that the French, in contrast to

the British, allowed for the primacy of military justice.

In fact, the Affaire afforded British commentators an

opportunity to describe in detail several basic differences they perceived

between their legal system and the one across the Channel. The Rennes

court-martial was a stark contrast to the average English court. The

atmosphere of the English Court was like that of a Church; in France, it

assumed the air of a theater. G. W} Steevens contrasted the two, asserting

that the former was "ostentatiously grim and business-like." English

trials took place in a small and dimly lit room with bare walls. A
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single judge presided over events, sitting on the bench "like a silent

Sphinx." The impression was "one of hush and dimness . . . [with] the

awful majesty of the law brooding over all." In contrast, the Rennes

trial took place in the Hall of the Lycée, which was used for lectures and

orchestral concerts. The room had two rows of large windows on each side

which allowed the warm August sun to make the indoors almost as bright as

it was outside. The walls were painted in "a cheerful buff," and a stage

stood at the front of the room. Seven judges-all officers in full

military dress-csat on the stage beneath a painting of Christ hanging on

the cross. Reporters, generals and officers, civilians, and gendarmes

thronged the hall, giving the appearance of a town meeting, a political

assembly, "or an assault at arms, or a fancy ball . . . anything except

a trial."12 But comparisons were made of many things besides the outward

appearance of the court-martial-snd English courts of law.

Chief Justice Russell's report to Victoria included a lengthy

discussion about the differences between French and English law. Perhaps

the most important difference, or at least the one most commented upon by

British observers, related to the kinds of evidence admitted in both

French civil and military courts of law. French judges considered loose

statements or hearsay evidence in a way which was completely foreign to

the English judicial system. On the witness stand, French testators

legally rehearsed accounts related to them by third parties. Innuendo

and gossip, or what the Timg§.correspondent described as "odious and

irrelevant tittle-tattle,” was considered legitimate evidence.13 At

Rennes twenty or more of the one hundred witnesses testified on the

basis of hearsay evidence. In Britain, this kind of testimony was dis-

allowed. Statements of fact supported by trustworthy, cogent, palpable
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evidence were required by English law. The French definition of "fact"

was much more flexible.

Also in contrast to the English procedure of accepting testimony,

Labori made himself a witness on behalf of his client. As the witness

Colonel Bertin sat on the stand, Labori recounted a meeting with the Colanl

at approximately the time of Dreyfiis' first conviction. Over dinner he

told Labori that Demange, because he had defended certain spies in the

past, was obviously in the service of the German Embassy. Labori found

this assertion ridiculous and claimed before judges, jurors, and the

audience that his belief in Dreyfus' innocence dated from that encounter.

In response to this address, Saturday Review wrote, "Surely seldom any-

thing more remarkable in advocacy ever took place in a court before."1h

Regardless of the persuasiveness of evidence in Dreyfus' favor,

the verdicts-theWf French courts were sometimes very dif-

ficult to reverse. Under French law prior to 1895, a convicted man could

not be freed unless someone else was convicted for the same offense. One

contributor to Blackwood's underscored this feature of the French system

by recalling an incident which took place in France in 1852. The mayor

of a quiet provincial town was brought to trial for a series of fires

which destroyed several houses. In spite of his spotless reputation,

"conspicuous honesty and sound republican principles," a jury found him

guilty based on the “unsupported testimony of an informer, who swore that

he had caught him at his grisly work." Jurors assumed that the mayor's

republicanism made him hostile to the administration of Louis Napoleon.

He spent the remainder of his life in Cayenne. Shortly after the mayor's

deportation, the fires began again. The new mayor-a "lifelong rival and

enemy of his predecessor"--made a healthy profit by buying up the burned
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locations at a modest cost. In time, the government called for a second

trial, but the magistrate sent from Paris deemed it imprudent to reopen

the preceding case. Instead, he examined only the second series of fires.

During a fit of conscience, the second mayor confessed his crime and

admitted his involvement in the earlier fires. While he was incarcerated

for the second fires, the presiding judge refused to throw "discredit

upon the law, and declined with the utmost dignity to revise a sentence

pronounced." Notwithstanding the importunity of the guilty man, the

judge defended the honor of France and the inviolability of the law.

According to the journalist, forty-seven years later, things had not

changed.15

In fact, the judges at Rennes seemed to welcometestimony which

was transparently false, or faulty. For example, British journalists

critical of France had a field day attacking the use of calligraphy as

_legitimate evidence. They made great sport of what they considered such

a preposterous practice. G. W. Steevens was one of the few observers at

the trial who claimed to understand the handwriting theories of Bertillon,

a statistician who headed the anthropometric department of the police in

Paris. Bertillon was the creator of an intricate and complex theory of

handwriting indentification. He appeared on several occasions before the

courts involved in the Affaire and argued that Dreyfus had intentionally

altered his handwriting to imitate that of Esterhazy and was indeed the

author of the bordereau. Even the judges at Rennes failed to understand

his ramblings, although they courteously listened. Steevens regarded the

theory as remarkably clever, but concluded that it could be made to prove

anything. Even prior to the Affaire, handwriting experts lacked influence

in English courts. For a while the testimony of calligraphers had enjoyed



93

a favorable reputation, but then "their art like palmistry and astrology

fell into disrepute." According to the Saturday Review, they madeihemsahes

look so ”supremely ridiculous" that they "hardly dare go into the witness-

box.” The Court of Cassation readily accepted the thesis that Esterhazy

was the author of the bordereau. By September 1899, Esterhazy had repeatedp

ly admitted this truth, and he was supported by several of the best hand-

writing experts from around the world. Saturday Review concluded, "Even

if all the experts in the Dreyfus case instead of being divided in opinion

were unanimous, it would be iniquitous to condemn a man on mere hand-

writing evidence.”16

Those who assailed the use of calligraphy also enjoyed attacking

the more traditional testimony presented by Dreyfus' opponents. 'Rn‘Frmch

legal system allowed witnesses, whether for or against the defendant, to

present their evidence in the form.of a speech or address. By law, each

witness had the right to speak as long as he wished without being inter-

rupted. Not surprisingly, the system greatly slowed the proceedings and

in the opinion of most British observers, made the Rennes trial an exerda

in futility. Testators came to the stand in a random and haphazard manner.

Instead of hearing witnesses for prosecution and defense in respective .

order, the judges allowed them to appear mixed together. Steevens compa'si

the testimony'made by this procession to a "re-wound musical box" which

played the same tune over and over again.17 Days passed without the pro-

duction of meaningful evidence. Witnesses droned on for hours, usually

including lengthy and irrelevant rhetoric about their past experiences

and current opinions. They made unsubstantiated accusations and malicious

insults with complete license and impunity. The testimony of only a few-

most notably that given by Picquart-seemed to the British to be
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appropriate based on English standards. Some believed that the presiding

judge, Colonel Albert Jouaust, "felt nothing but respect and sympathy for

the witnesses who deposed against Dreyfus; and nothing but antipathy and

disdain for those who witnessed in his favour. "18 Saturday Review

highlighted the irony of this reverence toward the testimony of soldiers,

since the Affaire itself revolved around the accusation against an officer

who supposedly committed treason.

At Rennes, Generals Mercier, Roget, and others emloited the

opportunity to make their testimony "nothing short of unscrupulous, mean,

and vindictive speeches for the prosecution." To the British, Mercier's

testimony amounted to an appeal to a military jury, which was indeed

susceptible to the plea. He spoke when he wanted to, not asking the

Permission of the court. He refused to specify the documents which were

allegedly provided to Schwarzkoppen by Dreyfus until his second appearance

on the witness stand at Rennes. He told the judges that they must choose

between him andDreyfus. He refused to admit errors made by the War Office

which had been clearly demonstrated by the Court of Cassation in June 1899.

In fact, the court-martial refused to accept any indications of Dreyfus'

innocence established by the highest civil court of the land. There was

no lack of British journalists who argued that this action relegated civil

justice to a subordinate status beneath military courts. Playing on the

r3'-&.tional prejudices of the judges, Mercier asserted that Schwarzkoppen's

regiment in Berlin was commonly known as the Dreyfus Regiment. Chief

Justice Russell did note, however, that the license granted to these

Witnesses would not have been the same had the case been heard before a

sImperior judge in a civil court rather than Jouaust, at the court-martial.

Nevertheless, the Chief Justice, who followed the Affaire closely from
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beginning to end, concluded "that the case against Dreyfus was supported

by no solid evidence."19

Part of the difficulty, as perceived by the British, was directly

related to the role played by the judge who presided over trials in France.

Tribunals like the one at Rennes bestowed upon the judge the right to

permit only those questions he deemed appropriate for cross-examination.

Moreover, the attorney for the defense and the defendant, who in France

could question his own accusers, had to put their questions is weaknesses

through the judge. Judges could refuse to ask the question or word it in

a different way. Jouaust could and did prevent Labori from asking certain

questions of the generals who testified. His re-phrasing of many quesflxns

often made the cross-examination process relatively ineffective.

The relative lack of cross-examination was the result of several

factors. In contrast to the British practice, the French defendant gave

his own evidence to refute the damaging testimony of witnesses. He had

the right to speak immediately following each testator. There was also a

general disposition-perhaps subliminal-on the part of the military

judges to respect the desire of their superior officers and prove the

annulment of the Court of Cassation to be in error. Those witnesses who

aided this cause often received protection from the probing inquiries of

Labori. Finally, cross-examination, which was "always a difficult and

dangerous exercise, was in the circumstances very much more so even than

usual."20

Lack of direct cross-examination was in no small way responsible

for the rut into which the proceedings often seemed to be stuck. It also

evoked a chorus of criticism from British journalists who perhaps unfairly

judged French procedures of cross-examination in terms of English practice.

H
V
"

1
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Conybeare and Lushington of the National Review spearheaded this

attack. In reference to the testimony given by General Guadérique Roget,

the former commentator asserted, "In one of our courts a cross-examining

counsel would have turned him inside out and put him to shame fifty times

over.” Russell believed that the witnesses against Dreyfus enjoyed meter '

license than his defenders because of the method of questioning testators.

Cross-examination was particularly problematic after the assassination

attempt made on Labori on 1h August 1899. Based on the unanimous decision

of the seven judges, the trial continued during his eight-day absence.

Labori was assisted at Rennes by Dreyfus' counsel in 189k, Edgar Demange,

but the two attorneys had agreed in advance to let Labori handle them- -

examination. Labori was more familiar with the latter stages of the case,

and was one of the most skilled attorneys at cross-examination in all of

France. His aggressive style earned him the contempt of the military

judges, and in the long run, probably injured the interest of Dreyfus. He

was energetic, given to flamboyant gestures, and exuberant. His sharp

and inquiring mind could penetrate bogus arguments. His fiery oratory

could expose false testimony. As his comments about Bertin showed, he

did not hesitate to attack the integrity or intelligence of a witness.- In

contrast, Demange questioned witnesses with great care. Many observers

believed that his chief goal was to do or say nothing which would offend

military sensibilities. Rather than attacking the conduct, or character

of testators, he restricted his comments to the argument that proof of

Dreyfus' guilt did not exist. He sought to expose the weaknesses and

shortcomings of faulty evidence.

British journalists found these developments very instructive.

Saturday Review asserted that in England, the fate of a defendant in a
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state trial as important as the one at Rennes would not depend upon the

health of a single man. Enough junior counsels would have been involved

to brief the second in command, making him competent to replace the ab-

sent leading attorney. Satggggz Review wryly observed that in England,

the court would have adjourned had the defendant's chief defender suf-

fered Labori's fate. In an ironic allusion to Shakespeare, Lushington

chided Demange for his courteous treatment of members of the General

Staff as ”'honourable men." Labori's absence reduced the chance of

effective cross-examination. According to Lushington, the judges con-

tinued to allow the generals “one after another . . . to go on and score

with, I do not say their evidence, but their denunciations, subject to no

check of conscience fran within or fear of cross-examination from with-

out.“ He was incensed when Jouaust and his colleagues ignored opportun-

ities to expose misleading, insufficient, or erroneous testimony. The

“so-called cross-examination“ allowed by the judges resulted in involving

“the Court in frequent contradiction with itself” and caused ”important

parts of the case to be imperfectly presented to the Court." In summary,

Lushington wrote:

the ineffective mode of cross-examination did much to aggravate the

unavoidable but fundamental difficulties of the trial, arising from

the absence of the documents mentioned in the bordereau the previous

death of Henry, and the appearance of those who sho d have been the

principal witnesses, Esterhazy and Du Paty de Clam.

Be and other British journalists placed much of the blame for the

inadequacies of not only the Rennes court-martial, but all of the trials

connected with the Affairs, on the shoulders of the judges involved.

During the late-nineteenth century, there were more judges in

France than in any other European nation. This did not necessarily

guarantee the equitable dispensing of justice. In spite of the
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relatively high sump-25 million francs or more per year-allocated for

the administration of justice, French judges, unlike their counterparts

in the United Kingdom, were not well-paid. To make matters worse, during

the nineteenth century, they lost their job security when the government

revoked the act which made judges irremovable from their posts. As a

result, the high character of the French judicial body declined. It was

not uncommon for British journalists to claim that French judges were

prejudiced or tools of the government, or both. Prior to the interven-

tion of the Court of Cassation in June 1899, in the eyes of some British

writers, Zola's trial at Assize demonstrated this discouraging trend.

Conybeare charged that judges Delegorgue and Préivier were brutal bullies.

The Satugggz Review alleged:

The Bench is composed of three judges, two of whom are absolute

dummies, and the third, judging by his action, seems to possess a

type of mind that even the most shameless of Irish Chief Secretaries

would deem a disqualification for the post of Deputy Resident

Magistrate.

Other journalists argued that the judges yielded to pressure applied by

the Whr Office and restricted the effectiveness of witnesses defending

2018e22

National Review poured criticism upon the President of the Civil

Chamber of the Court of Cassation, Quesnay de Beaurepaire, who dramati-

cally resigned his post to protest what he termed.preferential treatment

given by the Criminal Chamber to Picquart. In England, his action en-

gendered amazement. Maxse charged that he had come onto the Court

through the I'back-door." Beaurepaire obtained his high judicial post in

return for "political services of doubtful character." He was a ”rest-

less, dissatisfied, and ambitious man, to whom notoriety was as the

breath of his nostrils." The charges which he made against his
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colleagues in the Criminal Chamber demonstrated his meanness. If

Beaurepaire represented the average quality of the civil judge, military

judges were, according to Lushington, no better. When Labori waived

his right to present the final defense at the close of the Rennes court-

martial, Lushington raged. Dreyfus' attorney feared his appearance

would prejudice the court against his client. I'What a reproach-more

significant than words-on the unfitness of the judges to try this case!"

These men who symbolized French justice "could not bear to hear the

truth."23

If British critics drew examples from the Affaire to argue that

the character of French judges was flawed, they also decried the prac-

tice of regarding the accused as guilty until he was proven innocent.

In France, arrest was tantamount to being condemned. In England the

rights of the accused, who was assumed innocent until proven guilty, were

more secure. It was the nature of the French system to make full use of

police intelligence to accumulate a comprehensive and supposedly cogent

body of evidence against the accused. According to J. E. C. Bodley,

who toured France for eight years and disseminated his findings to the

British in a multi-volume history of France, it was common practice to”

interrogate the untried prisoner without informing him of charges against

him. Expert interrogators often badgered the prisoner, keeping him in

isolation, and browbbeating him with threats. Spectator took a lively

interest in the issue of assumed guilt, writing, "Where every man is

guilty of all crimes until he prove his innocence, it is well to take

precautions," since it is the ”spirit of the French law . . . to discover

beforehand the worst that may be known of all potential breakers of the

law." Spectator recoiled at the pratings of leader of the League of
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Patriots and royalist supporter, Paul DérouIEde, and others who insisted

that ”the burden of proof against Dreyfus did not lie with this accusers."

This was a Hmonstrous doctrine,” especially when the President of the

Rennes courtemartial refused to allow the examination of those who could

provide near-conclusive proof of Dreyfus' innocence: the attaches fron

Berlin and Bone. In Britain, even though evidence might be very incrim-

inating against the man-even though a Hmoral certainty“ of his guilt

existed-the central question was,-"Has he been proved guilty?" If this

was not the case, the British accepted his acquittal "with perfect com-

posure, or, at most, with a regretful admission that some miscarriages

of justice there must be if innocence is to be adequately protected."

Spectator had no quarrel with those who argued that for reasons

of state security, certain facts ”necessary to sustain a conviction in

public Court" should not be revealed. In Britain when, in early 1903,

Colonel Arthur Lynch was convicted of treason, Spectator described his

crime as "the most serious a citizen can commit." Treason in Britain,

however, ”is rare." And in stark contrast with the event in France four

years before, where political careers and the fate of administrations

were linked to the fate of Dreyfus, English trials for treason were

divorced.from.“all political considerations." Moreover, it was not

proper to secure the condemnation of the guilty man through use of an

irregular of illegal process.2h

In Blackwood's, J. H. A. MacDonald castigated what he termed the

misapplication of action based on raison d'état. Thismaxim.was "sound

when soundly applied, but surely it requires a diseased and brutalised

imagination before men can be found unblushingly to call for its appli-

cation in the administration of justice." Submission to martial law
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was one thing, but the conscious administration of injustice as one of

the ”normal functions” of the judicial system was quite another. He

summarized his view with the indictment: "If the safety of the nation

hangs upon a cord so rotten as this, she [france] mmst, and that soon,

fall into the abyss."25

§ggctator's analysis of the Affaire evidenced a pronounced

admiration of the English legal system.and respect for legal technical-

ities. Although it had little good to say about Zola-especially his

insluting and libelous demeanor toward important military officials and

his failure to produce any legitimate evidence-it used the occasion of

the Zola trial to argue for the superiority of the English way over the

French. One contributor wrote:

Each fresh occasion for reconsidering the Dreyfus case . . . makes

us additionally sensible of the blessing of that respect for tech-

nical points which is characteristic of English law. There is not

one of us perhaps who has not kicked against this respect at one

time or another. No doubt it does occasionally lead to a.miscarriage

of crhminal Justice. Same piece of evidence is excluded which would

have made the case against the prisoner strong where it was weak,

and so secured a just conviction in place of an acquittal which

left out of account some material fact. The Dreyfus case is an

example of the mischief that may follow from that contempt for

technicalities which sometimes appears to us to be the proper atti-

tude of those entrusted with the administration of justice.

According to §pectator, the deplorable, chaotic domestic condition of "

France which the Affaire had produced was the result of disrespect for

technicalities. In England, verdicts in criminal cases had a I'finality"

that was lacking in the trials connected with the Affaire. Securing

Dreyfus' conviction by questionable means made up the judgment of 189h

open to debate. Consequently, the continual debate over the question of

revision threatened to disrupt French domestic affairs. §pectator ob-

served, I'Asingle condemnation obtained by such expedients as those
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resorted to in the Dreyfus case does more ham to sanctity of the 21333

Egg than a dozen undeserved acquittals on some technical issue."

Following the decision of the Court of Cassation to annul the

verdict of 1891:, gectator praised the French judges for their reverence

of the law. It proclaimed, it "is the law, the inflexible law, which has

triumphed." The decision was based upon the legal code-Article hit} of

the Code of Criminal Procedure passed in 1895 which allowed for the Court

to intervene in cases where new evidence came to light after the original

conviction—which made a re-trial obligatory in light of changed condi-

tions and new evidence. Dreyfus was the recepient of treatment no better

and no worse than that received by any other condemned man. The action

of the Court was deemed appropriate because it made law rather than

opinion supreme. §pectator, which believed that the rule of law was a

progressive and positive trait, asserted that this was much to the ”re-

lief not only to all the Friends of France, but to all who care that the

shadow on the dial of civilisation should not go back." In conclusion,

it reflected on the special need for the rule of law in the Dreyfus case.

Notwithstanding philosophers who claimed that a ”jury tempers the rigidity

of the law, and makes it bearable to mankind by a democratic vote, " the

juries connected with the Affaire consistently sided with the ”oppressor"

and "submitted to military intimidation, or . . . accepted the argument

that patriotism justifies civil. crime."26 In fact, the role played by

juries in the Dreyfus trials also evoked considerable British comment of

a comparative nature.

The behavior of juries, as perceived by British observers, was

often a function of the pressures exerted by the anti-Dreyfusard French

press and public opinion hostile toward Dreyfus. In France, the court
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lacked emery powers which, in Britain, were conferred by a law relating

to contempt of court. Hence, French judges were unable to restrain that

section of the press which.prejudged Dreyfus and his supporters and

pronounced sentences with impunity. Many British journalists decried the

conduct of the press, as well as that of prestigious military officers,

who bullied and intimidated the jury at the Zola trial. The trial was

unfair because the judges, jurors, and witnesses "were not free” to

secure justice for Zola, regardless of his guilt or innocence. In

scarcely veiled threats, the jurors listened to predictions that acquit-

tal would leave the army ”headless" and expose their children "to the

massacre at the next invasion, 'which.may arrive sooner than you think.’”

Generals made addresses ”which no witness in England would have been

allowed to deliver in Court.” They expressed indignation that the hon-

esty, honor, and integrity of the Army'had been questioned and impugned.

These defenders of the Army spoke as they wished, as though they, the

protectors of the nation, rather than the presiding judge, were in con-

trol. The General Staff made it clear to the jury that they would

resign if Zola was not convicted. They claimed that the acquittal of

Zola would discredit the French high command, and French soldiers, lack-

ing confidence in their leaders would fall easy prey to the next foreign

aggressor.

Moreover, a juryman could not ”shrink back into obscurity"

following the trial. The anti-Dreyfusard press made sure that the names

of each.member of the jury, as well as the witnesses for both the pro-

secution and the defense, were as well known as those of the attorneys

involved in the trial. The press also published the addresses of jurors

and encouraged the public to exact retribution if the jury acquitted
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Zola. At least two popular’papers published on a daily basis the names

and addresses in large print. In what English judges considered contempt

of court, blustering journalists threatened jurors with loss of trade or

professional connections if they supported Zola. One woman whose testis

mony could have supported Zola refused to appear after she was told a

bursary for her son would be denied if she appeared. Another lady failed

to appear at the last minute because she had been intimidated and liter-

ally feared for her life. Zola told British correspondent D. C. Murray

that there seemed to be a sudden epidemic of illness among his witnesses.

Jurors faced not only the badgering and cajoling of the generals

and the press, but a gallery that "hooted and gesticulated" at the prompt-

ing of Deroulede and a boisterous and sometimes violent crowd in the

courtyard of the Palais de Justice. The cry of, "R bas Zola!" which came

from the mob, no doubtrmade an impact on the jury. Spectator’mused,

“God help the nation that considers a judicial matter in such a spirit

as this."27 It appeared to many British journalists that public opinion

gone astray was more powerful than the law.

As the Court of Cassation examined the issue of revision, the

popular Parisian press launched a herculean effort to discourage any

challenge made against the verdict of 189h. The resulting public furor

led the Prefect of Police to warn leading Dreyfusards to take precautions

and to change their'place of residence. Contributors to National Review

expressed astonishment that the French, who in cases not connected with

Dreyfus normally meted out severe punishment for even the most minor

instance of contempt of court which occurred inside the courtroom, al-

lowed "gutter journalists, " “military desperadoes" and "cowardly black-

guards” to heap vile epithets upon.members of the Court. Maxse reported
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one exmlple of a vagrant who received a two-year prison sentence for

muttering a single obscenity when the judge of the Correctional Police

asked for his nmne. In contrast, critics of the most important judges

of the land went unpunished. Some judges received daily threats of

assassination. Their critics vilified and held them up to contempt,

alleging that they were "traitors, scoundrels, hirelings, Jews, Protest-

ants, or Prussians, according to the taste and fancy of the writer."

Then in the Chanber of Deputies, orators made serious charges against

the highest judicial officials in the land. For its effort to discover

the truth, the Criminal Chamber of the Court found itself "besmirched by

ridiculous spite“ of Beaurepaire and ”openly humiliated" by both the

Prime Minister and the Legislature who should have rendered support.

Beaurepaire gave an ear to generals who had grievances, and indiscrimi-

nately accepted the “tittle-tattle of . . . the lamplighter, the door-

keeper, and the military detective whom the War Office had been pleased

to post" in the lobby of his office. National Review accused him of

anonymously passing to the press communications "containing scandalous

imputations' against his fellow judges. Neither Dupuy nor the govern-6

ment lifted a finger to protect the Court from the "abuse of unspeakable

vileness" expounded in the French press.28

The unwillingness of the government to intervene led some in

Britain to argue that in France, the courts administered justice un-

equally. Many British journalists found this lack of equality all too

apparent and decried the literal changing of laws to increase the

severity of Dreyfus' punishment and to reduce his chances of obtaining

29
revision. Prior to Dreyfus' conviction in 1891;, someone convicted of

his crime would have been deported to New Caledonia, where his wife and
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children could later'meet him. If he conducted himself well for five

years, he could apply for a land grant and begin afresh. Mercier and

others pushed to reinstitute the death penalty-—abolished by Article 5

of the 18h8 Constitution-for treason. While this failed, Dupuy and

Mercier persuaded the Chamber to institute a special ex:post facto law

which condemned Dreyfus to Devil's Island where his family could not

follow. Dreyfus suffered a l'living death" on this swampy, hot, insect-

plagued tropical island. Temperatures in this torrid zone sometimes

reached 113 degrees Fahrenheit. Dreyfus lived in a small stone hut, and

was allowed only limited amounts of exercise. His guards were not al-

lowed to talk to him and the Ministries of war and the Colonies careful-

1y monitored his mail. He was to be shot immediately if he attempted to

escape. When the Daily Chronicle published the report of his escape in

Septenber 1896, the Minister of Colonies, Andre’ Lebon, multiplied his

prisoner's sorrow by erecting a screen which blocked Dreyfus' view of the

sea and by placing him in irons each night. Several British publications

provided readers with detailed accounts of the results of this punish-

ment, or as some said, torture. Around his ankles, sores “famed,

sanious, putrid, and surrounded by‘a circle of inflamation." During the

day, the wounds began to heal, only to be reopened each evening when the

irons were reimposed. For a period of time, his chief overseer,

Commandant Denniel, completely stopped the flow of mail to him. During

this time, his custodians told him that his family had deserted him,

and on one occasion, he received a scurrilous telegram.claiming that

Lucie had given birth to a child that was not his. Several irate British

critics alleged that the Army, lacking the nerve to murder Dreyfus,

sought to kill him by increasing the severity of his prison conditions.30
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Another demonstration of the unequal justice dispensed to Dreyfus

was the Esterhazy court-martial. The Manchester Guardian contrasted the

treatment of these two soldiers, writing, "Unlike Dreyfus, the accused

was to be allowed every opportunity of clearing himself." The Tings

echoed this sentiment asserting that had the methods used against Dreyfus

been equally applied to Esterhazy, the latter would certainly be in jail.

Such conduct differed little from that exhibited in pro-revolutionary

France when autocratic powers endowed by the lettres de cachet enjoyed

great liberties. Other journalists indicted the War Office for pre-

. paring Esterhazy's defense and providing daily instruction regarding

what he was to say.31 The judges gave Esterhazy every benefit of the

doubt, and unreceptively scrutinized the testimony of witnesses against

him. This was so apparent that Picquart, during his testimony, asked

whether it was he or the defendant who was on trial. His court-martial

was, in the words of Conybeare, l'ruede to order. ”32

The British response to perceived prejudices against Zola and

his witnesses at Assize has already been described. It should be said,

however, that many British journalists found further cause to cry

“unequal justice" when the penalty imposed on Zola was the maximum

sumo by law: a year in prison and a fine of three thousand francs.

Significantly, both before and after Zola's trial, foreign

officials in Germany and Italy made public statements reassuring the

French that they had never dealt with Dreyfus. From the earliest stages

of the Affaire, the German Mbassador, Count Minster, advised the French

government that Dreyfus was not in the employ of Germany. The Italian

Ambassador did the same. National Review even suggested that the Kaiser

during the Zola trial, had come close to allowing Schwarzkoppen to
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testify. While this did not occur, the German Minister of Foreign

Affairs, Prince Berdn'd von B’u‘low, before the Reichstag on 21: January 1&8,

formally and categorically denied Germany's association with the ex-

Captain. A similar disclaimer was made before the Parliament in Rome.

In the manner of that year, the sani-official National Zeitgg in Berlin

informed the world that no diplomatic difficulty would result from re-

solving the Affairs.33 The influence of these foreign voices upon

French officials was small.

Perhaps the greatest outcry of the British press came in response

to the special law by Dupuy's government which prohibited the Civil

Chamber, allegedly sympathetic to the cause of revision, from deciding

whether Dreyfus should be retried. French Chief Justice Lebret argued

that the exceptional circumstances of the Dreyfus case made special

action necessary. Beeurepaire and the anti-Dreyfusards attacked Justice

Louis Ioew, who chaired the seventeen-man Criminal Chamber, arguing that

his favoritism toward Jews and the influence of his German relatives

made it necessary to combine the three Chambers. British critics made

counter-charges that the anti-Dreyfusards merely wanted to pack the

Court, which, in all probability, would work to Dreyfus' disadvantage.

The combination was likely to create an anti-revisionist majority.

Qectator wrote, "We find it impossible to characterise such conduct

. . . except in words from which the fiectator habitually refrains” and

described Beaurepaire's "invective" as "demoniac drivel. "3h When a

special law was passed, mandating the combination of the three Chmnbers,

many British journalists accused France of intentionally depriving

Dreyfus of a fair chance to obtain revision.



109

When revision was achieved, some critics excoriated the French

government for choosing Rennes as the site of the new trial. They argued

that this town was selected because of its strong anti-Dreyfusard and

anti-Semitic element. In addition to this accusation, one contributor

to Contempogagz Review charged that the government failed to provide

adequate security for Dreyfus' journey to Rennes. An assassination

attempt on Dreyfus seemed likely. In this precarious environment, the

Minister of the Interior entrusted the defendant's care to a.police

official named Hennison, who was "known as one of the most uncompromis-

ing anti-Dreymsards in Paris or Francew3‘S Although Dreyfus made it to

Rennes unharmed, British charges of unequal justice did not diminish.

As contemporary British journalists observed, there were genuine

differences between the administration of judicial procedure in Britain

and France. The Affaire clearly demonstrated the differences in rules

governing admissability of evidence, cross-examination, and the order in

which testators appeared. It also threw into sharp relief the French

practice of presuming the guilt of the accused. Moreover, it demonstmtei

that some Frenchmen who were in a position to do so were willing to

break their own laws and ignore procedures, and permit irregularities,

withimpunity.36 The General Staff initiated the arrest of their victim

based on insufficient proof. Dreyfus' incarceration in Cherche-Midi

prison, not being authorized by the Governor of Paris, was an illegal

act. Neither Dreyfus nor Demange saw or heard the evidence on which the

conviction of 189h was actually based. As this became apparent in 1898,

British jurists and journalists decried the covert passing of evidence,

composed of forgeries and lies, to judges behind the back of a defendant

and his attorney.37 Some observers speculated that the "suicides" of
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culprits like Lemercier-Picard and Henry were actually the handiwork of

the lackeys of the General Staff.38 In reference to Henry, the D_a_i_lz

Telegrams correspondent in Germany wryly observed that prisoners

generally did not carry razors in their pockets, especially to their

jail cells. Some objected to the illegal solitary confinement of Pic-

quart while he waited to be tried.”

(he contributor to gectator decried the actions of the Minister

of War, General Elknile Zurlinden. The General snatched Picquart, a civ-

ilian since his dismissal from the Army in February 1898, away from the

jurisdiction of the civil court. By law, the crime for which Picquart

was charged—divulging official military infomation to non-military

personnel-made him subject to a Correctional Police tribunal. The

journalist concluded, ”the Arnw really holds . . . that it has a right

to control its own people and its own affairs without interference. ”

Its action was analogous to Lord Wolseley affecting "to control the

procedure of the Queen's Bench." This presumptuous action, which was

tolerated by the French, would have made the British "furious. "1‘0 Other

journalists expressed horror that perjury like that of Captain Lebrun-

Renaud was allowed to go unpunished. Shortly after this officer of the

Republican Guard escorted Dreyfus to his degradation, he claimed to have

heard Dreyfus confess his guilt. Imediately, his superiors inquired

intott'n matter. When called before both the Prime Minister and Minister

of War, he quickly recanted. Under pressure from his fellow-officers,

he testified at Rennes, resurrecting the claim that Dreyfus hadenfe- M

Based on the Dreyfus trials, the contrasts between British and

French judicial procedure, and the illegalities which were demmstrated in

connection with the Affaire, the British often made sweeping and unfair
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generalizations which celebrated British justice and condemned all

French judges and the entire French judicial system. Charles Beresford,

who wrote for the Pall Mall Magazine, believed that as a race, the

Anglo-Saxons possessed an innate sense of honor, justice, and an unwill-

ingness to compromise with the truth. Spectator believed that regard-

less of the ill side-effects, the innocent man would go free. In fact,

the same argument was later'made in reference to the French. Twenty-

five years after the Affaire, TEEEEDcorrespondent Henry Wickham Steed

observed that "the hatred of injustice, which I am inclined to regard

as a.principal passion of the French.people, ended by securing the

vindication of his [Dreyfus'] innocenct.”h2 Full vindication took time

because of the unique nature of the Dreyfus case. ‘

Indeed, the Dreyfus trials were by no means average. If the real

worth of a judicial system is expressed as it deals with extreme cases,

than the French system of justice certainly demonstrated what Theodor

Zeldin calls “the limitations of the French legal system." On the other

hand, several British journalists passed judgments on the French judicial

structure which were, if not too harsh, certainly lacking in appreciation

for the pressures and exigencies under which Frenchmen in the late-

nineteenth century lived. In the particular llatmosphere of the time,

when spies were seen on every side," the Dreyfus trials were probably as

fair as one could expect then to be.” G. w. Steevens and writers for

the Manchester Guardian argued that the Rennes tribunal, at least, was

notably fair and as worthy of trust as a similar body of judges convened

in Britain or other European states. Another commentator, British Chief

Justice Russell, may possibly have had access to information beyond the

reach of the ordinary newspaper correspondent. He certainly surpassed
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pressmen in terms of his legal training and ability to grasp legal

arglunents and procedure. Ihlssell judged that the men who sat on the

Rennes court-martial did as well as their training, abilities, and pre-

judices (which were sincere) allowed. As a rule French military tri-

bunals were reputed to be fair. In fact, judges usually evidenced a

”faint professional leaning towards the accused officers if only to

protect that 'property right' in the commission.“ They generally disliked

bringing one of their own into disrepute, since this kind of action

undernrined the enlisted man's respect for the officers. Perjury on the

part of the Minister of War and other reputable testators seemed

simply absurd. Those who criticized the secrecy of the trial were

rather unfair to the French since in England, reasons of state also made

it necessary to protect the secrecy of certain docments which, if

revealed, could endanger the public welfare.hh

In a telling rejoinder, Edouard Drumont in Libra Parole reminded

the British that if Dreyfus' trial had been conducted in camera, so had

the official inquiry into the Jameson Raid. And, interestingly enough,

an event in Britain near the turn of the century also bore similarities

to the Dreyfus case. A young naval cadet named Archer-Shea became the»

victim of an erroneous accusation made by naval authorities. He sup-

posedly forged a signature on a postal order. For this misdeed, he was

expelled. Only after several years of persistent effort was he able to

prove his innocence. Like the Army in France, the British Navy was of

great symbolic and material significance in terms of the defense of the

nation. Misconduct in either of these organizations implied a threat to

national security. In contrast to the Affairs in France, Archer-Shes '3

case spawned very little popular excitement.“ H. M. Hyndmam who
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believed in Dreyfus' innocence, was among the few in Britain who

publicly reminded his countrymen that miscarriages of justice were not

unique to France; that in spite of the many comparisons made by English-

men who were proud of their judicial reforms and heritage, injustice

also could occur in Britain. In the weeks after Rennes, not many

British commentators were willing to expound this position.

There was no mall number of people, both in and outside of

France, who charged that the re-conviction at Rennes was directly linked

to the fact that Dreyfus was a Jew. In fact, the conmentary found in the

British press was rich with analysis which shows not only British atti-

tudes toward anti-Semitism, but attitudes about the concept of ”race "

as it was perceived in the late-nineteenth century. If the British had

much to aw about the Jew and his predicament in France, they also

freely expounded their theories about the character and attributes of

the French people. In their articles about the Affaire, British jour-

nalists reveal much about their concepts of tin rights of ethnic minorities

in a danocratic society, and "racial" traits which were supposedly

inherited.



CHAPTER III

REPORTERS AND RACE

God created the Jew in order that he might serve

as a spy to anybody who was in want of one. Otto

von Bismarck quoted in "The Dreyfus Affair: Il.

Caso Dreyfus: or, the Jesuit View,“ National

ReviewiMarch 1899, p. 1&5.

Every few years the [ French] race seems destined

to pass under some sudden and sweeping eclipse of

conscience and reason. Frederick C. Conybeare.

“Side-Lights on the Dreyfus Case.“ National

Review, October 1898, pp. 257-8.

Europeans of the late-nineteenth century were acutely conscious

of race. By the end of the century, pseudo-racial theories like those

expounded in 1851; by Count Arthur de Gobineau in The Inguality of Thunan

Races had filtered down in various forms to the masses. It was believed

that physical, intellectual, social, and even moral traits resided in

and were passed through the blood. Developments in the field of biology

during the nineteenth century led some to argue that "ineradicable genetic

characteristics . . . translated themselves into different mental and

moral capacities, and that some races were superior to others because the

inmutable character of genetic structure made such superiority permanent.”

In some circles it became popular to view cultural and biological traits

as identical, and the term '"race' came to be seen as the prime deter-

minant of all the important traits of body and soul, character and

personality, of human beings and nations." According to the theories,

race was genetically determined and individuals could not transcend

nu
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genetic limitations. Those who embraced this idea often believed that

maintenance of ”racial purity" was imperative if the progressive, en-

lightened, or “superior” races were to survive. They argued that some

races were degenerating. Cross-breeding between the races would produce

a 'contemptible and infertile hybrid, " and the deterioration of the

superior race.1 In Britain, this concern was evidences by the mounting

interest in eugenics and the health of the British people at the close of

the century. Some scholars like Karl Pearson of University College in

London warned of impending national deterioration. The nation, or in

contemporary terms, race which was the most fit stood the best chance to

survive, to win in a struggle between nations for international supremacy.

Some, like Walter Bagehot, applied Darwinistic principles to the nation-

state system and argued that success justified itself, that might made

right. These commentators perceived life in the international arena as

competitive. Those who succeeded were superior by virtue of their suc-

cess. Often these ideas were tinged heavily with racism. Within this

context, two important features of the British commentary about the

Affairs will be examined in this chapter.

British reportage of the Affaire focused on race in two respects.

Virtually every organ of the British press made some assessment of the

role which anti-Sanitism played in events across the Channel. Opinions

varied depending upon which publication or journalists one examines.

The first part of this chapter will examine the British coverage of anti-

Semitic, behavior in France and the importance which various individuals

placed on anti-Semitism. One message which emerges in this analysis is

cf comparative nature and goes beyond the prima facia discussion of

Franch anti-Semitism. Not infrequently, British comnentators contrasted
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the benevolent environment which Britain provided for Jews with the

anti-Semitism which accompanied the Affaire. During most of the nine-

teenth century, Britain was indeed the most benign environment in Europe

for Jews. In no other European state were.h§e- treated with as much ac-

ceptance. British Jews also feund it both easy and desirable to assimi-

late. One contemporary journalist proudly cited the success of the Brit-

ishk in assimilating or Anglicanizing the Jews. He maintained that the

power to absorb alien peoples was ' a peculiar prerogative of the Anglo-

Saxon.” Others believed that the English were I'free from the envy which

produces Anti-Semitism,' a fact illustrated by the demonstration for

Dreyfus in Hyde Park.2

While it was not always so explicitly stated, the British

commentary evidences the familiar self-congratulatory tone which is

outlined in the preceding chapters. On some occasions, the writers seem-

ed almost glad that anti-Semitism existed in France, since it gave them

an opportunity to demonstrate the liberal character of British society

in comparison to France. They stressed the political, social, and

economic opportunities available to enterprising Jews in Britain. Some

journalists wrote as though the Jews who lived there had never been the

victims of discrimination. Several observers concluded that anti-Semitism

was but a single illiberal feature of the French people and their society

was ill-suited to progressive, liberal institutions and governmental

forms.

In respect to international relations andthe issue of national

survival, Prime Minister Salisbury argued that nations were either

growing or dying. Some journalists applied this principle in their

commentary on the Affaire by relegating France to the position of a
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3 The second part of this chapter willdeclining, decadent race.

examine their analysis, and their predictions that certain racial or

genetic characteristics precluded French advance and insured the waning

of French power and influence. It will explore their discussion of

I'immutable" racial foibles which some argued determined the course of

French history. Again, whether or not each writer intended it to be, the

analysis is often both comparative and self-flattering. By implication,

and on a few rare occasions, by forthright declaration, the message found

in the commentary is that the British were a superior race of people,

destined by immutable traits inherent in the blood to excel all other

peoples in virtually every field of human endeavor. Some Britisl

journalists perceived themselves as the measure by which other races

should be evaluated, and used the Affaire to demonstrate their point.

As historians of Anglo-French relations and anthropologists

have since demonstrated, the vaguely defined racial categories which

nineteenth century observers freely used often prove to be of questionable

validity. ~The inhabitants of nineteenth century Britain were not

“racially“ distinct or of a tpure blood." The nation was papulated by

the English, the Nerman French, the welsh, the Scottish, the Irish, and

other peoples who had immigrated and assimilated into British society

over’past millenia. The ethnic composition of France was similar in that

several ”racial” or ethnic groups which had settled there over the cen-

turies comprised its population. Because of his religious and cultural

habits and practices, the Jew in Europe tended to retain his ethnic

distinctness, but there is also a problem of identifying the Jews in

nineteenth century Britain and France. As Jews in these two nations

acquired political and civil rights during the nineteenth century, most
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Jews assimilated into society, becoming merely Englishmen or Frenchmen

of Jewish religious persuasion. Some even converted to Christianity.

Lines of class division also existed within the Jewish community. Those

who had assimilated and become successful frequently made concerted

efforts to dissociate themselves from.poor*immigrant Jews. In.times when

anti-Semitic sentiment flourished, they often tried to ignore criticism

and persecution. This was the case in France during the Affaire.h The

Jews of France tended to lose their identity, and "much of the institu-

tional structure of a separate community was dismantled.“ Nevertheless,

contemporaries imposed a I'racial" definition upon those whom they con-

sidered Jews. As one historian of the Jewish community in France,

Michael R. Marrus, writes, ”this was a time when the term 'Jewishness'

was widely applied, and could not easily be removed.” The "Jew“ was

allegedly anti-national, cosmopolitan, and without loyalities to a

homeland. At times, the anti-Semitic literature produced in France

during the time of the Affaire tends to merge the termLJew'with all

things English, foreign, and anti-French. For purposes of definition,

as Marrus does, “we shall consider as Jewish those whom the . . . comp

munity at large, both Jews and non-Jews, considered as such."5

For some Jews, the Affaire hardened the lines of division between

thanselves ad din: Erropeans. To these men, it demonstrated that the

doctrine of assimilation, the belief that Jewish ethnic communities could

and should be absorbed.by the populations among whom.they lived, was

chimerical. In an article which decried the Rennes verdict, Con r

33:22:;argued that Dreyfus' Jewishness was of central importance in the

Affaire. It wrote "Dreyfus, being a Jew, was treated differently from

his Christian comrades."6 These were precisely the sentiments of a
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correspondent for the prestigious Viennese daily ngp_§pgip_§ppp§g_which

catered to an upper-middle class readership. As he had watched Dreyfus'

degradation almost five years before, Theodor Herzl, the founder of the

Zionist Organization, described the ceremony as his “critical moment of

recognition,“ the point at which he determined that assimilation was not

the answer to the Jewish Question.7 The Affairs and the racial persecu-

tion which accompanied it prompted many other Jews, including Zionist

leader Max Nordau, also a witness of the degradation, and French Dreyb

fusard Bernard Lazaro to commit themselves to the idea of a national

homeland in Israel.

In Nevember 1895, in.an effort to promote Zionism.and emphasize

the common bond between the eight to ten million Jews scattered through

the world, Herzl wrote from Paris to say that “when Captain Dreyfus was

accused of high treason,“ all Jews suffered. Indeed during the late-

nineteenth century persecution of the Jews in Europe was on the increase.

The growing anti-Semitic sentiment which spread across the Continent

probably predisposed some in France to more readily assume the guilt of

Dreyfus than they would have been in earlier decades. The Dreyfus

Affairs in France was but one example of general European.phenomenon. .

Some observers believed the Affaire made “both.plunder and slaughter . . .

imminently probable." Heralding events to come in the 1930s and 19hOs,

one contributor to Spectator was "seriously inclined to believe that the

twentieth century may yet witness a.massacre which will recall the days

of Peter the Hermit."8 JOurnalist Herbert Bentwich mocked the proponents

of assimilation as a solution to the Jewish Question in Europe. At the

London Zionist Conference he quipped, "'The famous Sanhedrin, convened

by the great Napoleon, abjured the National idea, declaring that "France
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is our Zion," but whither has that led them?—to Panana and the Devil's

Island."I In Blackwood's,Zionist proponent Claude Rsignier Condor wrote,

“In Fiance the medieval cry, 'Mort aux Juifs!’ has quite recently been

heard again."9

Whatever one's opinion about the impact of French anti-Sentient,

few British journalists condoned the bigotry and incitement to violence

against the Jews which filled the Yellow press in France. Edouard

Drlmlont, the I'Rsbbi of anti-Semitism," led the attack against Dreyfus and

the Jews. During the heights of the Affaire, Drumont sold as many as

half a million papers a day. The virulent anti-Semitism in his daily

newspaper Libre Peale drew sharp critism. A contributor tom

Selig described Drunnont as the “most sinister figure in Parisian journal-

ism. . . . . For anyone who has followed theirEDrumont and the g2;

Mg] odious career, to criticise them, and keep indignation under

control is difficult. "1° ‘lhe 13 October 1898 edition of the Pall Mall

Gazette sarcastically insisted that Drumont was actually a Osman Jew

previously called Dreimond. The Ngtional Eview decried the falsehoods

expounded by Drumont, and asserted that his ultimate goal was the ex-

pulsion of both Jews and Protestants from France. In Blackwood's, .

passages from L'Intransigeant were used to demonstrate the ludicrous

grounds on which some French critics condemned the Jew. Vocal nationalist

and anti-Semitic pamphleteer Henri de Rochfort's description of Dreyfus

at Rennes colorfully illustrated this point. The defendant was ”a base

Jew with repulsive heard, with l1m1py lips, . . e an elephantine nose"

and a ”repugnant face I’--the 'ineffable tapir of Rennes.“ Under such

circumstances, the Jew in France simply could not win. The conviction

of Dreyfus could only bode ill for the Jews as a group. Ermdty against
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the Jew had "assumed the proportions of a crusade.” Again, to

demonstrate his point, the Blackwood's journalist cited the words of

another anti-Semite. Max.Regis Milano stirred the baser cravings of

the Algerian thob" with his admonition, MLet us water the Tree of Lib-

erty with the blood of the last Jew."'"

In the London Timg§_and the Jewish Chronicle, as well as other

publications which closely followed events in France and the daily

developments associated with the Affaire, reports of assaults on Jews

in.not only France but also Algeria regularly appeared. The Jewish.

Chronicle provided readers with extremely detailed accounts of events.

Indeed, between 189k and 1899, there was much to report. There were

' brawls in cafes, duels including one between two barristers, one Proh-

estant: and the other Jewish, and even an altercation.between a Rabbi

and a.hamker selling anti-Semitic songs. The publication of Zola's

"J'Accuse' in £u£g£2.in January 1898 touched off a wave of anti-Semitic

risings and riots in.most major French cities. Jewish places of busi-

ness and synagogues suffered attack, looting, and pillage. Jews found

on the streets were assaulted. The violence, unrest, and agitation

continued throughout the trial of Zola, and fights even occurred outside

the Palais de Justice.

One of the more interesting accounts of anti-Semitic violence

appeared in ggntgmpogagz Reviewe D. C. Murray, who observed the Zola

trial first-hand, recounted an event he witnessed while standing in the

courtyard of the Palais de Justice during the second day. He wrote,

"A.big man accosted a little man within two yards of me." The following

conversation ensued:



122

"thou carriest,’ he said, with apparent placidity—"Ihou carriest

a nose too long for my taste. Thou art Israelite, ne c'est pas?‘

The little man shrugged his shoulders and spread his hands, and

answered, "But yes, sir, I am a Jew.‘ The big man hit him on the

too long nose, and in a second he was down amongst the feet of the

crowd. His face was trodden upon and 'after a minute, of a murderous

scuffle, a score or more of the Civil Guard rescued him, and hustled

him, bloody and muddy and ragged, into safety.

Murray admitted that this was not "a fair specimen of the temper of the

crowd, " but asserted that "there were many such episodes " during the

case. Had Zola been acquitted, Murray believed that many more incidents

of such brutality would have occurred. '[W]e should have seen 'the red

fool-fury of the Seine' again. “12

British journalists made mam' assertions—most of them either

incorrect or based on partial truths—about the source of French anti-

Semitism. During the Affaire anti-Sentient was primarily an urban creed

which was espoused by the conservative classes in France.13 Of course,

not all those who were conservative in outlook were also anti-Semitic.

Those who blamed Drumon‘, Guérin, Rochefort and their followers were more

accurate than writers who made blanket accusations against Catholicism

or the French Army.

Certainly, one institution in France most commonly accused of

fomenting anti-Semitism was the Roman Catholic Church. Indeed, mamr I

members—according to one authority on French Jewry, Robert F. Bymes,

most of the Catholic clergy—were especially susceptible to anti-Semitic

sentiment. This was particularly true among country priests who lacked

education and suffered persecution at the hands of the Republic. Several

British journalists brought pointed accusations against Hench Catholics

as an anti-Semitic group detemined to fight the Dreyfusards primarily

because Dreyfus was a. Jew.”" If the role they played was a quiet
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one behind the scenes, it was nonetheless significant and

effective.

No British journalist dogmatically asserted that Pope Leo XIII

encouraged anti-Semitism. But many condemned him on the grounds that he

did nothing to restrain Roman Catholics who did. Nbr did he act upon

the appeal made in the name of humanity by Lucie Dreyfus, who petitioned

him on behalf of her’husband. Her entreaty went unacknowledged. Never-

theless, some journalists, including one writing for the Jewish Chronicle,

roundly asserted that the pope had nothing to do with anti-Semitism in

France. His subordinates were another matter. Egggg_correspondent H.

'W. Steed argued that the vatican received the news of Picquart's de-

nunciation with undisguised pleasure. Henry's suicide and the Court of

Cassation's verdict mandating revision "were thought disastrous." In

his memoirs, Steed recorded a second-hand account of theresponse of

Papal Secretary of State, Cardinal Rampolla, to the Rennes verdict.

The day following the decision, the Cardinal received Suzanof, the

chargé d'affaires at the Russian legation to the Holy See. "Rubbing his

hands with satisfaction, Cardinal Rampolla said, 'This excellent verdict

of Rennes settles the.matter.'"15 A.medified version of this event-de+

leting the name of Suzanof-eppeared in the Types, Another contributor

to the Times, foreign editor Valentine Chirol, in a.Biblical analogy

accused the Catholics of fipassing on the other side." Chirol, who came

from a Catholic family and who had attended a Catholic school during his

youth, expressed disgust that three priests actually turned away when

Labori's wife sought help for her wounded husband at Rennes.16

The attitude described by Steed and Chirol certainly emerged

clearly in some organs of the Catholic press. British journalists
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assailed La Croix, Pelerin, and Civilta Cattolica for publishing sane of

the strongest, most strident denunciations of the Jews. Maw British

publications reproduced long sections from these journals to demonstrate

the point. According to Conybeare, Civilta Cattolica, an official Jesuit

organ, called for the revocation of civil rights for Jews. Not sur-

prisingly, it condemned the Jew on religious grounds. But beyond this,

it also encouraged disenfranchisement and the expulsion of Jews from

public office; even the retraction of citizenship rights. This Jesuit

publication argued that Jews were Jews first and could never be natural-

ized. Some disturbed British observers feared that the logical conclusion

of this mentality would be the eventual elimination of Protestants'

civil rights as well.

' La Croix, owned by the Fathers of Assumption, was also an organ

of the Catholic Church. Contemporary British observers estimated that

in 1893, it had a circulation of 180,000. In some parts of France, it

was given away to the poor who could not afford it. Present-day histo-

rians believe that it was very influential among the Catholic masses.

This publication described the Affaire as a “religious case.” When

Dreyfus was convicted in 1891;, it claimed that Lucie had sued for di- ..

vorce and that his family had abandoned him. After the Rennes decision

becane public, it asserted, ”Justice has been done, Dreyfus has been

condemned. . . . As Frenchmen we rejoice over it, as Catholics we praise

God for it. “17

The National Review vehemently argued that a ”Catholic

connection” existed between Drumont and the French priesthood. Drumont's

anti-Semitic campaign through Libre Parole was, according to Conybeare,

planned and directed by the Jesuits. To substantiate his claim,





125

Conybeare referred to a Jesuit named Odelin, who for a while had presided

over the Jesuit preparatory school on the Rue de Postes in Paris. Odelin

also founded Libre Parole with Jesuit finances and managed it during

its early existence. Conybeare asked, "Is it mere coincidence that for

several years past Druinont has preached exactly the same doctrineEas in

Civilta Cattolica] in the columns of the Libre Parole?" He also posited

a relationship between Catholicism and the two publications, £931.33

Journal and Gazette de la France.18

Whether or not these relationships with Petit Journal and

Gazette de 13 France actually existed in the form suspected by Conybeare,

he and others believed that Catholic clergymen promoted anti-Semitism by

an even more direct means than the use of 'the press. Catholic priests

exercised influence and the power to em the common man. This was done

in part through the control the Church had over French education.

Cornrbeare expressed little surprise at the popular following Libre Parole

achieved. The anti-Sanitic Confessional schools indoctrinated French

children. Young students "had read out to them . . . incitements to

murder and civil war. " Cowbeare wrote that one could "hear their little

voices shouting along the streets: Mort aux Juifs Mort aux Protestants."

Maxse supported his colleagues analysis, indicating that Catholic schools

used Fleurs de l'Histoire by Theophile Valentin as a common text. In

his discussion of the Jews, Valentin wrote:

The Jews are a cursed race, since they sold our Savior and disowned

His blessings. By their religion and their politics they tend to

enslave and ruin all nations, and in particular the French, on whom

they have alighted like vultures on a rich quarry. They are danger-

ous and insatiable parasites that 1w hands on everything—soil,

money, comnerce, industry, administration. All means come handy to

than in order to divert into their own pockets the sources of wealth-

treason, crime, fraud, theft, assassination. . e . they organize

themselves in the dark, and hatch their perfidious plots against
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religious as well as civil society—against everything which stands

for order, morality, and justice. . . . I; the peoples do not take

care, they will perish through the Jews.

A contributor to gectator maintained that "the Frenchman of the lower

class is taught in his childhood to believe that the Jew inherits a curse

which makes him an enemy of mankind, capable of anything, and the lesson

is never unlearned. "20

Some journalists claimed that priests used thier influence over

both Army officers and parishoners to foment an anti-Semitic spirit and

insure the conviction of Dreyfus. Most French Army officers in high

positions had attended Jesuit schools. These men were usually Catholics,

if not in practice, at least in name. Some British observers argued that

the Amy was not only a military organization but also a clerical agency.

Steevens caustically wrote, ”Mercier was the very type and mirror of a

Jesuit grand inquisitor.” More importantly, British journalists repeat-

edly informed their readers that the Jesuit leader and one time Rector

of the School of St. Genevieve, Father du Lac, was the confessor of

General Raoul de Boisdeffre, the Chief of the General Staff in 1891;,

and the anti-Dreyfusard aristocrat, Count Albert de Mun. They implied

these relationships had a direct influence on the anti-Sendtic attitudes

of Boisdeffre and Mun.

Journalists writing for other publications noted the unfairness

with which the Jew was treated by the French press and Frenchmen in

general. S. F. Cornély, a Dreyfusard and leader writer for Figaro;

addressed the upper crust of British society through the A_nglo-Saxon

m. He summarized the plight of the Jew in fiance by describing the

Jew's relationship to his nation's system of military service. Anti-

Sendtes demanded that the Jew render military service to ance, but
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decried the elevation of Jews into the officer corps. This was only one

of many examples of the inequality which restricted French Jews at the

end of the century. Readers of the British press had ample opportunity

to follow the abuse of the Jews through coverage that was given to them

in both newspapers and journals. Byrnes includes the traditionally

Catholic "professional officer class," which formed an “exclusive corps,”

among French anti-Semites. These officers comprised a clique within the

army known as the "Postards." The name was derived from a Jesuit pre-

paratory school located on the Rue des Postes. At the time of the

Affaire, the 300 “Jewish officers in the French army faced social pres-

sure, isolation, and discrimination.” Jewish students at the Boole

Polytechnique, were often graded more severely than their Catholic

counterparts. This was true for Dreyfus as well as other young Jewish

students. Ironically, Picquart, who became one of the most vocal Drey-

fusards, gave Dreyfus low scores in cartography and field maneuvers at

the Boole de Geurre. Another instructor, General Pierre de Bonnefond,

gave Dreyfus inferior marks for the admitted purpose of keeping Jews out

of the General Staff. In spite of Dreyfus' protests to the director of

the school, he gained no satisfaction. General Lebelin de Dionne con-

ducted an investigation, concluded that Dreyfus had received unfair

treatment, and regretted that nothing could be done. In the end,

Dreyfus was quite fortunate. He actually became a member of the General

Staff. Other Jews were denied promotion or important positions because

of prejudice against them.22 English observers were not always aware of

the closeness shared by this coterie of soldiers and their discriminatory

attitude toward nonmembers. One contributor to the anrterly Review
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exhibited his incredulity over the treatment of Dreyfus, whether Jew or

Gentile, by his "brother officers. "23

In spite of the unequal treatment which Jews sometimes received

at French military schools, Dreyfus was indeed the first Jew to obtain

a position on the General Staff. It mar also be true that consternation

over his position as a probationer pronpted someone who sat on that

august body—most likely Henry—to provide Libre Parole with Dreyfus'

name prior to the announcement of his arrest. Nevertheless, the Amy

was not comprised of raving anti-Sendtes. Dreyfus' presence on the

General Staff belied the charge that the Army was so anti-Semitic that

Jews could not advance. As the Manchester Guardian observed, "the taint

of Anti-Semitism has not poisoned the whole French army."2h While

Dreyfus' Jewishness possibly encouraged the General Staff to press for-

ward with his arrest and conviction, there were several other major

considerations which conpelled Mercier and his colleagues to behave as

they did. The Minister of War acted to preserve his political career.

Failure to deal with treason expeditiously would have jeopardized his

position. Once Dnnnont publicized the arrest and charge against Dreyfus,

Mercier had to act quickly to mollify public opinion. As a body, the”

General Staff was, during the decades following the Franco-Prussian War,

highly concerned with maintaining national security and preventing the

passing of secret military information to German military attaches or

agents. Knowledge that treason had occurred compelled them to find a

traitor. Dreyfus was, by virtue of an almost accidental set of circum-

stances, the unlucky victim. After the Dreyius case developed into an

Affaire, the Arnw's chief concern was to defend its honor, as well as the

Anw's institutional interests and its autonomy over military matters
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within the state. These were central motives of the high command; not

the persecution of the Jews.

If anti-Semitism.played a comparatively minor role in influencing

the actions of Army chiefs, there were many Catholic priests who had a

genuine disdain for the Jews. But many British journalists made too

much of these sentiments. Charges of clerical anti-Semitism did not go

unanswered in the British press. Those who disputed the arguments of

the journalists cited above offered cogent proofs. Editor of‘flggth, S.

F. Smith, deflated accusations of critics like Conybeare by also citing

Civilta. He quoted a contributor who maintained that there was no reason '

for anti-Semitism in France. The Jews only amounted to a small portion;-

0.22% (not including Algerian residents)-of the French population. They

were not on the increase, and most of them tended to assimilate, to fuse

”with the body of Christians." Smith reminded his readership that

Civilta, far from.adopting a vehement anti-Semitic editorial policy,

'rarely even discussed the Jews. The article used by Conybeare was some-

thing of an anomalye Moreover, the denunciation of anti-Semitism or

Fpublic allusions to current politics" would have evoked criticism of the

Church for intruding into the affairs of state. It would have incited

the wrath of civil authorities. He argued that the "Jesuits are in no

way responsible for the[:anti-Semitic] agitation now going on," that they

had no desire to exterminate the Jews. Finally, he demonstrated the

shallowness of the connection which Conybeare made between Drumont and

Odelin by showing that the priest's financial dealings with Libre Parole

no longer existed, and were but brief in the first place.25

Herbert Thurston, a Jesuit of twenty-five years who expressed

his disapproval of the Rennes verdict publicly in letters to the editor
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of Saturday Review, also used the columns of Month_to defend Catholicism

from the charge of anti-Semitism. After apologizing for Priest

Constant's assertions that "ritual murder of Christian children is an

intregal part of the Jewish religion," be quoted the letters of Innocent

IV, Gregory X, and Martin V "which.fully exonerate the Jews from this

charge.” Although he did not do so, he could have also cited Pius XI

and many other pontiffs who reminded good Catholics that they were

spiritual Semites. Indeed, Leo XIII, the pope during the Affaire, not

only denounced Drumont's anti-Semitic diatribes in Libre Parole, but

also reproved Vincent Bailly, editor of La Croix, for his publication's

stridently anti-Dreyfusard editorial policy. The pope, like other

European public figures, was, of course, apprised of Dreyfus' innocence

by German officials.26

Catholic clergymen were not the only British observers who

objected to the identification of the Church with hatred of the Jews.

One British Catholic, J. A. Cunningham, wrote to the editor of Spectator,

ITC. is a gross calumny to say that the Catholic Church, as such, enter-

tains, tolerates, or teaches ill-will towards any race, be it Jew or

Gentile.“ He concluded, "I by no means sympathise with any anti-Jewish

prejudice, but heartily condemn it."27 Even noanatholics supported

these sentiments, some arguing that anti-Semitism was chiefly political,

others doubting that the Church had the power and influence to promote

thegonmunced anti-Semitism extant in France, even if it so desired.

Chief Justice Russell summarized the dominant British arguments by

writing:

Indeed, the latest fonm that these comments [against France] have

taken is an attack upon the religion of the mass of the people of

France, which is also the religion of a not unimportant section of
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her Majesty's subjects at home and in her empire abroad-to say

nothing of it being the religionzéargely'professed in all the civ-

ilised communities of the world.

Like smith, Thurston, and Cunningham, he regarded the judgment of the

British press as unfair and inaununnhh.

The importance played by hatred of the Jews was also a point

of debate among British journalists. A.wide range of opinions existed.

Some erroneously believed that anti-Semitism was the force which directed

the Affairs. In contrast, sane correctly argued that it was only one of

many important considerations. In the words of one authority, Guy

Chapman, anti-Semitism.was little more than an "accessory." There “was

little substantial anti-Semitism in France.” It Fplayed little, perhaps

no, part in the arrest of the unhappy victim or in his trial" and tended

to excite only in the urban centers like Paris where most French Jews

lived.29 ,

According to the Jewish Chronicle, which closely followed the

Affaire, the driving force was anti-Semitism. The Affaire was "from

beginning to end an experiment in anti-Semitism. . . . in short, the

exclusive design and work of the Jewhbaiters." Far from being a spon-

taneous outburst, it was the product of calculated anti-Jewish agitas

tion. In an article about Max Nordau's opinions of the Jews in France,

the Jewish Chronicle described the conviction of Dreyfus as a plot

llwoven by anti-Semitic hands," a.planned blow designed not by the Gen-

eral Staff, but by anti-Semites. It was part of ”the preliminary assault

upon the entire Jewish position“ intended to identify ”the whole body

of French Jews . . . with the unfortunate Dreyfus.” By so doing, they

hoped to involve all Jews in a common fate. To exemplify the signifi-

cance of French anti-Semitism, a letter to the editor appeared in early
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1596, which asked that the French subscriber's paper be folded when

mailed so that the word ”Jewish" did not appear. The subscriber wrote,

”I am compelled to take this precaution as it is most necessary to avert

any annoyance from my family, some of whom are in the army and others

residing in the midst of the grievous disturbances."

The verdict at Rennes was an expression of anger, the

exploitation of an “opportunity to avenge on his [ Dreyfus'] head the

pent-up hate of centuries." The publication asserted, "We had not gauged

the ferocity of racial prejudice" involved in the Affaire until the

trial at Rennes. The Affaire was just one more repetition of the "sordid

tale . . . [of] an old-world drama. There had been Dreyfuses before.”

The Dreyfus of 1899 epitondsed ”the travail and the sufferings which

Israel himself . . . had borne almost from the first hour of his nation-

al birth, passing from disaster to disaster, and martyrdom to martyr-

dom.” So serious was this renewed assault upon the Jewish race that

Chief Rabbi in Britain, Hermann Adler, devoted his semen of Atonement,

5660, to the "mock trial at Rennes." The Jewish Chronicle published

his message. Adler denounced the trial as an ”insolent parody of justice

which has shocked the moral sensibilities of mankind." It was “the

bitterest day in modern Judaism.“ At the conclusion of dietiservice, he

implored the God of Israel to provide brother Alfred Dreyfus with sus-

tenance in his hour of trial. In spite of the central role allegedly

plmred by anti-Semitism in the Affaire, writers for the Jewish Chronicle

refused to believe that anti-Semitic theories had taken root in the

French mind. They perceived that the French anti-Semitic party was

heterogeneous, disunited, and very temporary. If French Jews handled
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themselves discretely, the Affaire and anti-Semitism.would pass and life

would continue as before. This was, of course, an instance of wishful

thinking on the part of establishment Jews.

The Jewish Chronicle observed and commended the reserved

posture maintained by Jews in France during the turmoil. The news-

paper disagreed editorially with Nordau, who condemned French Jews for

failing to defend themselves, thereby giving impulse and pretext to a

"general crusade" against the Jews. Such combined action would inflame

general sentiment against French Jewry, and give credence to the myth

of the cosmopolitan Jewish Syndicate. The only rational course was “to

hold aloof . . . from the agitation . . . and to refuse to give a racial

colouring to the matter." Jews could and should stand together against

“injustice, false witness and barbarity," but not against France and

Frenchmen. The latter course would nfeed the flames of persecution with

rejoinder.“ The former would ”allow them to flicker out from lack of

fuel." In spite of the persecution triggered by the Affaire, the Jggi§h_

Chronicle found a silver lining in the cloud. In rather exaggerated

terms, it wrote that for*perhaps ”the first time in Hebrew history a

Jewish.martyr . . . enlisted all but unanimous sympathy of Christendom."

Moreover, the French provided the world with ”an object lesson in the

methods and effects of anti-Semitism, and in the national disaster that

dogs its footsteps. . . . the spectacle of civil strife, of a humiliated

army, of a despised judiciary.” Anti-Semitism brought national humilia-

tion. As Adler remarked on Atonement, ”the savagery of anti-Jewish hatred,

that . . . vile unreasonable sentiment . . . cannot but lead to cruelty

and wrong . . . the defiance of law and order, and the violation of truth

and dishonor.” For Adler, the "cardinal lesson" of the Affaire was
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the Fperil of unreasoning prejudice, of racial hatred, and of religious

ill-will. "30

While it is not surprising that anti-Semitism was perceived by

the Jewish Chronicle as the central feature of the Affaire, the Jews

were not the only British citizens who adopted this interpretation.

Charles Whibley, who wrote for Blackwood's, was one of the most adamant

proponents of the idea that anti-Semitism was the most important element

of the Affairs. The contemptuous cry, "A:bas les Juifsl,“ was, he

thought, the vocal expression of ”the chief element of strife.“ The

Jewish Question was not only "the essence of the Dreyfus case," but at

the root of the Panama scandal as well. The primary distinction between

the two was that "Panama seemed to involve in dishonour the whole par-

liamentary system of France;“ the Affaire had the potential of being

resolved ”without bringing disgrace on more than half-a-dozen honest,

though misguided, persons."31 Even if Whibley was incorrect about the

primacy of anti-Semitism as the force which created and sustained the

VAffaire, there were clearly many Frenchmen who believed in a cosmopolitan

Jewish Syndicate which exercised its influence in European capital

cities.

Several British observers argued that the French, during the

years of the Affaire, suffered fromxenophobia.32 In fact, hatred of

the English and Germans often rivaled hatred of the Jews. One popular

argument in France was that the Jews and Dreyfusards enjoyed the backing

of foreign money which came primarily from England. Proponents of this

theory often lumped Jews, Protestants, and Englishmen together as part

of an anti-French Semitic coalition. Many Frenchmen perceived themselves

to be the victims of a Jewish Syniicate's international conspiracy to
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subvert their nation. The French press frequently published this charge,

even quoting the amounts which had been paid. Mercier claimed that

£1,h000,000 had come from England to promote Dreyfus' cause.

Shortly after the Court of Cassation ruled in favor of revision,

a Royalist squib, described in National Review, appeared on Paris streets.

It ostensibly came from the Dreyfus Syndicate, most notably Zadoc Kahn,

the Grand Rabbi of France, and Joseph Reinach, and announced the term-

ination of payments to its foreign supporters. Now that the goal of

revision had been reached, they recomended that their foreign patrons

find new ways in which their services could be used, presumably in ex-

change for Jewish gold. In Libre Parole, Drumont claimed that the Drey-

msard position of the Daily News was the result of Lord Rosebery's

ownership of that newspaper. Rosebery was married to a Rothschild.

Drumont decried the hold that the "Jewish Press“ had over the

organs of foreign public opinion. Nowhere, he claimed, was this hold

so great as over the English-speaking peoples. Jewish influence in

England prevented all but the Dreyfusard version from receiving a fair

hearing. England's ”alliance with the race of Shem" had made for poor

relations with Russia, and the disgraceful Jameson raid which was organ"-

ized by a Jewish coterie of Lionel Phillips, Alfred Bait, and others.

The British government was little more than a "Semite's catspaw. "33

Drumont was not surprised that all of England seemed to be Dreyfusard.

Nevertheless, his anti-Semitism was not a universal sentiment. There

were many who disagreed with the emphasis that Maibley and the finish

Chronicle placed on the hatred of the Jew. Injustice was not the

driving force behind the agitation in France and the case against

Dreyfus but rather in important factor.
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Most historians of the Affaire argue that anti-Jewish sentiment

was not the most important of its causes. While this is true, the anti-

Semitism which spread across Europe at the end of the century almost

certainly worked to Dreyfus' hurt. Moreover, the Dreyfus case certainly

stimulated hatred of the Jew. Indeed, many contemporary commentators

believed that the Affaire encouraged the development of anti-Semitism,

and brought it to a new level of intensity. In the words of one author

David L. Lewis, anti-Semitism was ”both[ a] cause and E a] consequence of

the Affaire.”3h A contributor to Sgturdgz Review wrote that the ”col-

lateral evidence' showed ”that anti-Semitism was not altogether without

influence upon the initial measures instituted after the discovery of the

now famous letter. '35 ”[ T] he violent altercation which followed the ac-

cusation led to a furious outburst of anti-Jewish feeling.”36 The Times.

correspondent in Paris described the outburst of happiness which accom-

panied Esterhazy's acquittal as a product of the "subterranean action of

Anti-Semitism which has been fermenting among masses of the large towns

and threatens sooner or later to lead to an explosion." He viewed the

demonstrations following Esterhazy's court-martial not as a vote of con-

fidence for the acquitted defendant, but an expression of joy that the_

conspiracy of the Jewish Syndicate had been foiled. Anti-Semitism was

”dragged into” the Affaire by the middle class in an effort to "excite

the mob,” but the journalist doubted that it had actually Wpenetrated the

masses." Research done by Stephen Wilson supports this hypothesis.37

The Anglo-Parisian Journalist of Fortnightly Review maintained that the

Army'and the press used the Affaire ”as a blister to draw the Anti-

Semitic movement to a head.”38 Finally, a contributor to §pectator

analyzed the seriousness of anti-Jewish behavior in an article entitled
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''Is There to be a New $13. Bartholomew?" In spite of Drumont's ravings

and attempts to incite the mob to assault the Jews, the journalist had

doubts that the Jews, or for that matter, the Protestants, were in any

serious danger of being massacred. mile he acknowledged the Frenchman's

proclivity toward excitability, he believed that violent language in

France meant much less than it did in England.” He concluded

that the majority in France was not truly anti-Sauitic. Both Arnold

White and Lucien Wolf believed that the Affaire had politicized anti-

Semitism, making it synonymous with party loyalty for many French poli-

ticians. Following the Rennes trial, H. C. Foxcroft, writing in M-

nightlz Review, also cannented on the political rather than religious

origins of French anti-Semitism. He believed it was retaliatory and

aimed at a cast which allegedly maintained power within the society.

The French were jealous of the influence of the I'unscrupulous promoter,

the fraudulent stock-jobber, and that degraded class of the money-

lending fraterrdty.” The irony of the situation was that the Jews

themselves also despised this "sordid fringe upon the skirts of Jewish

society." And like the Frenchman, they loathed the members of their

me who through wealth and the leverage of power entrenched themselves

in ”positions of trust for which they . . . [were] totally unfitted."

For the Frenchman who experienced the inability to advance socially or

occupationally, the Affaire exacerbated the latent, or in some cases

overt, anti-Semitic sentiments. Foxcroft compared the “indiscriminate

hatred of the modern Franchman for the Cosmopolitan Jew to the sturdy

hatred of our Whig forefathers for the subterranean intrigues of

Jesuit internationalism."
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weir also expressed a similar opinion in Eggtgightlygfigziggp' In

his analysis of ”Anti-Semitism.and the Dreyfus Case” he referred to

incidents in 1888, 1890, and 1895. An Adjutant Chatelain, Lieutenant

Jean Bonnet, and a Captain Guillot all went to trial for selling

military secrets and documents relevant to national defense. The courts-

martial attracted only the passing interest of the press. "Had these

men been Jews it would, of course, have been otherwise."

An appreciation of anti-Semitism was imperative if one was to

”understand the true inwardness of the Dreyfus case.” The predatory

"scoundrels of journalism and.politics' resurrected “old Judephobe super-

stitions so beloved of the gobemouches." They played upon the "credu-

lity of the public” and its "thirst for the old legends, . . . supersti-

tions, passions, and salacious tastes“ and in so doing, brought anti-

Semitism to its lowest level. In a critique of the anti-Semitic press,

wolf challenged the shallowness of Rochefort's arguments. Rochefort,

who asserted that it was enough for him that Judas was a Jew, seemed to

forget that so was Christ. And like Dreyfus, Jesus was also ”the victim

of an erreur judiciare."ho In Wolf's famous essay, "Anti-Semitism,"

which appeared in the Eleventh Edition of The Engyglopedia Britannica,,

he concluded that the Affaire represented the climax of the anti-Semitic

movement both in France and in Europe.

S. F. Smith, the editor of Nggth.de-emphasized the significance

of anti-Smitism and the Affaire. He placed it in a more realistic

perspective than most who wrote about it. He observed, Wyou might imagine

that a.person with Jewish features could not safely walk the streets“

in France. ”[AJPart from.occasional outbursts over unpopular lectures-.

a thing we are accustomed to in England-it would be hard to find any
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evidence of Jews being socially persecuted or ostracized." Inquiries

made by the staff of Iio_r_1t_h_ gave Snith the confidence to dispute the

claims of Combeare and Yves Guyot, co-editor of Le SiECle and contri-

butor to Nineteenth Century, that "young Jewish students and officers

. . . [were] harassed and blackballed by former pupils of Jesuits."m

Lord Russell expressed a similar view. In his report of the trial, he

failed to see 1'any ground for the suggestion that the prejudice against

Dreyfus was at all considerably accentuated by the fact of his being a

Jew.")"2 In Westminster Review, E. Austin Farleigh reached the essential-

ly sound conclusion that it was totally unfair to charge the officers

who convicted Dreyfus with anti-Semitism. These claims were unsustained

by amr evidenceJ"3

Yet, with the exception of observers like Snith, Russell, and

Farleigh, the British tended to misunderstand and misinterpret the

significance of the anti-Semitism as a feature of the Affaire. The

British often erroneously labeled every Frenchman as an anti-Semite and

seemed to perceive anti-Semitism as a constant feature within the Hench

milieu. In fact, the anti-Semitic behavior in France during the 18903

was an abberation. Very few British critics reminded their readers that

France, in 1791, became the first European nation to grant political

emancipation to Jews. Even prior to the Revolution of 1789, French

officials exhibited tolerance toward the Jewish population. Technically

speaking, French Jews were made equal citizens and guaranteed equal

civil and political rights almost 70 years before Anglo-Jewry secured the

same legislative guarantees. In spite of arguments like those introduced

by Gobineau, Frenchmen generally ignored racist pratings and allowed

Jewish assimilation. This spirit of toleration endured during most of
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the nineteenth century. If Disraeli rose to the rank of Prime Minister

of Britain, a Frenchman of Jewish extraction, Leon Gambetta, became

Prime Minister of France in Nevember 1881. French Jews excelled at

securing government posts and positions in the French bureaucracy. The

system of open competition for entrance into the Ecole Polytechnique

enabled as many as twenty in a class of 100 to become officers in the

French Army.

During the 18903, anti-Semitic sentiment temporarily flourished,

most notably during the Panama scandal and the Affaire. For a brief

moment in time, the anti-Semites were able to clothe themselves "in the

garb of order, to pose as the defender[s] of French society against an

'invasion' of outsiders.” Almost immediately after the Affaire, anti-

Semitic arguments began to lose validity. Few Frenchmen were moved by

the anti-Jewish slogans and epithets called by Drumont and his colleagues.

Libre Parole's circulation declined, and Drumont lost the influence he

had acquired. His financial position gradually deteriorated and he

died in.poverty during the winter of 1917-1918. Moreover, according to

Hannah Arendt, clerical anti-Semitism ended after the Affaire. Other

authorities on French anti-Semitism.cogently argue that prior to the

Dreyfus trials, French socialists were the most strident anti-Semites in

the nation. The Affaire freed them of this sentiment.hh

Considering the harsh judgment which British observers passed

upon France for anti-Semitic behavior, it is rather ironic that as

anti-Semitism went out of fashion in France, it came into vogue in cer-

tain quarters of Britain. The British were not immune tc>the anti-

Semitism which was a feature of European civilization at the close of

the century. There was no counterpart to Drumont in Britain. Neither
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was there a journalistic organ comparable to Libre Parole. British

anti-Semitiam existed nevertheless. It is no doubt significant that

during the 18908 no British Jew served in the upper echelons of the Namy,

which in terms of national security was analogous to the French Army.

In contrast, Dreyfus had been a.member of the General Staff. Somewhat

ironically, some of those who were most vigorous in their support of

Dreyfus, the French Jew, were also open in their expression of anti-

Semitic feelings toward British Jews. David Lloyd George, who made

anti-Semitic references in his campaign speeches and.private comments,

suppressed his prejudice against the Jew in 1899 when it became a choice

between supporting "the traditional French officer class-aristocratic

and Roman Catholic“ or a Jew who was the victim.of a great miscarriage of

115
justice. During his tenure as Prime MiniSter Lloyd George indicted

one of his Cabinet members, Edwin Montagu, a Jew, for being "rattled"

by anything and unable to grapple with problems, "as was the manner of

to
his race,” when under stressful circumstances. Arnold White, who in

the Preface to his book The Modern Jew described Dreyfus as ”a hero and

a.man who adds one more name to the long line of Jewish worthies whose

annals adorn the history of the race,”h7 was one of the most vocal anti-

Semitss; in Britain. He argued that Jews could not be absorbed. So-

cialist leader H. N. Hyndman supported Dreyfus, but decried the behavior

of the "capitalist Jew.” He articulated his anti-Semitic views in the

Social Democratic Federation's publication, Justice. L. J. Maxse, who

published in National Review some of the most vitriolic criticisms of

Drumontis anti-Semitic pratings, in 1902 invited the ”Rabbi of anti-

Semitism" to publish an article on the history of the Jews in France.

Only two years before the Affaire captured the attention of Maxse, he
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opened his journal to ”A Quarterly Reviewer” who accused the Jews of

leading Eiropeans to ruin and decadence by encouraging an epirucean

life-style. They were, in the writer's opinion, a menace to Christian

civilization. The anti-Semitic articles in National Review reflected

the outlook of the editor. In fact, Maxse was one of Britain's most

vocal critics of the influence of Jews, particularly those from Germany,

in British society. He criticized Prince Edward's relationships with

Jews like the future king's friend and financial counsel, Sir Ernest

ha
Cassel. Finally, Wesleyan clergyman Hugh Price Hughes, who heaped

abuse on the Rennes verdict, was one of the many in Britain who sharply

opposed the influx of Russian and Eastern Eiropean Jews who swelled the

population of Anglo-Jewry and undermined the position of British working

men at the end of the century.

The anti-Semitic sentiment of these individuals was not unique

within British society. The ideas expressed by each of the five men

were symptomatic of currents of opinion which grew during the late-

nineteenth century. There were some, like H. S. Chamberlain, who in-

cluded anti-Sanitism as part of his pan-German gospel. In 1899, White

wrote that British anti-Senitism was upalpably on the increase.” The _,

traditional British "practical toleration” and "equality before the law

was beginning to give war" to pressures exerted by a small but "avowedly

anti-3 mitic element in English society." There were "no grounds for

anticipating any diminution in the intensity of repugnance displayed"

against the Jews.h9 The discussion which led, to the Aliens Act of 1905

illustrates White's point. This Act, which restricted the flow of

immigrants into Britain, was the culmination of efforts of those who

protested the dumping of "poor ragged, diseased . . . human rubbish"
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in its “worst form“ on “hospitable [English] shores.”50 Critics of

unrestricted immigration wanted the "surplusage of Russian and Polish

51
slums” denied entry into Britain. At the Zionist Congress at Basle in

1898, Max Nordau cemented on ”symptoms of anti-Semitism in England“ as

expressed by the desire for an Alien Immigration 85.11.52 Gladstonian

traditionalists, who viewed free entry into England as a part of Free

Trade, objected to such action as "very un-Ehglish."53 Objections were

of no avail. In 1905, just one year before the final acquittal of

Dreyfus in France, the British government passed the Aliens Act. While

this legislation was not aimed exclusively at immigrant Jews, it cer-

tainly was perceived by many European Jews as anti-Jewish.

British anti-Semitism received further impulse from the Boer

War. In time of war, patriotism and loyalty to nation were regarded as

not only virtuous but mandatory. Jewish immigrants were especially

suspect since many failed to adopt British nationality. Anti-Semites

seldom acknowledged that this was directly related to the prohibitive

5 fee for naturalization. They further criticized the Jews for aspiring

to found a Jewish homeland. By the turn of the century, the Zionist

movement had achieved some popularity in Britain, and the old epithet of

"man without a country” was commonly applied to the Jew. Also popular

was the unsubstantiated charge that British Jews shirked their responsi-

bility to defend the Empire by fighting in South Africa.

At a somewhat different level, the writings of J. A. Hobson and

others gave rise to the notion that the British were fighting a "Jewish

war.“ According to theory, the war was being waged for the benefit of

Uitlandera, commonly perceived as "Jewish" capitalists and international

Jewish financiers who controlled South African gold and diamond fields,

(1'
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the dynamite monopoly, the stock exchange, banking, the liquor trade,

and the Johannesburg press. A popular euphemism for Johannesburg

became ”Jewhannesburg." Hobson and others argued that popular jingo

sentiment was the product of an international Jewish syndicate which

controlled the ”Jewish Press" in Britain. The financial power wielded

by Jewish international capitalism supposedly enabled this conspiracy to

succeed. This theory was accepted by many in Radical, Labour, and so-

cialist circles. Moreover, as anti-Semitism had been politicized by the

Affaire, so it was in Britain when Liberals labeled Liberal-Imperialists

and the Conservative administration as the dupes of Jewish financiers.

While it is true that anti-Semitism.was ”never a vehicle for’political

success" in Britain or France, it is equally true that the British, just

like the French, could fall victim to fables about an international

Jewish Syndicate which worked to undermine the national interests.Sh

Arguments like these illustrates the concepts which

contemporaries had about race. During the years of the Affaire, racial

distinctions were made not only between the British and the Jews but also

between the British and the French. In 182h, Leopold von Ranks published

his History of the Latin and Teutonic Nations. Many nineteenth century

observers made this distinction between the Latin and the Teuton in

discussions about "immutable” racial traits and national character. Some

British commentators believed that there were qualities which were

inherently French and others which were uniquely British. One of the

most interesting revelations shown in the British commentary on the

Affaire is the analysis, or better stated, caricature, of the French

national character. Many observers hailed the Affaire as irrefutable

evidence that the French nation was decadent and on the road to national
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oblivion. This notion of "Latin decadance" was in keeping with the

racialist argument which gained popularity among some, both in and out-

side of France. The plethora of military and diplomatic setbacks suf-

fered by France during the nineteenth century seemed convincing proof

of this belief. According to the theory, France, along with Spain and

Italy, were old, senile, exhausted and declining nations. They were

unable to adapt to modern times. Historian Koenraad W. Swart wrote,

"The entire Latin world, it seemed . . . was no longer able to compete

with the more enterprising and superiorly organized nations of Northern

Europe and the United States and was therefore doomed to decadence."

In.particular, foreign observers were ”outspoken in proclaiming the

definitive end of the period of French political and cultural .

mm.n55

The Affaire seemed to many British observers a very strong proof

that the French people were on the decline. In Blackwood's, a contrib-

hlt’of' wrote that "her [French] civilisation is shown to be a mere

external skin, veneering a body corrupt, decaying, and ready to perish."56

The week prior to the Rennes verdict, a cartoon appeared in nggh entitled

”The Degenerates." Five members of the French General Staff were per--

trayed huddling over a table discussing the secret dossier. In the

background, the ghost of Napoleon Bonaparte observed. "Le Petit Corporal"

mused, nV'ive L'armée! Yes! But it was not with generals like you that

I won.my campaigns!” Winston Churchill expressed the sentiments of some

when, in a letter to his mother in August 1899, he wrote:

The developments of the Dreyfus case are wonderful. Never since

gladiatorial combats were abolished has the world witnessed such a

dramaedwith real flesh and blood for properties. What a vile nation

the Epench are. Nature must vindicate herself by letting them.die

out.
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Not everyone anticipated the extinction of the French race, but

it was commonplace to find British commentators descending to what one

Francophile contemporary, Sir Thomas Barclay, called "language about

France and the French which was quite unworthy of British intelligence."58

Russell observed this tendency while attending the second trial in

Rennes. British commentators maladroitly "extended to the French nation

as a whole . . . the charge of a general decadence of moral tone and

sense.”59 According to some hyper-critical observers, the Affaire

revealed ”the repulsive spectacle of an entire people."60 It was the

unfortuante habit of some to indict the French people for what actually

was the responsibility of a few politicians, generals, and clergymen,

and the mob which was inspired by railing, foul-mouthed journalists

writing in the French anti-Semitic press.

Perhaps the most extreme charges made were those couched in

terms of race. At the end of the century, there were people who believed

thdia genetic difference existed between the French and the British.

The British Ambassador to France, Sir Edmund Monson spoke of a "'racial'

difference" between the two peoples which was “not easily gotten over.“

Spectator wrote, "The fundamental characteristics of a nation are never

obliterated. They'mey be modified in the course of ages, but they are

never destroyed. That is the thought which instinctively comes to mind

when one reads about the Dreyfus case." The Affaire was rooted not only

in ”the Elropean situation, a but in the "character of the [French]

people." Spectator, above all other organs of the British press, led

the way with this argument of racial determinism. Something inherent

in the race made French history "a long series of surprises." The
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unexpected—for example, the St. Bartholomew's Day massacre or the

revocation of the Edict of Nantes—was the norm in France.61

Spectator was not alone in eaqaressing such views. InM

Review, Conybeare declared:

Every few years the [French] race seems destined to pass under some

sudden and sweeping eclipse of conscience and reason. It is not a

few individuals that are then swept off their feet by the current

of folly and false sentiment, but the whole nation. In every such

access of madness, the educated classes (with a few brilliant

exceptions) the very people who should guide and control the masses

. . . put themselves at the head and march straight for the parti-

cular abyss which yarns befbre them. How many paroxysms have we not

witnessedéin French history, fraught with disaster moral and

material?

Others believed that events in France illustrated the Frenchman's natural

instability. D. C. Murray described the Affaire as "a sort of fever of

epigram.“ In Saturdg Review, one journalist described the Dreyfus

scandal as a ”tempest of unreason" which presented "a spectacle of

hysterical instability, of lack of self-control and lack of self-

respect which are difficult to discuss without running the risk of a

charge of exaggeration. "63 One thoughtful. contributor to Contflorgy

mhighlighted the iromr of the Affaire and the changefulness of the

French by asserting that in only a matter of years, revision would be

achieved, and in response, it would become most difficult to find a

Frenchman who claimed ever to have been an anti-Dreyfusard. In fact, the

French would wonder why it had been so difficult to obtain revision over

such a flagrant violation of justice. fiectator sarcastically speculated

that Rochefort, the hero of the day, might easily exchange places with

Urbain Gohier, the unpopular author of a book which strongly criticized

the military system in contemporary France. These "sudden changes "

bemused foreign observers and tempted some to adopt the "hypothesis that
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the psychological substratum of the French character is a combination

of dramatic and forensic talent with hysteria," and "that the true

embodiment of the type . . . is a gifted neurasthenic actress turned

special pleader."6h

During the Affaire, Spectator adopted an editorial policy to

explain events in terms of two allegedly immutable traits, "foibles or

peculiarities in the French character which differentiate it from that

of the Englishman": Suspicion and vanity. According to this publica-

tion, Hpreternatural" or abnormal suspicion dictated the course of

French history. According to Spectator, it reached its apogee during the

Affairs, and was produced by deep-seated racial factors and national

evolution. While one contributor to Spectator admitted that "it is not

easy to trace its lines of growth," the racial differences between

Teuton and Celt played a significant role in fostering the growth of

a suspicious nature. Part of the Teutonic character was what the Germans

called gemfithlich, or a deep feeling expressed through loyalty and

comradeship. The Celtic tribes "developed ppppgp, clear analytical in-

telligence, more powerful to dissolve than to construct."

This trait of suspicion was held responsible for introducing ,

confusion into French affairs from.the seventeenth century to the time

of the Affaire. It was part of the Frenchman's amour ppppre. This

suspiciousness was "almost unreasoning and sometimes even absurd."

It made the victim.“absolutely impenetrable to reason." Unlike the

Englishman, who could control suspicion and refused to "gratify it by

injuring others," the French often surrendered to passion and emotion.

The Englishman performed his duty, perhaps with "sulliness or concealed

indignation," even when it conflicted with his emotional pulls. Passions,
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"almost beyond control of the will," governed the Frenchman. They led

him to blame disasters and misfortunes on treachery, sometimes devised

by foreign enemies, other times plotted by traitors. During the closing

years of the nineteenth century, many Englishmen regarded prodito-mania-

the morbid belief in the omnipotence of traitors-as a fixed feature of

the French ethos.

Englishmen found the allegation that English gold financed the

Dreyfus agitation to be ridiculous. In jest, one journalist taunted the

French for accepting stories of British bribery expended for Dreyfus,

writing that not three Frenchmen in four had "the faintest idea what a

million sterling is." Another found the testimony of one witness most

amusing. The testator claimed that Dreyfus, while on Devil's Island, had

communicated with the outside world by some occult power. That French-

men would give credence to such a charge demonstrated the degree to

which suspicion gripped the mind of France. To illustrate this point,

one journalist quipped that the French, so troubled with nerves, would

believe "an unbroken egg has been poisoned. . . . [Tjheir imaginations

begin to work and they see men as trees walking.” He sarcastically wrote

that the Englishman who was ”told something outside the range of his .

experience, as a rule stolidly disbelieves it, and . . . refuses to make

it a basis of action." His counterpart in France not only believes but

"imagines a thousand monstrous thing which might be true if only the

bases on which he builds them were not inventions."

In a letter to the editor of Spectator, Admiral Frederick Maxse,

a frequent contributor to National Review, described the French as "the

most credulous [people] in the world." For this reason, their "yellow
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should not be surprised to learn that "all France was in a turmoil from

a belief" that France was endangered by "an impending invasion by the

people of the Isle of Man." What Maxse did not know was that during the

Boer fiar Harmsworth's Daily Mail, the most noteworthy organ of Yellow

journalism in Britain, would sell more papers each day than Drumont did

during the Affaire.

One writer claimed that the Picquart Affaire engendered a mood

"of angry distrust of all men, of disposition to believe all evils

possible." It precipitated nakind of welter of rage, suspicion, and

terror such as we have hardly seen in France since the worst days of

the Revolution." It was the same tamper which generated the Terror of

September 1792.

Terror rather than hate was "the dominant factor" which sustained

the Affaire. Notwithstanding the demonstration of French bravery on I

many battlefields, French history demonstrated that in this state, the

Frenchman did not act "foolishly or even cruelly," but wanted to kill.

Unless he did, his enemy, so often unseen and only vaguely defined, would

surely kill him first. Journalists like Drumont capitalized on this fear

by crying "death to the Jew." §pectator argued that during the Terror

in revolutionary France, few men really wanted the aristocrat to go to

the guillotine. In fact, most pitied them, but the Frenchman was told

triunless they died he himself and‘hll he cared for would most certain-

1y be destroyed.” This left the people little alternative. Terror was

not unique to the Revolution. Throughout the nineteenth century, France

was plunged ”into a sort of delirium” by the belief that France was

betrayed-betrayed to the "foreigner, to the Jews, to England, to the

Bourbons, to the Socialists, to the Devil, and the whole people."



1S1

Dreyfus symbolized a "vague danger which no one can exactly describe,

but which everyone feels . . . To an excitable people nothing is so

alarming as an unknown terror.” It exacerbated the fear of espionage

and betrayal, the anfiety that some letter in cipher form would be

delivered to the enemy. Once this misdeed was done, Franch cannons

would misfire, and the Arum would be impotent. This was “the temper in

which the whole Dreyfus affair" was conducted. This explained the public

appeal of speeches by Dérouléde and others like him. One journalist

wrote that the text of such oratory "reads to Englishmen like raving,

but . . . [is] enthusiastically applauded." The willingness of the crowd

to follow a strong lead from the anti-Dreyfusards was confirmation to

many British observers that fiance was "a power with feminine impulses

and a man's strength." Her feminine qualities of mind contributed to

the second major 'foible which gectator claimed was inherent within the

French: vanity.

The French were a good-honored race so long as their @933

mwas not wounded. If this occurred, they, "like the rest of the

Celts," became "the most vindictive of mankind." This explained the

relentless drive for vengeance which the Frenchman often made wimeven

he believed he had been snubbed or belittled. It also explained the

tolerance allowed for duels in France, and the tolerance of French juries

"for the use of the revolver whenever the quarrel has arisen from sexual

offence or suspicion."

Ambassador Monson described the French as "less thick-skinned

than ourselves.” Regarding the Affaire, the anti-Dreyfusards and members

of the General Staff believed that revision andacquittal of Dreyfus

would puncture their amour propre. Like a woman in fear of having her
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vanity pierced, they would stop at nothing to gain satisfaction, to foil

the aims of the Dreyfusards. While the journalists ofMwere

no critics of self-respect, or "the wish to be reputable in one's own

eyes," they decried the blending of self-respect with personal vanity

and “a passion for self-advertisement.“ This mixture made the Frenchman

discontent “unless his personality looms as large in the eyes of others

as in his own.” His histrionic tendencies made him long for the applause

of his fellows. If he failed to receive what he deemed the appropriate

accolades, he felt slighted, much as the actor was startled and upset by

hisses from an audience. Indeed, during the Revolution, the most blood-

thirsty members of the Committee for Public Safety were "actors who had

been hissed.” When others were not impressed, the Frenchman took it as

a "slap in the face, an insult producing not only pain but nearly un-

bearable disappointment.”

In an analysis of the rowdiness which accompanied the Zola trial,

one journalist observed that the Englishman only loses his reserve and

betrays his vanity when ”a little drunk or a little mad. " Unlike the

Frenchman, he would not actively seek the syrrpathy of others. §pectator

wrote :

Where the Frenchman would weep, the Englishman is gloomily sad or

sullen. Where the Henchman is wild with fury, the Englishman is

only pale and polite, or, it may be, bitterly sarcastic. Where the

Frenchman relieves his feelings with torrents of words, the English-

man curses inaudibly, or is stonily silent even to himself. . . .

The mglisknnan would like to boast like a Southerner, but he cannot

do it; he is ashamed of himself if he does it, as he would be if,

being in the wrong, he wept and implored his friend or mistress to

grant him pardon for his error.

The Englishman did, however, have a vanity peculiar to himself. It

often appeared as a '"pride that apes humility, "‘ which was viewed by

the Frenchman as "either illogical or ineffective." One journalist
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decried Zola's historionics at his trial. His magniloquent dramatics

were but another manifestation of French vanity and self-glorification

which betrayed an inner weakness and self-distrust.65

gectator argues that the Frenchman was a "born actor" always

desirous of self-assertion. The world was his stage. In "self-laudation, "

he cried out, "'You shall admire me. See how great I am."I Although

he did not believe in "peacocking," he invariably did it when under

provocation. His vanity led him to believe "that the eyes of the world

are upon him" and "he cares mightily for the opinion expressed in those

eyes. " Unfortunately, the self-glorifying Frenchman was actually a vain

and ”self-distrustful human being, who builds his life on the theory

that he needs to be protected at every turn." This underlying in-

security conditioned the French to be especially sensitive to criticism

which came from abroad. The Frenchman would "challenge a foreigner for

criticism which he will utter himself without a thought of offence. "66

If there were some few Frenchmen in the 18903 who conformed to

the unflattering descriptions sketched by §pectator, the caricatures

which abounded in this publication were in many respects gross distor-

tions. §pectator largely failed to recognize the diversity of the French

people. It often assumed that the attributes it perceived in the anti-

Smites and anti-Dreyfusards were characteristic of almost all who were

born in France. In the first place, the French, like the British, were

diverse ethnically. This fact alone exploded racial arguments about

inherited suspiciousness and vanity. Moreover, there were many French-

men who relentlessly supported Dreyfus in the face of determined oppo-

sition. A contributor to The Economist smnmarized nicely by writing

that France still contained 38 million "unumfllw competent people . . .
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Collectively France is a courageous nation," even if the Affaire

demonstrated that the individual Frenchman showed "little disposition

to stand up for a principle against all opposition."67 The caricature

which some British journalists sketched of the Frenchman was often intend-

ed to be comparative. When.presented with the opportunity, these ob-

servers contrasted.positive character traits which were labeled as

British with unflattering character traits supposedly French. The

comparative quality of their comments reflects the high self-image which

these journalists had of themselves and of the British people. It

testifies to the strength of the belief in Anglo-Saxon superiority.

Writing in Fortnightly Review, Godfernaux reminded British readers

that the influences of Britain and.France upon one another historically

had been reciprocal. He believed that the French spirit of independence,

free examination, individual liberty, revolution, and science was an

inheritance "from the north."68 By the same token, the British owed a

debt to France for her contributions to the civilized world in art,

literature, thought, emotion, and the realm.of ideas.

Citing John.MOrely's study of Ehance, a contributor to

Eggtminster Review’maintained that this nation had done more than any *

other "for human liberty." The fruits of the Great Revolution of 1789

benefited both England and America, and, as the nation which had pro-

duced Rousseau, Mirabeau, and Danton, deserved "the admiration of all

truly liberal minds.“ If a.miscarriage of justice demonstrated the less

attractive side of life in France, it was impossible to deny the mam

bravery, and.humanitarianism of this people.69 The world owed a debt

of gratitude to the French for this heritage of liberty. The indictment
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of a nation for the actions of only a portion of the population seemed

a serious misjudgment on the part of the British.

Proclamations of French decadence and decline proved premature

as the twentieth century progressed. Far from.dropping to the rank of

a second-rate power, France, with the aid of the entente powers, remained

strong enough to withstand the German onslaught during world war I.

More significantly, the British found her reliable enough to conclude

the Anglo-French Entente in 190k. Not surprisingly, the British press

dropped the racial caricatures of the French as the signing of the

Entente drew near.

The British, who were by no means immune to the anti-Semitbc

currents of opinion which swelled at the end of the century, also tended

to misread the significance of anti-Semitism in France. While anti-

Jewish sentiment in France reached what was probably an all-time high

during the 18903, the more vehement British critics failed to see the

anti-Semitic movement in.perspective. It was not as important within the

scheme of French history as these observers thought. Rather it was an

urban, Parisian phenomenon which largely failed to affect the people in

the provinces. And, as it did following world war II, anti-Semitism

became unfashionable after the trial at Rennes. There was some anti-

Semitic sentiment in the French Army, but this played a rather minor role

in terms of the soldiers' attitude toward Dreyfus. Their main concerns

were the national security of France and the honor of the Army. The

Church, as a whole, was more anti-Semitic than the Army, but even

Catholic clergymen who supported anti-Semitism usually were not the

ghoulish Jewhhaters that some of the more excitable British journalists

believed them.to be. Whether or not British journalists believed that
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the Church was a key fomenter of anti-Semitism, the Catholic concern

with the Affaire gave rise to another kind of critical comment. In

this analysis, one finds abundance of contemporary views about the role

of Catholicism in the Affaire, and more importantly, the role which

contemporaries believed religion should play in a free and democratic

society and a progressive, enlightened, civilized world.



CHAPTER IV

SPIRITUAL PARAGON OR STRUGGLING TEMPORAL KINGDOM:

WHO BELLE! PULLED THE STRINGS?

Erjn no history of the Dreyfus case I pointed to

t[the Jesuit Order] as a nainspring of the

affair. Frederick C. Conybeare, "me Dreyfus

Affairs, 11 Caso Dreyfus; or, the Jesuit View.“

National Reviegharch 1899, p. 1hO.

Boisdeffre, the Chief of the fit. t or whose

guide, philosopher, and fri , very director

of whose conscience, has ever been the Jesuit, Pére

du Lac, head of the military school in the Rue des

Postes, was himself the centre and organizer of

this conspiracy. He pulled the strings.

Frederick C. Cowheare, 'General de Boisdeffre?‘

Natiog Revigg, April 1899, pp. 3214-5.

We are only maintaining against Mr. Cowbeare's

misrepresentations, that there are no traces in

that Jesuit magazine [ Civilta ] of am bitter and

violent spirit. . . . We it 'the Hyena of

the Vatican, ' but he must look elsewhere and

nearer hone for his hyenas if he wants than.

Sonepeoplemightfindadeal of thelmenainhis

own style of writing and invective. S. F. Smith,

'Mr. Cowbeare Again."m April 1899, p. 1:12.

This chapter will focus on the British omentary about the

Catholic Church and its relationship to the Affaire. The analysis in

the press was shaped by two powerful forces in British history: anti-

Catholicism and liberalism. The first force had its origin in the

Henry VIII's revolt from Rome in the sixteenth century. The king assumed

the role of head of the Church of England and representative of the

British people to God. In spite of periodic efforts to bring England

157
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back into the Roman Catholic fold, the Church of England maimed

separate except for a brief period under Mary Tudor. Catholicism took

on strong negative political connotations in the late-seventeenth

century when the nae Jacobite becale a term of opprebrium. It beans

associated with concepts of the divine right of kings and autocratic

rule which were believed by new in Britain to be obstacles to political

and social progress. Walpole and the Hhigs politicized the issue in the

eighteenth century by labeling the Tories as treasonous Jacobites. While

the political implications of Catholicism were essentially impotent by

the late-nineteenth century, and British Catholics enjoyed freedom of

religion, an anti-Catholic bias remained. As one modern commentator on

Angie-French relations, Rene Albrecht-Carrie, has written, 'the non-

conformist conscience flourished in England and left a powerful imprint

upon her development and her people."1 Both secular and religious

publications in Britain almost invariably analysed the Affaire from a

point of view which was critical of Catholicism. The Catholic Church

was seen as a competitor by the leaders of other Christian. denominations.

This was especially so at the end of the century, when a Catholic revi-

val of sorts was taking place in Britain. no growth of Anglo-Catholicism

made British churchmen especially sensitive to an effort by the Catholic

Church to assert its influence. Some observers perceived the Affaire as

an attempt by the Church to obtain greater influence and power than it

possessed.

Secular publications were not as concerned with the purely

religious issues as with liberal ones. To new in late-nineteenth

century Britain, Catholicism and liberalism were incompatible. Most

journalists exhibited a healthy respect—some a holy reverence—for the
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main of swaration of Church and State, and freedom of religion. Most

liberals believed that the function of the church in society was or

oughttobeaspiritualratherthantemporalone. ‘Ihechurchwasto

comfort and aid the pour, the weak, the victims of injustice; not meddle

in worldly politics. Maw liberals perceived the Catholic Church as

part of the old conservative order which obstructed liberal progress

toward the realization of these liberal values. Men of liberal minds in

both France and Britain converted the Affaire into a I'contest between the

forces of righteousness and progress on the one hand and those of bigotry

and obscurantian on the other."2 Catholicism represented the last two

qualities. Additionally, haw liberals disliked the control which the

Church exercised over education. Anti-clerical Europeans often critics

cized parochial schools which they believed suppressed freedan of thought

and sxnination, and educational and intellectual freedom. 'Ihey con-

sidered this type of education both illiberal and harmful.

Again, British values, the prism through which the British

viewed the Affaire, distorted perceptions of events in France. Most

British Journalists who took an interest in the religious dimension of

the Affaire not only misinterpreted the involvement of Catholicism, '-

but also falsely accused the Church as a whole. file Religious press

used the Affaire as a bludgeon with which to host its traditional reli-

gious opponent. Sone British clergymen made a rather simple-minded

characterization of Catholics as anti-Dreyfizsards, while they saw free-

thinking Protestants as Dreyfusard to a man. Ham secular publications

also made interpretive errors based on the anti-Catholic bias of journal-

ists: and editors. These men posited links between Catholicism and the

Affairs in two main respects. They charged that the Catholic clergy



160

promoted anti-Semitic attitudes wherever it exercised influence. 'Ihis,

of course, is examined above. As this accusation tells only part of the

truth, so the second charge leveled by journalists proves, under close

scrutim, to be largely false. Several journalists believed that there

existed a clerico-military conspiracy inspired and led by the Church

and desimd to destroy Dreyfus and in the process fell the bird

Republic. According to this second argument, priests encouraged leading

Amy officers to stand firm and maintain the verdict of 1891;. Both the

General and the Priest were partners in crime to overturn the political

institution which had eclipsed religious and military power. Clergymen

believed that the return to a conservative government would increase the

power of the Church.

Indeed, there was good reason in the minds of many Catholics for

the Church to resent Republican rule in France. Since 1789, one of the

central objectives of French republicans had been the reduction of power

enjoyed by Catholicism. Through its influence within the educational

system and the instruction and teachings passed on by priests and teach-

ing orders, the Church had a strong influence upon I'the mind of France."3

Daring the final quarter of the nineteenth century, the role of the I

Church and its influence on public life in France became a frequently

debated issue among Frenchmen interested in politics. Opponents of the

Church often argued that clericalism represented a traditional mentality

which was inimical to modernization and progress. They wanted to limit

the functions of the Church, making it the custodian of spiritual rather

than temporal concerns. French republicans frequently called for the

relaxation of the bonds that linked ”Catholicism in their country with
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the Roman Curia.‘ lhey fostered and encouraged that which made ”the

Church more national and less Roman in spirit." legislation passed

under the goverments of Gambetta and Ferry restricted the power of the

Church. In fact, the loss of influence experienced by French priests

was part of a much larger European phenomenon: the precipitate decline

of religious institutions in general.

During the nineteenth century, organized Christian religion

was on the defensive. There seemed to be a general apathy and indif-

ference toward religious organizations. Although most Diropeans still

considered themselves to be Christians, the dramatic social, political,

and economic changes, not to mention scientific advance, which occurred

during this period made the Church, and its doctrine and faith, seem

irrelevant to mew. It was not uncounon for parishoners to reject the

authority which the Church claimed to have over then. In Britain, there

was a noticeable drop in Church attendance. “more was a decline in the

annual number of Anglican clergymen ordained over the last quarter of the

century. Moreover, an increasing number of leading students at Oxford

and Cambridge, who in past years had taken Orders, pursued new and

attractive secular careers. Nonconformists also had trouble recruiting

ministers. In some respects, new secular 'religions" like nationalism

or socialism supplanted Christianity. These quasi-religious doctrines

seemed to be a more suitable guide and creed than that offered by the

Church. Robert Byrnes wrote, 'An age which put its belief in realism,

or in materialimn and positivism, was not only irreligious but also

antireligiousJ'h

Above all other relgious denominations, the Catholic Church

fought against making concessions to her opponents. Catholic clergymen
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diligently worked to make a comeback. One British journalist who

observed the efforts of Catholicism to maintain and retain its influence

wrote 'that revival of clericalism and of priestcraft . . . is one of the

features of the time.” In fact, in the midst of a trend toward secular-

ization a Catholic revival of sorts occurred in Britain simultaneously

with the Affaire in France. At the close of the century, the issue of

'Romanising tendencies“ was as it had been on may occasions in British

history, a matter of concern to leading Mgncan clergymen. The offend-

ing priests, influenced by the Oxford movement, introduced what conserva-

tive Churchmen believed to be ritualistic and ceramnial innovations

which were dangerously close to Roman Catholic practices. Critics of

these changes warned that they would ripen ”into Romanian," lead to the

setting up of confessional boxes, the introduction of liturgy and the

doctrine of transubstantiation, and end in 'sacerdotal domination.u

In addition to these developments, concerned observers warned that

attendance at Catholic Churches was on the increase, that the Jesuits

were infiltrating English universities and gaining influence within

British society. Some, like Sir William Harcourt, who attacked extreme

ritualimn, believed a serious danger existed. Many liberals viewed I.

ritual and the system of obligatory confession as a violation of the

individual's right to moral and spiritual freedom and autonomy.

Those ordained as Anglican clergmen during the 1880s and 1890s

tended to favor varying degrees of ritualism. In 1888, the Church

Association arraigned Dr. Edward King for allowing illegal ritualistic

practices in worship services. Four years later, a comittee of five

leading bishops remlved the case, ruling that five of the seven illegal

practices of which King was accused were in fact legal. Many churchmen
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considered the ruling "a great victory for the ritualists." While

Archbishop of Caterbury mderick Temple did not believe that the threat

arson-anion was serious, many within the "church-going laity" were con-

cerned with what they perceived as encroachments made by Anglo-

Catholicism.5 Indeed, Leo m1 hoped for union with the Church of

mgland during the nineteenth century. Much to his disappointment, the

anti-Catholic British reaction to the Affaire reduced the chances that

this goal would be achieved. In a conversation with Vincent Bailly,

the editor of La Grog he said:

I had prepared a letter to the Elglish on the question of union.

BecauseofLaCroithadtostopit. . . . Ihadaletterfrom

Cardinal Velma morning sewing that the eager over Dreyfus

hassuspendedallquestionofareturntohome.

‘Ihe controversy over ritualism and the perceived growth in

influence of Anglo-Catholicism conditioned British non-Catholics to use

the Affaire as an opportunity to criticize the Catholic Church. In

W: Greenwood argued that there was a relationship between the

leanings of certain Anglican clergymen toward Catholcism and the Affaire.

He urged his readers to learn a lesson from the machinations of the

"Babylonish Woman" and the "wind of suspicion that blows about the French

priesthood." 'Ihose who worshipped in the Romanized Anglican churches

would find ritual "less commendable after three months' reading of the

news-letters from France." Greenwood suspected that "Romanising in-

truders" were encouraged by the "lessons from la France cgozante."7

Conybeare argued that it was "the secular policy of the Vatican

to strengthen and consolidate the power and authority of its priests by

fair means or foul in France or elsewhere. " He and others insisted that

Catholic leaders used the Affaire as an opportunity to push for reaction
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and the reinstitution of the Church as a dominating force in both

secular and tauporal matters. This gave Conybeare the confidence to

identify the priests as the "string-pullers" who operated behind the

scenes, carefully managing the Affaire, insuring that Dreyfus would

remain on Devil's Island. He laid the "chief blame" for the Affaire on

the Church,8 which had transported France "back into the moral atmos-

phere of the Borgias."9 Although Greenwood did not go so far as

Cowbeare in labeling Catholic officials as the directing force, be also

conde the "decivilising work of the clericals" who showed "a burning

animus against Dreyfus from first to last." he priests were to blame

for the blinding of the eyes and poisoning of the "minds of the people."

Moreover, the Jesuit schools sowed the seeds which produced the "trick-

ery of the generals and the dishonesty of the judges. .10 'me relation-

ship between Church and Army was one which several British journalists

explored in detail. .

923E222! Review surpassed all British publications in

concentrating on the supposed "union of clericalism and militarism."

The alliance between "the sword and the cross. . . . [explained] the

religious aspect which the Dreyfus affair" assumed. In this partner-'-

ship, theChurchwasfirstmnongequals. ‘L’neArwwas a"clerical

agency" in which -[t]hoee men in laced coats, who are caressed in word

anddeed, aretobetrainedintoobedierrtinstrmnents." There‘ligious

orders of the Church made officers into "her own creatures" by encourag-

irg prauising candidates, especially those from aristocratic families,

to enter the military colleages. Both Doruinicans and Jesuits provided

tutoring services to prepare young students to take entrance examinations.

In National Review Conybeare, citing several specific examples, claimed
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that Jesuits had frequently been convicted of providing their protégés

with copies of test questions in advance of examinations. According to

these journalists, the Church guaranteed itself a powerful voice in the

high echelons of the Army by flooding the military service with loyal

Catholic officers. The Army was predominantly and dogmatically Catholic.

The Jesuits intended that this remain the case, and encouraged their

former students to bound Jews out of the military service. Tue Affaire

afforded an emcellent opportunity for this, and between 189).; and 1900,

marry Jewish officers quit the m." In contrast, the British use,

according to Captain Philip C. W. Trevor, exhibited a "spirit of reli-

gious toleration" unsurpassed by any "community in the world. "12

Moreover, the British Army was not motivated by any goals of

revising domestic political institutions. Contemporary Review insisted

that the "worship of the army and the doctrine of the infallibility of

its leaders . . . [were] clever moves made by Clericalism for the

purpose of seizing la République." It was the intention of Church

officials to tear down the Republic and replace it with a monarch or

dictator who would submit to Church directives. his goal accounted

for the Jesuits' "state of chronic conspiracy" against liberal French ‘

institutions and civil society. the Vatican denied responsibility for

the machinations against the Republic, but there were British observers

who argued that the papacy supported Jesuit intrigue and carefully

designed plans when the goals di‘those actions suited the purpose and

real, rather than stated, desires of the Church hierarchy."3

An editorial in National Review declared, "If the Vatican

continues to sacrifice everything to politics, the time must inevitably
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come when English Roman Catholics will have to choose between two

incompatible allegiances."1h In fact, there were several British journa-

lists who expressed concern over the efforts of Catholic officials to

regain a position of leverage in worldly politics. In the opinion of

some British commentators, the Church had abandoned its spiritual respon-

sibilities and gone whoring after temporal power. Flirtations with

European govermnents and political intriguing were common pursuits of

the Church during the late-nineteenth century. ‘nre papacy's involvement

in political issues reflected its desire for some form of union between

civil and spiritual powers. Church officials wanted to turn the clock

back to an age when the Vatican enjoyed alliances with political leaders

of Europe. In all this, sane believed that Catholic policy was both

anti-English and a menace to progress and civilization. They perceived

papal policy as a reaction to the efforts of Palmerston and Gladstone

to encourage Italian unification which, of course, occurred at the

expense of the Church's temporal power and political influence. One

of the most important organs of papal opinion, Observatore Romano, in

the fall of 1899 even argued that British leaders, fearing the growth

of Catholicism at home, engineered Italian unification in hopes of '1

diminishing both the temporal and spiritual influence of the papacy.

Several British journalists claimed that the Church's quest for worldly

power directly related to the position taken by Catholics regarding

Dreyfua.

Lamenting the anti-Dreyfusard posture of the Church, gectator

wrote:

She is a spiritual force or nothing, and no spiritual force having

its origin in Christianity can approve the Dreyfus verdict, or

tolerate placidly a nulrderous attack on the Jews which does not even
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pretend to have conversion for its end . . . we may deeply regret

that the present Pope has not been able to free himself from certain

political influences, and strike out a bolder and more essentially

religious course of action for the papacy.

In its "earthy spirit," the Church pursued tauporal rather than

spiritual goals, refusing to become "a great spiritual force in the

world." Although support of Dreyfus might have cost the pope tmuporary

loss of popularity in France, it would have absolved the Church from the

sins of abandoning its "spiritual functions" and refusal to accept the

separation of Church and State. Apparently, the papacy, hoping to under-

mine the Italian government, gave tacit support to Italy's "arch-enemy"

France. gectator predicted that the absence of the appropriate spir-

itual leadership by the Catholic Church would strengthen the influence

of the Anglican Church over the English-speaking peoples."5

There were some Catholics who wished that the French Army would

revolt. "Some sections of the clergy had undoubtedly played a divisive,

when not subversive role." The Assurmptionists disapproved of Leo HII's

Raillement—the papal Encyclical of 1892 urging French Catholics to

recognize and reconcile themselves to the Third Republic. They had a

genuine hate for the Republic. They were anxious to place "Catholic,

interests in the forefront" and restore the Church to the power it had

enjoyed in earlier centuries. It is imprudent, however, to generalize

basedonasinglegroupwithintheChurch. Evenifallpriestswere

anti-Dreyfusard, which they were not, there were many lay members, though

probably not a majority, in the Church who supported Dreyfus. One of the

most notable examples was journalist S. F. Corn’ely, who wrote in both

British and French publications. Lancran deBréon, one of the two judges

at Rennes who voted not guilty, was devoutly religious. The Archbishop
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of Paris, Cardinal Richard, refused to l'lend his prestige" to the

anti-Dreyfusard cause when a group of university professors invited him

todoso. Hearguedthat "itwasnotthedutyoftheChurchtointer—

fere." More importantly, the pope had no desire to encourage a military

coup. At the Vatican, Dreyfus was of relatively minor importance com-

pared to the concern about the "doctrinal warfare which raged during

these years throughout the whole Catholic Church. "16 After the loss of

papal territory in 1870, the papacy also had a keen interest in securing

international respect. me occupation of Rome "deprived the papacy of

its last vestige of temporal power," and in the mind of the popes,

eliminated their "geographical independence. ' Sovereignty over Rome

allowed the papacy to retain "moral independence" and to "rule the

Universal Church without being accused of subservience to any particular

country." When Ieo m1 realized that Gemary would not "rescue Rome

from the hands of Italian usurpers" be pinned his hopes on fiance. He

wanted to emloit the ill-will between France and Italy. ‘Jllese two

nations were locked in a trade war at the end of the century, and the

French government also resented the entrance of Italy into the Triple .

Alliance. mile Leo XIII hoped for a clericalized Third Republic, his

main concern was the acquisition of moral independence gained by libera-

tion frm the Italian government.17 He was not eager to see the French

Anny overturn the Republic.

leading British Catholics recognized the fallacies found in the

arguments of their Dreyfusard, anti-Catholic countrymen. Most British

Catholics kept a low profile, preferring not to cement extensively.

Only three articles about the Affaire appeared in the Catholic

publication Month. All of these were defensive in nature, rebutting
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the accusations made primarily by Conybeare. Wars was "in fact,

. . . a sort of Drumont in the opposite camp."

In defense of the Church, S. F. Smith, the editor ofM

provided British readers with an alternate view. Addressing those who

argued that the Army was a clerico-military extension of the Church,

auith asserted that the "Jesuits are in no way responsible for the

agitation now going on." He reminded his readers that adndssion. to the

War College was based on competitive examination and not religious

affilation. He observed that none of the key members on the General

Staff under Boisdeffre in 18911 were former pupils of Jesuit teachers.

In 1898, only nine or ten officers out of 180 on the General Staff came

from Jesuit schools. Neither were the five past Ministers of War, Billot,

Cavaignac, Zurlinden, Chanoine, and Freycinet, pupils of Jesuit mentors.

saith found charges against Pére du Lac, Boisdeffre's confessor, comple-

tely unfounded. It was preposterous to think that du Lac would exploit

his religious position to influence the actions of Boisdeffre. Equally

preposterous was the charge that a Chief of the General Staff would let

this kind of influence be exercised. Finally, those who posited a

relationship between the Church and the Amy forgot that in the very '

recent past, most young students at the Military College refused to

"make open profession of . . . religion" since such an admission exposed

them to almost unbearable persecution and ridicule. The tolerant spirit

of the late 1890s was a recent development.18

GuyChapmanhas shownthattheChurchlackedthepowertoincite

military revolt. Although French officers usually were the products of

Catholic rather than state schools, "this no more implies that they were

devout than an education at Westminster implies that an mglish boy is
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a classicist or a royalist.a The testimony of Major Ducassé before the

United Court of Cassation dramatically demonstrated the shallow depth

of religious conviction among the officer class. The MaJor described

himself as a “free-thinker” who was ”so little clericalu that he married

a Protestant. To avoid Catholic formalities, the marriage took place in

'a Protestant E33 Most French officers were nominal rather than

practicing Catholics. Chapman concludes that in spite ”of the legends,

clericalism played a. ndnimal part in the promotions. '19

If the charges against Catholics in general and Jesuits in

particular were unfounded, what gave rise to the vehement accusations?

811th argued that they were the product of the controversy in France

over control of education. the attack on the Church was "but an incident

inthecourse ofasustainedpolicy'pursuedbythe enendes ofGod.

Since the 1880s, anti-clericals had made a concerted effort to eliminate

I'Congregational schools'. and make attendance of the state-supported

chée mandatory. ‘mey wanted to replace Catholic education with a

system which placed France before God. In spite of the diligent efforts

to make life difficult for Catholic teachers, the 1890s witnessed a

growing preference on the part of new parents for Catholic schools. "

Sane of these people were practicing Catholics, but others were simply

those who retained a fear of God and genuinely believed that a Christian

education was superior to the education offered by the Lycee. The anti-

clericals observed this I'reILigious reformationa with increasing dismw

and determined to stop its advance by “forcible measures.“ Their goal,

according to anith, was ”repealing wholly'l the Fallon: Laws of 1850,

which prevented the suppression of Catholic schools and granted freedom

of teaching. "Evidently . . . what the anti-clericals required was a
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strong wind to fill their sails, and the prospect of revision of the

Dreyfus trial offered itself to than as Just the thing wanted." By

associating the Jesuits and Catholicism with anti-Semitism am the

condannation of an innocent victim, they hoped to stampede anti-Catholic

legislation through the Chamber and l'inflict another wound on the

Catholic Church and the cause of religious education.‘ Ironically,

their efforts began I'with a protest against proscribing the Jews'I but

ended with 'a call to proscribe the Jesuits."20 The Radical assault

upon Catholicism in the years after Rennes demonstrated the accuracy

of Snith's analysis.

Another British Catholic who defended Rome was the Archbishop

of Hestnunster, Cardinal Herbert Vaughan. In two letters which he wrote

to the Limes, Vaughan vigorously disputed charges of Catholicism's

responsibility for both the Affairs and the recondemnation of Dreyfus.

He argued that Catholics were not the only Frenchmen who were anti-

Dreymsards, and excused the Catholic hierarchy for not taking a more

diligent effort in calling for moderation in a situation complex and

difficult to understand. In the correspondence which followed, "Vera“

and 'V‘idi', otherwise known as Chirol and Steed, sharply criticized '-

Vaughan's logic and blamed the Church for the demoralization of France.

In fact, most British journalists were not‘ impressed by the

argmnents which defended French Catholicism. _Neither were they receptive

to the sweeping charges which laid responsibility for the Affaire ex-

clusively upon the Catholic Church. ‘Ihe Affaire gave rise to several

thoughtful and detailed discussions about freedom of religion and the

function of religion in the contemporary world. Several British ob-

servers believed that religious freedom was at stake. For these
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individuals, the Affaire demonstrated that the Catholic Church intended

to achieve religious unity in France. In spite of the claims made by

Drumont and others-that Frenchmen had no objections to the religious

customs and traditions in the Ghetto-some in Britain argued that the

Church not only sanctioned religious intolerance, but schemed with

goverment leaders to curb the power of both Protestants and Jews. Sane

feared the institution of a.policy or a.civil law which, reminiscent of

Louis XIV's revocation of the Edict of Nantes, would curb religious

freedom. Spectator fretted about the government's ability and desire

to protect religious liberty and.pessimistically reflected, ”we may

yet under a democratic regime see a people extirpated because they are

misbelievers.‘ For’many in Britain, the idea of government support of a

single denomination or religious sect was positively repugnant and ob-

Jectionable. A government which was genuinely “for the people" would not

cater to the dictates of either Protestant or Catholic officials.21

In National Review, Conybeare lambasted Count de Mun for his

claim.that French Catholics exhibited I'respect for other religions than

their own.’ In an effort to evoke the sympathy of British readers,

de Mun included references to Gladstone and Cardinal Manning, former..

head of the Catholic Church in Britain, in his defense of the French

Catholic Church. Conybeare found deiMunis appeal to the "'shades of

Gladstone andManning"I both offensive and preposterous. The late

Cardinal was not a "Jew-baiter.' Rather, he treated British Jews

cordially and publicly'ezpressed dissatisfaction at the Tsar's mistreat-

ment of the Israelitish race. Even more surprising was the "profaning"I

of Gladstone's name. The G. O. M. was the author of a famous pamphlet



173

which 'ezposed Just these vices of modern Catholicism which are so

apparentinthepagesofWga, intheFrenchreligiousand

clerical Press, [and] in the public policy of the Comte de Mun.”

Gladstone condemned the Holy See for its opposition to liberty of the

press, of conscience, of worship, and of speech. He recoiled at the

Roman pontiff's refusal to "cane to terms with progress, liberalism,

and modern civilization. ' " He never retracted the charges brought

against the Catholic Church.22

Several Journalists used the Affaire as an occasion to critique

what they perceived as Catholic illiberalism and to praise what they

believed to be British religious tolerance. These writers made refer-

ences to the freedoms enjoyed by Catholics in contemporary Britain. 'Ihe

persecution of Catholics, which was not unconmon at the beginning of

the century, no longer existed, and the Ranan Church was “not only free

but respected. '23 a. J. Dillon, writing in 00an Review, expressed

this attitude of tolerance in an article contending the 'praiseworthy

aimsII of A. J. Balfour and his effort to establish an Irish Catholic

University. he Conservative politician's 'noble appeal to Protestants

to fling secular religious prejudices to the winds is worthy of a

statesman of the twenty-first century.‘ Sam Review cautioned those

whoblaedtheAffaireontheRomanChurch, reudndingits readersthat

unreasoning anti-Catholicism was no better than anti-Semitism.2h

The Radicals, who secured control of the coalition government

under Waldeck-Rousseau in 1899, surprised British observers who had

praised their defense of Dreyfus. Theodor Zeldin writes, “the claim of

the Dreyfusards, the fight to save Dreyfus was not only a struggle for

individual liberty but a fight against clericalism. Chapman depicts
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the Radicals as opportunists who struck a successful blow against the

Church by throwing their support to the Dreyfusards. The Radicals

reasoned that the Affaire was evidence of a clerico-monarchical plot.

Under both Haldeck-Rousseau and Emile Combos, they attacked the Church

and the religious Orders by proscribing Catholic schools, and enacting

legislation which abolished the Concordant of 1801 and separated Church

and State. Zeldin argues that l'they'set France back thirty years by

this, refusing to let it go forward to the solution of the problems of

the day. '25

In the years immediately prior to the Affaire, many tmonarchists,

both Catholic and agnostic, were tired of supporting lost causes" and

were ready to support conservative Republicans in an effort to block

“leftdwing demands“ for social legislation and a graduated income tax.

France, for the first time since the Commune, seemed ready seriously to

consider the existing social problems. “The Affair and its aftermath,

however, destroyed this situation.” Clerical issues diverted the French

from.social reform as the parliament wandered for seven years “in an

anti-clerical wilderness, where political relationships were forced and

retrogressive.‘ Anti-clerical legislation spawned bitterness and I

sharpened divisions among Frenchmen. It retarded the growth of national

solidarity and alienated moderate Catholic opinion.26 In a somewhat

uncharacteristic defense of Catholicism, Spectator criticized the French

anti-clericals who exploited the after-effects of the Affaire to attack

the Catholic Church. A Bill which denied French Catholics the right of

Association eliminated an educational option.which some French parents

wished to have, and denied the right to worship God after one's own

fashion. Although §pect§tor firmly believed that monastic Associations
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were unscriptural, it decried the Bill as I'hostile not only to religious

liberty, but to the principle of liberty itself. . . . A man does not

cease to be a citizen because he is a monk." The anti-clericals sought

to ”control by law the strictly religious action of another's con- .

science."27 Notwithstanding its concern about the principle of religious

liberty, gectator was one of tie most vehement critics of Catholicism

during the Affaire.

This publication indicted the Church for dereliction of true

Christian duty and the 'doctrines of Christ.” Regardless of the guilt

or innocence of Dreyfus, Catholic leaders should have supported '’the

cause of mercy and truth, to have been on the side of those who place

justice and good faith higher than patriotism and national interest."

Instead of calling for moderation, charity, ' goodwill, and righteousness,

no leading clergyman stepped forward to “defend the innocent or preach

the sacredness of justice." Rather than encouraging a "more Christian

spirit,‘l they did nothing to “calm men's passions" or 'deprecate violent

and inflamatory language,” especially that found in the anti-Semitic and

anti-Protestant prattle in the Catholic and Yellow press. They ignored

the example of Christ who preached the protection of the persona mom '1

352.2 of His dc, the infidel Samaritan. In a ”wicked and absolutely

un-Christian attitude" Church officials fanned the flames of I'pre;)udice,

suspicion, vengeance, cruelty, and hate." gectator argued that Cathol-

icism missed a marvelous opportunity to use the Affairs to "set Chris-'-

tianity above policy" and purify itself before European Protestants.

This failure was especially regrettable since the world was ”hunger-ing

for" some great spiritual power ”to declare in favour of what is right

with utter indifference alike to opinion, to material forces, and to
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consequences."28 Instead, as Chirol wrote, clergymen used the “mantle

of religion . . . as a cloak to cover a propaganda which is itself an

insult to religion.‘I He and many other journalists wondered if the

Catholic Church was degenerate. Based on what they perceived as medi-

eval religious intolerance and inhumane attitudes toward Protestants

and Jews, they suspected this was true.29

If Catholics on the Continent were anti-Dreyfusard, most of their

British brethren adopted a different posture. Perhaps the national

Dreyfusard environnent had greater influence than the Catholic press

and Cardinal Vaughan. Even the editor of 129% who strongly suspected

that Dreyfus was guilty, openly disagreed with Civilta's indictment of

the Jewish people as a race which could not assimilate. If certain

Jews exhibited less than acceptable behavior, this was no reason to

inculpate the entire race. finith asserted his desire to maintain

positive and uplifting relations with the Jews who were his fellow-

countrymen. Opinions expressed by other British Catholics were markedly

Dreyfusard. If letters to the editors of British newspapers were an

accurate barometer of Catholic opinion, then British Catholics were

certainly anxious to dissociate themselves from the Rennes verdict and

anti-Dreyfusism. "Anxious Catholics" wrote to the Expo; expressing their

concern that the Affaire might damage their "credit both as Catholics

and as EhglishmenJBO mtptor published a letter from J. A. Cunning-

ham and his fellows, gectptor admitted that in spite of clerical anti-

Dreyfus agitation on the Continent, ”the English Roman Catholics as a

body have shown a great deal of spiritual independence and of spiritual

sincerity. '31
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The ability of British Catholics to retain their independent

judgment was, according to Conybeare, the product of the national,

political, and social “medimn” in which they lived. As ”English subjects,

trained like the rest of us in self-government, self-reliance, religious

tolerance, and political fair-play,“ they resisted the mania which

afflicted their Continental brethren.32

Man British journalists argued that the Catholic world view

promoted a blind submission to authority which was considered to be

absolute. Since most Frenchmen received education in Catholic schools,

a Catholic outlook or mental attitude was comon to most French citizens.

Not surprisingly, Catholic schools prepared French youth uncritically

to accept Church doctrine. They encouraged medieval intolerance for

unorthodox views. Established sacred cherished beliefs were not to be

questioned.

The Catholics maintained an educational system of intellectual

domination which molded, or according to some British observers, mis-

shaped the consciences of students, and precluded the formation of

independent judgments or opinions. The impoverished inheritance pro-

duced by this system was moral deterioration and the creation of emascu-

lated, docile, and obedient children, often incapable of making decisions

without consulting a confessor or someone in authority. In the gulp,

Steed insisted that a Catholic education produces ”moral cripples for

lifts-33 Chirol, who attended a Catholic school during his youth,

viciously attacked this enviromnent. He claimed that his mentors en-

couraged students to report misbehavior of their fellows, which gave

rise to tale-bearing, intrigue, and outright lying. The headmaster

enjoyed the service of his personal network of spies and informers.
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Peepholes in the walls and floors of the school allowed teachers to

monitor the activities of their students at all times. Chiral argued

thfl’othis system had bred the lies, forgeries, falsehoods, and chi-

canery which created the Affaire. In spite of Cardinal vaughan's

assertions that the Hench Jesuit school he had attended tolerated none

of tteantics cited by Chirol, the m remained an adamant critic of

Catholicism's systmn of education, and involvement in the Affaire.

Hiring the Rennes court-martial, Cardinal Vaughan addressed an

audience in Stockport where he praised the Catholic Church for its op-

position to the "inordinate growth of selfish individualism, which was

substituted in the sixteenth century for old Catholic policy. ' " The

material and moral welfare of Britain required the turning back of the

Reformation and the return of the British to the "spiritual subjection

to the Pope.". On 30 August, the m attacked Vaughan's logic, point-

ing to the chaotic domestic condition of fiance, and the lack of material

progress in Catholic nations Italy, Spain, and Ireland.3h In several

subsequent articles, the 32-223.. explained the anti-Dreyfusard public

mind in France as a product of the Catholic outlook, which valued the

welfare of the State more than the welfare of the individual.

The emphasis Catholic teachers placed on faith and dogma—some

said superstition and false premises—substantiated the doctrine that

the end, be it the glory of God or the maintenance of the honor and

integrity of the Amy, justifies the means. Their illiberal system of

mind control aimed at developing the memory, at training students to

regurgitate information and pass examination. Students were to accept

without question what they were told, rather than exercising their powers

of reason or «minding the truthfulness of what they were taught. Hence,
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they were unable to distinguish truth from error. The lessons learned

in the Catholic school instilled a believing mind within students. Even

among those who later abandoned ritual, doctrine, and the fennel ob-

servance of mass, a lasting impression was made. Catholic education

shaped and famed the outlook of the nation. The Catholic habit of

thought was virtually impossible to eliminate. During the Affaire, even

those who outwardly rejected religion were pro-conditioned whole-heartafly

to support the government and the Amy. This response was not neces-

sarily a malicious one, but what one contributor to Contmom Review

temd “unconscious Machiavellianism. “

In the opinion of several commentators, Catholic education

produced credulity, a remarkable willingness to believe even the most

preposterous tales. One journalist recounted the exploits of Leo Taadl,

who concocted a story about the devil visiting Freemason lodges. During

one of his visitations, Satan supposedly announced the birth of the

grandmother of the anti-Christ. Naturally, she was Jewish. Taxil said

that a Catholic woman nmned Diana Vaughan witnessed this event. She

was praised by Church officials and even received the fennel blessing

of the pope. Much to the chagrin of the Catholic world, in 1896 Tamil

publicly announced that his story was a hoax, and that Diana Vaughan

did not exist. Nevertheless, Catholic France continued to believe

Taxil's practical joke on the Church.

In a letter to the editor of fiectator, A. W. Richardson recalled '

a conversation he had with a Catholic at a tea party. Mchardson asked

how the Catholics explained the Church's ill-will toward the Semites

since Christ was a Jew. He was told that Christ was not Jewish. When

Richardson pressed for an explanation of this point of doctrine, he
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learned that good Catholics were not allowed to discuss such matters.

Instead, they trusted the Abbé who told them what to believe.

Cowbeare cited a letter from a Catholic priest, Abbé Pichot,

to demonstrate the connection between Catholicism and anti-Dreyfusism.

Pichot was one of the few Dreyfusard Catholic clergymen who openly

expressed his convictions. The priest who trained Pichot wrote his

former pupil, sympathizing with his well-known views. Yet, in spite of

the mentor's pangs of conscience, he supported Dreyfus' condemnation,

and refused to state his inner feelings publicly. 35

British journalists often argued that in Protestant nations

citizens were free-thinking individuals, not bound by religious convic-

tions to condom Dreyfus regardless of the lack of evidence against

him. The habit of criticism, self-assertiveness, and self-reliance were

all traits believed to be characteristic of Protestants. These qualities

. led them to judge things according to their own merit. Thus, it one

as no. surprise that Eharopean Protestants tended to support French Drey-

fusards. A contributor to Conflom Review wrote, “To a son of the

Reformation there is no authority which can impose itself on him from

without and silence the voice of his reason and conscience.“ Most French

Catholics considered this outlook as excessive individualism, ua solvent

of all society.“ Some British observers argued that the Huguenots,

skilled in the art of open protest, were the chief advocates of Dreyfus.

Unlike their Catholic countrymen, their Protestant habits of thought

enabled them to perceive truth and call for justice. Respect for

Individual freedoms, which made “life worth living,“ had helped the

British to emerge from the “miasmatic mist" of obscurantism which

blinded French Catholics.36
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French Protestants seem to have been more inclined to support

Dreyfus than were French Catholics. Unfortunately, some British observers

carried this generalization too far and all but argued that religion

determined one's position on the Dreyins case. The Radical assault

upon the Catholic Church certainly must have surprised those who assumed

thd: all Dreyfusards were good Protestants with liberal convictions.

British observers had other illusions about the part French Catholics

played in the Affaire. The tendency to misinterpret the role of the

Church was a product of British attachment to liberal values, Britain's

historical bias against Catholicism, and a perceived growth in the

popularity of Anglo-Catholicism. The cotmnentary on the Affaire showed

a respect for three liberal virtues : freedom of religion, freedom of

thought, and separation of Church and State. Again, we see the impor-

tance of liberal values in late-nineteenth century Britain reflected in

this analysis. To the dismay of liberal British observers, Catholicism,

as they perceived it, stressed the virtues of "blind“ faith, unquestion-

ing and unmerited respect for authority, and the uniqueness of the Roman

Church as the one true religion. The Vatican also supported the concept

of a united Church and State. These “illiberal“ qualities gave some .-

British critics the confidence to conclude that priests were responsible

for a dastardly Clarice-military conspiracy to kill the Third Republic.

Their interpolations were inaccurate. These observers misread tte mean-

ing of the Church's attachment to the old conservative order, and as-

sumed that the entire Church plotted to restore Catholicism to a position

of great temporal power. The pope desired better relations with France

and union with the Church of England, but his chief concern was to win

the fight between the Vatican and the Zuirinal. Ieo XIII rebuked the
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Assunptionists for their strident anti-republican articles in La Croix.

There were a few observers, like S. F. Snith, who exposed the shallow-

ness of the arguments about Church-inspired conspiracies and the power

of the Priest to dictate the actions of the General. These comentators

were in the minority. It was more comfortable for British observers to

believe that French Catholics fit into an illiberal mold, that they were

undritical followers of the priests who instructed them to believe in

Dreyfus' guilt. Like Ives Guyot, they argued, ”this affair proves how

difficult it is for Catholic peoples to adapt themselves to liberal

institutions."37

Those who believed in a Church inspired conspiracy to overturn

the Republic were mistaken. Even if Churchman had wanted to control the

Arm, they lacked the power to do so. To some British journalists, it

was not improbable, however, that Army officers were, on their own,

eager to speed the demise of the Republic. This possibility was the

focal point of a debate within the British press about the likelihood

of a military cpg d'etat inspired and directed by the generals involved

in the Affaire. It also triggered a discussion about the role of the

ndlitary service in a democratic society, and the extent to which the"

Third Republic was democratic and durable.



CHAPTER V

DMOCRACY IN CRISIS, 0R GROWING

PAINS OF A REPUBLIC

. . . the French have found stability, more

complete than any that they have attained to

during the last hundred years, in a government

whose very essence is instability and change.

Pierre de Coubertin, "Contradictions of Modern

France: The Political Paradox.“ Fortni ht

M”,J\me 1898, p. 6770

There is no Republic any more, neither are there

Republicans. . . . France is literally in a state

of smouldering revolution, which at any nment

and in any place may burst into fitful fir and

flame . . . [and] bring about such a rough-and-

ready realisation of political liberty and equal-

ity as has for generations fomed the groundwork

of British institutions. From Cont or Review:

"The Demoralisation of France." March 1g9é, p.-

325; "me Situation in France." July 1899, p. in.

his theory is that some at least of the leading

Generals were in a [ pry-1891;] conspiracy to overthrow

the Republic by means of a coup d'état, that this

conspiracy was discovered and unmasked, and that

the French Army chiefs are now wreaking their ven-

geance on those [Dreyfus and the Dreyfusards] who

have exposed their plot. fiectator, 15 October 1898.

British journalists eaqaressed different ideas about the future

of the Third Republic and the role of the military in the Affaire and in

French society. This chapter will examine these ideas and what they

tell us about British opinion among the political and educated classes at

the end of the century. Regardless of the position which each writer

espoused, their collective comentary offers an insight into some of the

183
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dominant British beliefs about political institutions and democratic

society. It also reveals a.people who were pleased with their own

political development, political stability, and ability to govern.

Articles about the Affaire reflect a belief in the political genius of

the Anglo-Saxon people, and a.pride in British decentralized local

government and the civil freedoms which journalists believed were guaran-

teed to the British. This commentary is rich with.praise for the laissez-

faire ethic which emphasized freedom of the individual from "over-

government.“ This analysis had a comparative quality as well. The

‘Manchester Guardian declared that France was about a century and one

half behind Britain in terms of governmental development.1

Whether they realized it or not, journalists who made such

observations indirectly addressed some of the same issues raised by

contemporary historians in works about British history in general and the

Norman Conquest in particular. Bishop Stubbs, who stimulated interest

in English legal history, also offered his readers a detailed history of

British constitutional development. Stubbs “belonged to the liberal

generation which had seen and assisted in the attainment of electoral

reforms in England and of revolutionary and nationalist movements on the

Continent.” He had studied under

German scholars who saw in the primitive German institutions the

source of all human dignity and of all political independence. He

thought he saw in the development of the English Constitution the

magnificent and unique expansion of these first germs of self-

government, and England was for him.'the messenger of liberty to

the world. '2

Although Stubbs' “hypothetical reconstruction of primitive Germanic

society . . . bore very little relation“ to reality, many in Britain

accepted the existence of popular assemblied and elections, and "free
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and self-governing communities existing from a remote past" among the

Teutonic peoples. Notwithstanding the absence of hard evidence, Stubbs

postulated the existence of incipient democratic English institutions,

and a constitution which early English kings supposedly respected.3

Historians like J. A. Freeman and J. R. Green, included these

ideas in their interpretation of the Nerman.Conquest. In contrast to

those who believed that the Anglo-Saxons were a stagnant, slumbering

people brought to life by the vigorous Normans, they argued that re-

presentative government existed before the Conquest. Freeman believed

that from ”the earliest times till now, England has never been without

a national assembly of some kind.” The Normans “did not very greatly

bring in things which were quite new, but rather strengthened and hast-

ened tendencies which were already at work." The I'Old-English institu-

tions“ remained, in spite of the Latin centralizing and bureaucratizing

tendencies imported by the conquering Normans. William the Conqueror

strengthened the monarchy and caused kingship nto be looked on more and

more as a.possession. . . . Thus the crown became more and.more heredi-

tary and less and less elective." Nevertheless, according to Freeman,

the Nermans failed to make Qmany formal changes in government and ad-"

ministration” and destroyed "no old institutions or offices.”h These

historians created an intellectual context, a perceptual field in which

contemporary journalists lived and wrote. Their work often included

unavowed but highly potent ideas about race, culture, and politics. The

commentary on the Affaire evidenced their influence.

Some pressmen delighted in drawing contrasts between the

stability which contemporary residents of Britain enjoyed during most of

the nineteenth century and the instability which was a.major feature of
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French political life during these same years. Just as the legal

reforms of the 18708 shaped the British analysis of French jurisprudence,

so the progressive democratization of British society produced by reform

bills and acts of 1832, 1867, 1872, and 188145 made British analysts quick

to object to any movement of France toward a monarchical or dictatorial

form of government.

Across the Channel, Dreyfus became an abstraction which

represented the Republic to many British observers. They tied together

the fates of Dreyfus and the Republic and perceived the Affaire as a

testing of political systems, a struggle of republicanism.against the

forces of reaction-the Monarchy, the Church, and the Army. They took

a lively interest in what they perceived as yet another episode in the

war between the unstable Republic and the anti-democratic forces which

threatened its life and the principles of 1789. They were concerned

that counter-revolution might overturn the existing regime. One present-

day historian, Robert F. Byrnes, describes the Affaire as ”the most

serious crisis of modern democratic society faced between“ the United

States Civil war and the rise of Communist and Fascist dictatorships in

Europe during the 1930s.6 To several British commentators, France seemed

to be regressing, abandoning the form of government in which Britain

believed and to which she was committed. The threat of a neo-Napoleonic

regime haunted some who watched French affairs. Some paranoid observers

were simply unable to divorce the memory of Napoleon from their inter-

pretation of the Affairs.

The analysis of the Affaire also reflects a nagging concern

about the growth of illiberal opinion in Britain. British journalists,

who almost always analyzed the Affaire from.a.liberal perspective, used
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the Dreyfus trials as an object lesson about the follies of a highly

centralized system of government, bureaucratization, the restriction of

individual liberties, and conscription. By the end of the century, a

growing number of individuals questioned the effectiveness of laissez-

faire government as a solution to the pressing social and economic

problems of the day. In the provinces, the range of authority exercised

by local officials who directed "squire-archical" government "expanded

considerably.‘I Not only did the degree of local regulation increase,

but slowly, “the central government increased in contribution“ and

gradually ”acquired control over the actions of local authorities"7 as

well as public life in general. A trend toward bureaucratization began

in the 18703 and continued unabated for the rest of the century, dis-

tressing those who recoiled at the thought of eventually adopting an

"un-English' . . . bureaucratic and centralizing approach, modelled in

part upon the French practice."8 These changes ”revolutionised the scope

and role of government.“9 Finally, there was a concerted effort made by

some to reform the War Office and improve the army. These plans fright-

ened those who feared the development of militarism in Britain, Inso-

far as British journalists raised these issues in their articles about

the Affaire, they not only reported events in France, but also made

carefully reasoned, if indirect attempts to confute the critics of

liberalism at home. This defense of liberal values, as well as the

celebration of Britain's constitutionalism, parliamentary government, and

political evolution found expression in the discussion about the impact

of the Affaire on the fate of the Third Republic.

The opinions expressed in British publications can.be divided

into three general categories. The first group took a.more charitable
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view of the French.people and the Third Republic than the other two.

The interpretations of events in France made by journalists in this

group proved to be the most accurate found in the British press. These

writers believed that French republicanism could not be judged by British

standards, and that the peculiarities of each national tradition made

it dangerous to generalize on the basis of what worked in Britain. They

disagreed with those who predicted an inevitable military coup d'état,

and.maintained that the Republic was, in spite of outward appearances,

legitimate and strong. To support their argument, they observed that

the Army refused to revolt when given several auspicious opportunities

to do so. The forces of reaction were moribund. The average Frenchman

was a republican with no interest in counter-revolution or the re-

establishment of monarchical or dictatorial rule. The forces of justice,

progress, and civilization were too great and powerful to be extinguished

by a.momentary resurgence of the old order. Journalists in the first

group predicted that the Republic would endure and that Dreyfus would

be rehabilitated. Both predictions proved accurate.

A second group made vitriolic attacks upon the Third Republic,

claiming that it was and always had been a sham, the facade of republican

government. These journalists wrote lengthy articles about the illiberal

and anti-republican features of French government and society. According

to these writers, no revolution was necessary since the generals already

controlled France. To buttress their arguments, they cited the exis-

tence of the Franco-Russian alliance, and the prescription of liberty

and the right to privacy in France. Moreover, the common man worshipped

the Army which espoused a pronounced anti-republican ethos. Journalists

in this group referred to the Affaire as evidence that militarism and



1.89

conscription were incompatible with liberal ideals. An ”over-developed"

military system not only threatened international peace but also restrict-

ed domestic economic development. NOtwithstanding these criticisms,

these journalists expected the coming of better things. Like those in

the first group, they looked to the future with optimism, believing that

progress and the grwoth of liberal values were inevitable. They pre-

dicted the coming of a revolution as a result of the Affaire. It would

be a revolution to the Left rather than the Right, and would precipitate

the establishment of a genuine Republic. The truly republican element

in France would not tolerate the machinations of reaction as they were

exhibited during the Affaire.

In contrast, a third group of journalists was pessimistic about

the future. They saw the late-nineteenth century as a time of testing

for democracy and parliamentary institutions. The forces of reaction

were strong enough to turn back the liberal gains made during the century

and subdue republican forces in France. The third group sounded alarms,

warning that a military cog d'état was impending. Journalists in this

group frequently made reference to Napoleon, Louis Napoleon, and Bouhumag

and the military tradition of the French. 'They believed in a grand

conspiracy led by the Army and made up of the anti-republican elements

in France, and greatly feared that a military take-over was only a.matter

of time. Not until the denouement following Rennes did most of these

journalists concede that revolution was improbable. The Army had re-

mained loyal to the Republic and the French public had finally tired,

losing interest in Dreyfus. Throughout the Affaire, this third group

of journalists exhibited a vehemently anti-military position. Whenever
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possible they portrayed the French Army and its leaders in the worst

possible light.

Whatever the difference of opinion between journalists in these

three groups, all of them took great pride in the British political

heritage and universally agreed upon two things: constitutional,

parliamentary, republican government was necessary for peace, prosperity,

and happiness; and if France should succumb to the temptation to turn

herself over to autocratic rule, no good would result. Some believed

that the Republic was the only guarantee Frenchmen had of civil liberties

and equal rights before the law.10

Before examining each of these positions in detail, it is

instructive briefly to examine the history and.perfOrmance of the Third

Republic as it was perceived by those who wrote in the British press.

British newspapers refly missed an oppotunity to record the less be-

coming proceedings in the Chamber of Deputies. Arguments which.somettmes

resulted in fisticuffs and turned-over inkstands were described as

"circus conflicts."11 Forgetting somewhat similar incidents which had

occurred in the British Parliament, some journalists puzzled over how

the business of government could be conducted amidst rancorous and

sometimes physically violent debates in the Chamber. The British of

the late-nineteenth century had a near-boundless confidence in their

own ability to govern themselves. J. A. Hobson believed that this

conviction was a part of the British national consciousness, moreso than

"in the case of any other nation.“ He recounted a conversation he heard

on the Anglo-Saxon's ability to govern , in which one person asked an-

other if he believed that the English could do a better job of ruling

France than could the French. The latter replied in the affirmative,’
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which according to Hobson, was ”a perfectly genuine expression of the

real conviction of most Englishmen."12 During the years of the Affaire,

many in Britain, by contrasting the differences between British and

French methods of government, perceived the difficulties experienced by

the French government as confirmation of Anglo-Saxon genius.

The lack of consensus about the best form of government for the

nation complicated the task of governing France. The Third Republic,

like Weimar which came forty-eight years later, emerged in the after-

math of an unsuccessful foreign war. Attached to it was the stigma of

defeat, the loss of valuable territory, and a large indenmity. Although

the Republic existed, there was no clear consensus in France about the

form French political institutions should take. The Boulanger episode

showed how close France could come to renouncing republicanism, provided

tee-right leader appeared. The French were ready willingly to submit

to what one frequent contributor to Fortnightly Review, "An Anglo-

Parisian Journalist,” described as "servitude."

In this same journal, the anti-Dreyfusard Pierre de Coubertin,

who contributed regularly, declared that the French still had "habits

of courtly humbug bequeathed . . . by a long tradition of absolute

monarchy.“ While he did not wish for France to rejoin the European

monarchical community, Coubertin argued that parliamentarianism would

only thrive in places where there was fundamental agreement upon some

central principle acknowledged by everyone. Under a monarchy, that

principle was loyalism or loyalty to "the person of the sovereign."

The Third Republic was unable to evoke "unanimity of sentiment. "

The Panama scandal strained the credibility of the Republic and

underscored the gulf still existing between the ideal and reality.
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France had yet to achieve Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity, or for that

matter, Justice or Rmoral greatness." The Affaire placed an additional

strain on the Republic. It threw into relief the tension between Order

and Freedom, the military and the civil spirits, the "Fatherland and

Justice." The Declaration of the Rights of Man proclaimed equal rights

and equal justice for all-ideals for which great Frenchmen had ”shed

their blood” one hundred years before. But revision and the rehabili-

tation of Dreyfus threatened to discredit the leadership of the Army,

thus undermining military discipline, and leaving France in a state of

”utter moral disarray.” This predicament led Deputy Georges Berry to

proclaim, "Innocent or guilty, Dreyfus must remain on Devil's Isle.'"

Two cults, two “incompatible spiritual forces," the ”nationalist ideal

and the revolutionary ideal," vied for'power, and could co-exist in a

democracy only ”through reciprocal sacrifices and ceaseless com-

promise."12

To some British observers this burden upon the French Republic

seemed too much to beer for a republican system fraught with unstable

and frequently over-turned ministries, vitriolic political debates, and

continual party strife. To be sure, there was a.monumental difference

between Britain and France regarding the structure of political parties

and the making of Cabinets. Britain's long tradition of parliamentary,

constitutional government and relatively stable system of political

parties disposed most British observers to watch events in France with

a critical eye. The Napoleonic tradition, and the French heritage of

a strong central government, loosely organized political parties,

ever-changing coalition cabinets, and the antics of French Deputies in

the Chamber contrasted sharply with what most liberal Englishmen believed
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to be a progressive and enlightened political system. Since 1789,

revolutionary tremors and frequent changes in forms of government

distinguished politics in France. In contrast to political life in

Britain where liberals and Conservatives dominated the system. France

suffered from an abundance of factionalized political parties which

vied for power. The Dreyfus crisis appeared to be one more incident in

a long series of domestic squabbles in which the French battled among

themselves, and ran the risk of once again embracing some form of auto-

cratic or dictatorial rule. On the occasion of Prime Minister Dupuy's

resignation in June 1899, The Economist devoted considerable attention

to the Cabinet-making process in France. Based on the principle of

"Republican concentration,“ Dupuy's successor, Pierre Marie Waldeck-

Rousseau, created a new heterogeneous Cabinet composed of members from

almost every group in French political life. To reassure moderate re-

publicans that there would be no campaign against the Am, he chose

General Gaston de Gallifet, who supervised the execution of fileCaummm

in 1871, as Minister of War. He also included Alexandre Millerand from

the "Socialist wing of the Extreme Left. " Millerand was the first

socialist minister in Elrope. The Dreyfus case was responsible for

evolving “this seemingly impossible Ministry.” This "group system . . e

[was] almost fatal to Parliamentary Government" since it rendered polit-

ical parties ”too fluid to afford a Ministry any trustworthy foothold."

It allowed important figures in each party to pressure Prime Ministers to

include them in the Cabinet. If they were excluded, they could threaten

to withdraw important support from the government. Thus, the Cabinet

could easily become "a self-appointed Colmuttee which need not of

necessity have any programme or any conplete coherence." Presidents who
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lacked skill in the ”fine art“ of Cabinetqmaking found themselves in

charge of "a group of jealous and exacting officers, with no authority

to hold them together or to insist upon common action.u The kind of

coalition Cabinet constructed by Whldeok-Rousseau indicated the stressful

domestic condition in France. Some British observers argued that such

a grouping was only possible in times of war or incipient revolution.

It was better described, in the opinion of some, as a committee for

public safety.13 Nevertheless, waldeck-Rousseau's government became one

of the most successful and efficient governments in the history of the

Third Republic.

Some of the wiser British observers believed that the perpetual

changes of French ministries did not mean what the same occurrence in

Britain would have meant. English parliamentary government could not

function under such unstable conditions, but in.France, republican govern-

ment without constitutional changes had endured for over a quarter of a

century, in spite of the outward appearance of chaos. Coubertin.pre-

sented British readers with a picture of a strong and legitimate repub-

lican government in France. Ironically, the ”French have found stability,

more complete than any that they have attained to during the last hundred

years, in a government whose very essence is instability and change."

In spite of ephemeral reactionary interludes, the Republic was durable.

It withstood the challenges of the Royalist revolution in '1877 and the

dictatorial machinations of Boulangism in the late 18803. To their

credit, the French had inaugurated alliances with the pope and the Tsar,

preserved the peace while supporting a sizeable army, restored commercial

prosperity, and re-established financial credit.
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There existed in French government two paradoxes, one military

and one political. Far from being a threat to republicanism, the Army

was a stablizing element and a "regulating force” in French political

life. While some believed that the Army "would repress democracy,”

Coubertin believed that it was ”subject to the civil power." More

importantly, the Anny contributed to political stability because the

extreme parties willingly made "concessions to prudence and moderation

because the interest of the army required it.” The Tpolitical.paradox"

was equally important. Between 1789 and 1872, France experienced eight

revolutions. The Third Republic proved itself immune to the ”habit of

revolution" thanks to the "safetydvalve" provided by ministerial crises.

To foreign observers, instability in the government appeared inimical to

republican principles. Although frequent changes of governments were

”inconvenient accidents," Coubertin argued that they served a necessary

and beneficial purpose. They "helped toward the satisfactory working

of the machine [ republican government], ” and forestalled the erection of

barricades in Parisian streets. In spite of frequent ministerial

changes, new governments rarely tampered with the legislation enacted

by preceding administrations. Coubertin attributed this in part to the

permanent official beneath the ministerial level who was "strong enough

to oppose his temporary chief, and if he is afraid to oppose him, stable

enough to evade his orders and await his fall."

In support of this argument, The Economist asserted that the

permanent bureaucracy was the real ruler in France and had been since

Napoleon Bonaparte. This stabilizing factor allowed the government to

transact business even in the midst of ministerial chaos.1h If the

bureaucracy provided continuity and stability it also restricted
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individual freedoms and was often excessive and corrupt. The French

government employed more bureaucrats than any government in the world. 1 5

British critics claimed that Franch officialism stifled initiative and

independence. For these individuals, all the features of government

which restricted individual liberties made liberal minds recoil, and

called into question the legitimacy of French republicanism."6

Diplomat, Rallie politician, member of the French Academy,

and anti-Dreyfusard Euane-Melchior de Vogl'ie, reviewed Bodley's 2.12929.

and described the contrast the English author made between the British

and French peoples. The English were intolerant of strong central

government. "Unlike the Anglo-Saxons of Birmingham and Manchester, who

would fly to arms, if one of our prefects were set over them, the Gaul,

ever since the days of Julius Caesar had been accustomed to being

administered, managed and strongly handled, for the accomplishment of

great works. ”17 Thus, the burgeoning bureaucracy in France complicated

life for Frenchmen. In contrast, England was "the only country in which

administrative power effaces itself by instinct in place of asserting

itself.” Only in Great Britain and her colonial Empire did all Europeans

enjoy uabsolutely equal rights with Englishmen themselves. ” There,

there was an absence of espionage, ”passports, political spies, police

bullying, trade protection [ and] religious domination. " There, one could

do whatever he desired within the law, free from ”adminstrative censor-

iousness and meddlesome interference."18

Not all British observers—especially those among the first

group—agreed that republican government in Britain and France was, or,

given different national environments, indeed should be, exactly the

same. Indeed, French republican sentiment was strong, even during the
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Affaire. Present-day historians argue that there was an "efflorescence

of republican ideas“ in France during the final quarter of the nineteenth

century.” John A. Scott believes that by 1870, the masses were gen-

erally alienated from dynastic or authoritarian rule. Many other histor-

ians believe that the Third Republic "displayed its weakness not before

but after the First World War." Prior to the war, the republic founded

in 1871 I‘was more stable than any other form of government that France

had known since 1789.”20 Some contemporaries also recognized the

Republic's legitimacy and durability. In LngILo-Saxon Revifl Cornély

argued that contrary to popular stereotypes, the average Henchman was

not a1qu rem to rise in revolt. Charles Whibley wrote that the

”cries of Paris”--'Vive l'Arméel," "-la chose jggée,” and "A bas les

J_u_i_f_§_!"-were "but faintly echoed in the larger world of France."21

Other journalists asserted their belief that the general population was

not anti-republican. Rather, most Henchmen were moderate republicans

who opposed monarachists and socialists. Some British observers argued

that the middle class, concerned with high taxation, looked askance at

militarism: others claimed that the peasantry disliked the idea of a

restored monarchy or Royalist revolt, which, in all probability, would

bring the reinstitution of the tithe and the m. Saturdg Review's

correspondent at Rennes commented extensively on the popular apathy and

indifference in France following the court-martial. In contrast to the

indignant, voiciferous British response after the verdict, the masses

exhibited signs of relief and the desire to go on to other things. They

had no desire for revolution. But they preferred privately to retain

their own convictions and let the soldiers and politicians settle the

matters
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To some journalists, the prediction of impending

counter-revolution was claptrap. Greenwood taunted those who sounded

alarms and claimed the existence of a "joint-stock conspiracy of

Bonapartists, Royalists, Boulangists, Jesuits, and Jewhhaters” against

the Republic. He cited the death and funeral procession of President

Felix Fuare. The days in February 1899 following Faure's unexpected

death were tense. French and foreign observers anxiously wondered

whether his successor would be for or against the Dreyfusards. Much to

the dismay of Nationalists and anti-Semites, Emile Loubet, who favored

revision of the Dreyfus case, became Faure's replacement. The time

seemed auspious for the Right to act. If properly timed and well-

organized, a military coup might fell the Republic. In spite of a futile

and rather comic effort by Nationalist anti-Semite Paul Dérouléde to

persuade General Gaudérique Roget to join him and "the people” and lead

his troops at Faure's funeral procession in.a.military coup, no revolu-

tion occurred. If there was a conspiracy, the leaders, through lack of

preparation, missed an excellent opportunity to attack the Republic.

Greenwood concluded, ”it seems to show that we in England had been

misled by exaggerated representations of the state of things in France.

. . . There may be no such conspiracy as the frenzied Dreyfusards accuse

the furious anti-Dreyfusards of plotting."22

Manchester Guardian buttressed this argument by reminding its

readers that the Army missed another excellent opportunity to revolt

in June 1899 when a young aristocrat named Christiani assaulted President

Loubet at the races at Auteuil. The Anti-Semitic League was responsible

for this incident. League officials hoped that Christiani's attack on

the President would trigger large-scale brawls. Both police and soldiers
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put an end to the disturbance. The ”comedy in the Auteuil row"

demonstrated the improbability of a military revolution. "Had the army

been willing to move, we do not think that the chiefs of the reactibn

would have resorted to the vulgar outburst” at Auteuil.23

French generals did not necessarily like the Republic. Those

who were often placed in ministerial posts were contemptuous of parlia-

mentary rhetoric, lawyer-ministers, and the Army's financial dependence

won a civil power. Almost all of them were conservative in outlook.

Army officers stood for ”order, hierarchy, [and] obedience.” They pos-

sessed a “different set of values from the republicans, with Catholic

officers perpetuating the ideals of the ancien regimemm‘

Even though a number of men with well known republican sentiments

"did in fact reach the highest rank in the Army . . . [a] convinced

Republican officer was an anomaly.” General Galliffet, the Minister of

War in 1899 who ”made no bones about his loyalty to the Republic. . . .

was notoriously eccentric."25 Nevertheless, Galliffet's colleagues,

with the exception of Boulangists, were not mortal enemies of republican

institutions. Rather they had a history of supporting the regime which

was in power, regardless of its political form. Since the founding of

the Arnw as a I'permanent institution of state" under Louis XIV, “military

men were the docile and disciplined servants of any regime that knew

how to govern, how to give orders, even if the soldiers disliked or

disapproved of the orders in question." The Amy was a non-political

organization which took a detached view of political matters. Military

affairs were another thing. Since politicians lacked the technical

expertise to run the Army, they left this job to professional soldiers.

The Army guarded its prerogative and autonomy over the “purely military
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matters, involving both the long-term institutional interests of the

army, and its ability to discharge its technical mission.” The gen-

erals left politicians to run the ship of state. An entente of sorts

existed between the General and the Politician.

David B. Ralston, who has analyzed the seventyqyear

relationship between the Third Republic and the French Army, convinc-

ingly argues that at “no time during the Dreyfus Affair did the officer

corps as a group or in any numerically significant minority contemplate

an overt act against the government. . . . the soldiers did no more than

grumble menacingly.' As there was no clerical conspiracy, so there was

no military conspiracy. Just as the Army refused to follow Boulanger,

whom most officers considered an undisciplined upstart, so it resisted

those who encouraged a.military coup d'état in the 1890s. Rumours of

military plots abounded. Police records in the French national archives

indicate that the gendarmes followed up many leads which implicated the

leading generals in.plans to overthrow the Republic. If there was a

military conspiracy, "no traces of it have been found in contemporary

police records, nor was the government ever led to prosecute any soldiers

for crimes against the state." This is not to say that the Army was not

anti-Dreyfusard. Even as the revisionists began to produce persuasive

proofs, most soldiers were unable to fathom the possibility that their

chiefs would continue to affirm the guilt of an innocent man. "Faced

with the potential implications of the innocence of Dreyfus”-that the

Army was led by ”not merely stupid but also dishonorable” men-"the

officer corps as a whole preferred not even to admit the possibility."

The Affaire temporarily upset the "entente between the army and the

Republic.” Nevertheless, the ”time was long past . . . when the French
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soldier would think of taking arms against the powers that be, no matter

how sorely tried he was by their policies."

The Republic was indeed the ruler of France, and not subservient

to the military. The government refused to make any effort to defend

the Army against the charges brought against the French system of mili-

tary service by author Urban Gohier. This was a prelude of things to

come. Soldiers accepted the efforts made to republicanize the Army dur-

ing the decade following the Affaire. They ”never wavered or gave the

civil authorities within the state any real grounds for doubting their

sense of discipline toward the regime or their devotion to the nation."26

Indeed, a wave of anti-militarism followed the Affaire. The Radicals,

who advocated the replacement of the Army with a national militia, used

their influence within the waldeck-Rousseau government to punish the

Army for its role in the Affaire. The government retired three members

of the French war Board, and relieved several generals of their posts.

General Galliffet finally resigned, largely because of the anti-military

spirit of the administration. His replacement, General Louis Andre, a

confirmed republican, intended to prevent the Army from running its

own affairs. He put the Army through what one historian describes as a

27 Andre's appointment precipitated the resigna-Rprolonged.purgatory."

tion of two highly placed officers, Generals Delanne and Jamont. Two

generals with noted republican loyalties, not to mention less distinguish-

ed careers, filled the vacant positions. Andre altered the system of

promotion so that the Ministry of war, rather than the officers, had the

power to promote. He initiated measures which eventually reduced the

term of military service from three years to two. His subordinates

established an espionage system to monitor the religious habits of
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officers. They kept a card file on those who attended.Mass and those

who openly expressed their views against the Republic. The exposure of

this spy-system brought about Andre's dismissal, but by the time this

occurred, both the prestige and the morale of the Army had declined.

In the style of Gohier, denunciations of life in the barracks

and of military chauvinism appeared in teachers' magazines, and were

expressed in the Chamber. As the Radical attacks upon the Church pro-

duced negative results, so the campaign against the Army spawned bit-

terness, distrust, and rancor. Many officers resigned their commissions,

and there were only half as many applications after 1900 to the famous

military school, St. Gyr, as there had been in the nineteenth century.

Guy Chapman summarizes, writing, ”Had the Affair been, as it should have

been, confined to Mercier, Sandherr, and the Section, it could have

been decently wound up.” Instead, the "long-term.effects of political

Dreyfusardism were almost wholly evil. The following wave of anti-

militarist and politically conscious pacifism' genuinely weakened the

Armytza This, much more than the Affaire, reduced the effectiveness of

the Army as the defender of the nation, and the potential value of France

as an ally. Far from resisting the measures which reduced the potency"

of the Army, officers, as they usually did, remained loyal to the

Republic. There was no serious military plot to overthrow the govern-

ment either during or after the Affaire.

Just as several British observers accurately predicted that no

revolution would be precipitated by the Affaire, so there were several,

not the least of whom was Chief Justice Russell, who asserted that

Dreyfus would eventually be fully rehabilitated. They warned their

countrymen not to act too hastily by striking the name of France from
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the role of civilized nations. As the Popish Plot in seventeenth

century Britain and the agitation which accompanied it preceded pro-

greesive political reform, the Affaire night produce the same positive

results. Not all of France was anti-Dreyfusard. Mam courageous men

stood up to the generals and. politicians in spite of all the pressures

upon them to hold their peace. Minister of Justice Ludovic Trarieux al--

hxhd tothis behavior in 99an Review writing, '13 there a finer

example of citizenship known than this epic resistance to insult, intimi-

dation, and menace, solely by the use of those legal weapons which en-

abled these voluteer soldiers of duty to mate their voices heard?‘

The Dreyfusards were the 'true interpreters of that national spirit

which has alms shown itself alive to questions of justice and gen-

erosity.'

In British publications, Godfenlaux, Cornély, and Trarieux

admonished readers to withhold judgment.” me French Dreyfusards

profised to bring their fight to a successful conclusion, and argued

that the Affaire was best viewed as the signal that a new era of hope

and democratic progress in France was soon to arrive. The Affaire had

shaken new of France's greatest minds out of complacency and drawn

thm into the arena of public affairs. It promised to provoke reforms

in the Code of military justice and underscored the need for making all

evidence in courts-martial public. It danonstrated the dangers of using

military attaches for espionage. The excesses of the Yellow press during

the Affaire provided a valuable object lesson which encouraged those

who hoped for the progress of liberal principles. 'Ihe expression of all

convictions and accusations was healthy since it eventually affirmed the

truth and discredited passionate appeals and falsehood, at least to
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those with open and rational minds. "Ihis tacit affirmation of the

sovereign power of truth, of its slow but invincible force, is the most

honourable act of faith of the modern spirit. " It demonstrated the

'virtues of free exnination.‘ Godfernaux predicted a moral andrellgian

trausfomation as another product of the Affaire, which helped to show

I'that the age is past when knowledge was concentrated in the hands of

anallmmber,whodictatedtothecrowdthedogmasbeforewhichthey

hadto cow." Heexpectedthe Catholic Churchwouldbeforcedto adopt

a more liberal approach.30

In retrospect, the cooler heads in Britain, who viewed the ms

in historical perspective, had a better understanding of its meaning

thmtheir fellows who perceived it as the beginning of the end for civ-

ilized Dance. The Republic did indeed survive, and Republican solidar-

ity increased because of the Affaire. In 1911;, Sir Thoma Barclay wrote

that far fral being a near successful reactionary assault on the

Republic, the Affaire represented the final effort of desperate national-

ist, Boulangist, and reactionary groups to turn back the tide of social

and political progress. The Arm was not intent on overturning the

Republic. Rather, the Arm “found itself supported by a coalition of '

all the anti-republican forces in France and opposed by the govern-

ment.’31 In the end, those who opposed the Republic were not strong

enough to do permanent or serious harm. 21.393 correspondent, Morton

Fullerton, writing fifteen years after the trial at Rennes, mused that

over the long run, the Affaire had produced positive and healthy ad-

vances.32 Notwithstanding, the anti-clerical and anti-militarist

reaction, the Republic survived and Dreyfus did, in fact, receive not
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onlyafull pardon but promotion to the rank of Major. He was also made

a .Knight of the legion of Honor.

During the heat of the Affaire, not all British joumalists

took such a charitable view of the Republic. A second group expounded

a very different argument. The editorial policy adopted byW

Review was more critical of the Republic than any other British publi-

cation. ‘lllis journal argued that since the collapse of Louis Napoleon'

hire, the French had a 'so-called Republic'I which was a bundle of

contradictions. thong other things, Contflom Review cited the

Franco-Rassian alliance and the unequal justice dispensed to Zola as

exalples of how the military oligarch in France sacrificed republican

principles. The I'sham Republicism'l in France differed little from the

govermnent administered by Napoleon III since true liberals played no

significant roles in governing France. In the midst of the airrecon-

cilable opposition between theory and reality' Frenchmen enjoyed less

genuine freedom than did Germans, histrians, or even Russians. In

France, liberty, Equality, and Fraternity were ”synonymous with a system

of oppression, corrupt fanaticism, racial hatred, and ignoble espionage

to which Turkey aloneoffers a suitable parallel."

The French version of republican goverment was an I'unnatural

union of clerical demagogy and infallible militarism! which was distin-

guished by its moral cowardice and unwillingness or inability to defend

republican ideals. “me generals, the guardians of the Republic, used the

power 'against the very people whom they have sworn to defend" and

forced their rule upon the Republic. Instead of bringing France greater

security, independence, and self-reliance, it brought a subtle king of

bondage. Military bodies under autocratic rule, as in Germany and
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We, could be controlled by the monarch. But in a republic, the

Anny was without a master, having power without responsibility. It

could be expected to act in its own interests, even at the expense of

civil power. In spite of the claim that since Napoleon I, every soldier

carried a marshal's baton in his knapsack, an aristocratic cast controllei

the Ann. SincemostAmleadersinFrancehadstrongroyalist sympa-

thies, Connery Review found it no surprise that officers usually

preferred sale font of strong personal rule, and held the Republic in

cont-erupt.33 Cowbeare argued that 'a large standing army is barely

celpatible with genuinely Duocratic and Republican institutions. '31;

Maw of the British observers who watched the Affaire

mistakenly argued that the Amy enjoyed superior influence over the civil

authorities. Natig Review frequently charged that no revolution

would come in hence, since the Arm, for all practical purposes was

already the non-titled ruler of the nation. If others were not so

confident that the Arm rather than the Cabinet controlled the country,

theywere not so sure thatthe civilpowers enjoyedpopular respect

and taut or possessed the will to govern. One concerned observer wrote,

'ifthecivilpowerabicatesits supralacy,theamwillnotlongranain

ment.." If nature abhorred a vacum, so did the generals of France.

The writer predicted that they would seize power if the politicians

mreunwillingtouseittoprotecttheRepublic. Manyureedthatthe

Aim expected and received the benefit of special eruptions and laws

which protected it to a fault. The Affaire created a situation in which

generals demanded that the Amy be held above reproach or question,

and regarded as infallible. Members of the General Staff issued
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Spanish-style pronunciamentos and leaned toward Praetorianism, the rule

of the Arnw for its own benefit.

The special liberties granted to the Amy gave the generals

occasion to danonstrate their incompetence and malevolence before France

and the world. Among other things, they sent Picquart, compared to

Uriah the Hittite of Biblical fame, to the perilous ‘hmisian frontier.

Some in Britain believed that his was a suicide mission designed to

eliminate an undesirable thorn in the side of the General Staff. Re-

peatedly, on several different witness stands high-ranking officers

committed perjury, white-washed forgers and traitors, and evidenced

virtually no respect for the truth. A people who highly esteemed an

institution which supported such calm was, in British eyes, highly

dangerous.35

Some argued that the Amy in France was ”an object of worship."

The people seemed to be given over to a 'perverted military spirit'

which prompted excited and enthusiastic crowds to throng the sidewalks

whenever a military regiment passed down the street. Ono's patriotism

was measured by the degree to which one supported the Arm. According

to G. W. Steevens, even when the Am suffered defeat, France, like a:

mother comforting her unsuccessful offspring, continued to love her

own. Therewasageneralumdllingness mongtheFrenchtoadmitthat

they as a people had sacrificed so much in material goods and flesh and

blood to acquire an inefficient military machine. Because the people

did not trust the Deputies and Ministers, they placed their faith in

the We

Some British observers believed they made the Amy an idol

before which they were willing to sacrifice all things, including
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republicanisill.36 Those who worshipped the Army failed to see that the

honor of the General Staff was not the ease as the honor'of the Amy.

British critics argued that, ironically, the French, or at least a

sizeable portion of the population, believed that generals of low char-

acter could lead France to victory in war. The Army could not be held

together with lies or by those who sanctiomd falsehoods and forgeries.

Refusal to hear criticism was a distorted fans of patriotism and would

in no m insure the safety of the nation. Rather, it imperilled

France.”

'lhe actions ofthe FrenchArnwwere but part'of amuchlarger

Mopean phenomenon at the end of the century: the transformation of

Europe into a fortified can). The rise of militarim endangered republi-

can goverument. Again, British critics used the Affaire as an occasion

to critique trends which ran counter to what they perceived as good and

proper goverment. British observers, especailly liberal ones, who were

preoccupied with econcmdc progress and growth, found the increasing

size and influence of Continental amuse to be alarming. Since armies

hadenormousmaterialpower, theywere always apotential threat to

civil government and liberal society. Not the least of reasons for which

the British criticised militarism was the exorbitant cost of operating

a large and sophisticated military machine. As technical knowledge

increased, nations had to update their weapons in order not to fall

behind in an early version of the modern arms race. Innovation and

change cost money. So did providing food for the horses of the cavalry,

and for troops whom generals wanted healttw and fit for combat. To

maintain national armies, legislators who favored strengthening the

military flight for taxation, which if enacted placed burdens on European
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industry, agriculture, and trade. New liberals believed this drain

on national resources was "stupidly ruining and sterilising . . . at

the very time when she [Europe] needs all her forces in order to hold

her own against the industrial and comercial competition of the New

World. '38

Material resources were not the only lose. Young men, forced

to spend time in the military service, sacrificed potentially produc-

tive years during which advance in personal careers was delayed.

Conscription, which after 1870 was adopted by all maJor European powers

save Britain, reduced the number of men I'disposable for civil labour.“

The conscript system, which created a nation of soldier-citizens, bred

contaupt in officers for enlisted men. Officers saw recruits as ex-

pendable coulnodities. If some were lost in war or to disease in in-

hospitable tropical climates, "ihere are always more coming." The

systm provided career officers with IImultitudes of tanporary slaves.ll

'Ihe Hench adopted the system of conscription as a means to beat the

Prussians at their own game. French militarism developed out of a

desire to exact revenge. According to some British critics, the French

carried to the extreme the disciplinary measures practiced by their

opponent across the Rhine. he use of “the whip” was not restrained.

Discipline was made more severe by the habit of French officers

to delegate much of their authority over enlisted men to non-commissioned

officers while expecting, in tum, to be supported by them. Like Cath-

olicism, the system encouraged blind obedience to superiors, and

according to theory, bred the likes of Henry, Esterhazy, de Clan and

other unsavory characters. In contrast, British observers argued that

discipline in the British Navy promoted positive development of character.
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'Iheopponentsofthemovementattheendofthecenturyto

refomtheBzitishAmywere quicktocitetheAffaireandtheFrench

Am to demonstrate their case. Opponents of conscription used the

Affaire and the lessons it demonstrated as a stick to beat those who

called for a more sophisticated and expensive military system.

Malling the mistrust for amiss and military dictator'ships which

dated from Cromwell, they cited the dangers of militarisn in a democratic

society and the incompatibility of a strong standing am with republican

institutions. Conscription and army refom semd to them inconsonant

with the British political heritage. mese commentators proudly observed

that Britain had no great military machine to maintain and control,

lost it turn on its creator, eliminate civil freedoms, and install

itself as ruler of the nation. The defects in the hench system were

goodtoremember I'uhenmany. . . .[were] lamenting the absence of

conscription in England. '39 With an obvious pride reflecting national

self-satisfaction, Conybeare wrote, 'In England . . . we do not need

secret societies [ in reference to the French beauasons] in order to

secure our elementary civil rights against the tyranny of . . . Praetorian

guards. .140

The intrusions of the military into civil government were

by no means the only faults which British critics of the Republic found.

Compared to British citizens, Frenchmen enjoyed far fewer civil rights.

French citizens were often the victims of violation of the right of

domicile. Civil authorities had broad powers which allowed them to

restrict freedom of assembly and teaching. They opened mail and exmined

private papers as they saw the need, and people arrested were subject
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to long periods of precautionary detention. gectator was a leading

critic of the police surveillance system in France. It wrote:

10 beknowntothepoliceisinfihglandsomething ofadisgracez in

France it is to be a free-born citizen, or an accepted foreigner,

and if we‘do not recognise this Sriking difference which divides

the countries, we shall never understand the miserable intrigue which

threatens to destroy our neighbour's self-respect. . . . we are

gratified with the strange spectacle of a democracy pledged to a

system which would better befit a tyranm of the Middle Ages. . . .

And no one protests. . . . it reflects no credit upon the Republic.

. . . These restrictions upon the liberty of the subject would cause

the wildest uproar in England, which is not a democracy. In France,

which boasts the triple watclniord—"Liberty, Equality, Fraternity"—

no infringement upon the rights of the citizen seems to be resented.

Hathieu Dreyfus, who believed himself to be the victim of this system,

claimed that he was "shadowd" by the authorities from 1891; through

in
1899.

Wargued that the true republicans in France

were suppressed. Those who posed as the great defenders of the Republic-

those who used all the appropriate republican jargon—were actually the

most dangerous encodes of political liberty. These men were not

sincere in their support of republicanism. 'Ihey used the appellation

"republican" better to "succeed with the masses." They were the self-

seeking, self-loving "parvenus of democracy." The Franch seemed destined

to follow the politically bankrupt course of Quin. France would lose

her "rank and rails" in the hierarchy of European states; she would

descend to the position of "a third-rate power." On her present course,

"national decay and death . . . [was] a mere question of time.""‘2 Yet,

in spite of the dismal picture painted by Contacrm Review, this

Journal proclaimed the inninent coming of better things. Like new

liberals of this period the journalists writing in this publication had

an abiding faith in the inexorable force of progress and the inevitable

victory of liberalism over the old order.
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In spite of negative outward appearances, France was "in the

throes of a great social revolution. " Although the "coming revolution

in fiance" would not necessarily be a violent one, it was sure nonethe-

less. Illanks to the contimling efforts of Dreyfusards, the people would

be roused "from the state of hypnotic sleep" and would see the eventual

rehabilitationofDreyfus as the first step in amuchwidermovement to

restore France to her fomer greatness and place her once again "in

the vanguard of civilisation." Although the liberal element in France

lost the battle at Rennes, it would win the war to establish a genuine

Republic and quash the retrograde forces which, after the Rennes trial,

appeared victorious. The "spirit of dictatorship, which is the shadow

of the phantom of the Bonapartes, [will] diminish little by little and

gradually fade away. 4‘3 .

A third group of journalists empected revolution in France, but

one of a very different kind. Many of these individuals perceived the

endofthecenturyasatimsinwhichliberalismfalteredandthe anti-

democratic forces on the Continent enjoyed resurgence. The "new imper-

ialism" was in vogue, and reactionaries, all frustrated with the in-

effectiveness of parliamentary governments and their slowness to act, "

benefited from the shift of power to European conservatives. The British,

used to and generally favorable toward parliamentary govemnent, watched

this trend with concern and elem. The Manchester Guardian wrote, "In

the three great democratic countries [Britain, France, and the United

States] democracy is on trial.“ In France, the Affaire appeared to be

the failure of democracy in microcosm. It placed a "great strain on the
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democratic process in France.“"‘5 This strain, according to some, would

result in the overthrow of the Republic.

fisctator, above all other publications, editorially supported

this argument. As early as the debate among Deputies about the rein-

stitution of the death penalty in 1895, it expressed concerns about the

revolutionary rumblings. The "language of frenzy," which in France

usually shook the government, distinguished these discussions. The

possibility that the Republic might fall greatly distressed gectator.

Its contributors believed that this form of liberal government was by

far the best for France. In Benthmite tem, gectator argued that it

produced "the largest measure of security and liberty for the lagest

number" and kept France "at once contented and peaceful. "1‘6 To demon-

strate to its readers the gravity of the situation, fiectator invoked

manories of the past century of French history. It encouraged English-

mentorememberthe "traditions oftheFrenchArmy, atleast sincsthe

arch-Machiavellian ruler, Napoleon. " In detail, fiectator described

what it perceived as Napoleon's adoption and use of unscrupulous and

murderous tactics. For Napoleon, the end justified the means. "Nothing

is sacredenoughtoberespected, asnothiig'istoo imoraltobe

shunned. . . .[uais]isthetredition.. .oftheFrenchAnqysince

Napoleon." 'Ihe Merciers, Gonses, Boisdeffres, and de Clams of the 18903

followed in this notorious tradition by propagating lies, forgeries,

and murder.h7 Neither did these generals hesitate to plot against

the Republic.

gectator wrote a

there is in this Dreyfus affair something more serious still,

something which really menaces not only the existing Goverment of

France, but the Republic itself. . . . It is by no means certain
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that this Dreyfus affair will not profoundly affect the view

entertained by the whole Army of France in their relation to the

Republic. . . . an objectionable system[which they believed] should

be swept awn. In France the soldiers have no remedy, or think

that they have none, except modifying the foundations of the State.

. . .[The Affaire was merely the match that fired the eaplosion of

hatred between bo -fide Republicans . . . and the Am, the Church,

and the people. . . . The fonner are fighting, not for Dreyfus, but

against the syntax: which combines a Republican angaathiest State with

ahugepermanentArnwandastate-endowed Church.

From the Zola trial through the aftermath of Rennes, gectator predicted

the worst, proclaiming its grave and "anxious sadness as to the stability

of the Republic." Until June 1899, it predicted that revision would

prompt an imediate military egg d'état. During the proceedings at

Assize, it predicted that the Arm would ply "the prominent and active

role." As revision became a more popular cause, the situation becane

more precarious. Generals resented politicians and civil judges who

resurrected the Dreyfus case and questioned the original court-martial.

"Emailiated officers . . . [were] not very easy people to manage."

gestator believed that the Arm would retaliate for impurtations against

the War Office. It speculated that "grave and able officers" must ques-

tion "whetherthetimehasnot arrivsdwhenasoldier should againbe

head of the State, able to restore the Arm to its rank among the

institutions of France," place the Republic "beneath its heel," and

support a new Caesar. Habits of mind developed by Arny life precluded

a strong belief in parliamentarianism and republicanism. Moreover, the

administrations of the Repuch had failed to achieve "arm great ad-

minstrative or diplomatic success. " Republicans had demonstrated their

inability to manage the Amy, which, under the Republic, had failed to

achieve great military success. In such an environment, soldiers would

probably "thirst to see a trained soldier at their head.”
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This false perception of the French milieu ledWto

perhaps the most interesting, unique, and improbable interpretation of

the Affaire. Just as the Yellow press in France expounded the myth of

an anti-Hench Jeush-Fresmason-Forsign Syndicate which supported Drey-

fus and the Dreyfusard agitation, so ectator created an equally bizarre

and unbelievable hypothesis. Citing the lessons taught by the "distin-

guished soldier" Iouis Napoleon and the "adventurous " Boulanger—that

"soldiers do not defend" discredited authority—it argued that prior

to 1891: there existed a third plot, an Arty-led anti-Dreyfusard con-

spiracy made up of anti-Semites, traitorous politicians, and the populace,

and designed to undermine the Republic. As on the two earlier occasions,

several leading generals designed a scheme to topple the goverment and

install a military regime. The hapless Dreyfus stumbled on to and

exposed this conspiracy. For this he suffered the vengeance of his

superiors. In 1899,Mwrote, "This appears to us no impossible

hypothesis. . . e wlw should we suppose that a third and well-organized

conspiracy . . . was not in active progress four years ago? . . . Is it

not the one hypothesis which throws light on all the facts" and ex-

plains the reluctance of the government to publish the contents of the

secret dossier which allegedly proved Dreyfus' guilt:50 while gestatgr

did not expound this theory for very low, it never retracted its

allegation and continued to believe that the Republic was in great peril.

In the midst of this danger, there was one encouraging belief:

that France lacked a suitable strong-man to take control. If France

was a monarchy in search of a king, there was an "absence of a resolute

leader." There was no heir to the Orléanist throne, no Napoleon

Bonaparte who stood out above his fellow generals. The Amy was in
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effect "headless." None of the generals in the 1890s had led the Army

to a great victory. Moreover, French generals distrusted one another.

The time was certainly opportune for the ascent of some great military

man. nth grwoing unease, mat”, in the late 1890s, observed the

glorification of the Napoleonic legend and the increase in sales made by

street hawker: selling biomldes of Napoleon and photographs of the

Bonaparte family. But the hesitancy of the Bonaparte fully precluded

a Bonapartist revolt. Efforts to draft Captain Marchend of Fashoda

fans alsocmetonought. Nogeneral seemedwilling "tostakehis life

orlibertyforathrone."51Evenifonshadbsenwilling, therswas

no absolute guaranteethat the Amywouldfollowhislcad.

Stdll,thereseemedtobsnoforceinFrancepowermlenough

to resist a military revolution. And on the 18th W, the obe--

dience of the Am had been by no means certain. §ecta2r refused to

believe thatthecultof Napoleonwasdead, andasssrted "there isone

Napoleonleftwhois strained soldisrwhois available, andagainst

wllonnooneinFrancs smorknowsawthingwhatever." Thisunlnlown

manmightrise quicklyfromobscunty andsurpriss France and allof

Europe. EvenaftertheRennssverdictandthspaldonofDreyfus,

gectator's expectations were not high. One "mst abandon hope that this

Government [weldeck-Roussesn's] is strong enough to end the contest

between militarism and civil order which for four years has been raging

in France.‘' It predicted the continued resentment of soldiers against

"the dominion of 'those lawyers' to whom it attributes its present

partial defeat."52

The years which followed the Affaire proved how inaccurate the

ravings and prophecies of Spectator were. me anti-Republicans were
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composed of may disparate elements of French society including

anti-Suites, Royalists, Bonapartists, Nationalists, Priests, Conserva-

tives, and, of course, Generals. The first group of British journalists

lilo argued that reactionary forces in France were moribund, was

essentially correct. The French Right was too weak and too disunited

to res-establish dictatorial rule. Indeed, the Republic lived on until

191:0. It was not subservient to the Amy, rather that Amy renainsd

largely as it had been since the reign of Iouis m: the servant of the

governnentinpewer. The Amproved its loyaltybyrefusing to revolt

stoppeztunemomentsduringths Affairs, andsubmittingtothoseinthe

Waldeck-Rousseau administration who did their best to republicanize

the military service. If the anti-Dreyfusards made condemnations based

on partial or inaccurate information, so did those who refused to take

the long view, acted in haste, and predicted the victory of reaction in

France. Events disproved these predictions.

Some-journalists placed too much mphasis on French

anti-Dreyfusard, reactionary groups and the differences between the

political systuus in Britain and France. They over-euphasized the anti-

parliamentary and chaotic elements in French political life. Few writers

rumbered that these two nations shmd the same national-liberal

political tradition. Marv evaluated the French Republic by British

standards which did not always apply. If militarism was a feature of

late-nineteenth century French society, it was so in part because the

French had a greater need than the British for an arnw to defend vul-

nerable borders. French security also required a friend on the Continent.

These security needs caupelled republican politicians to overlook the

ideological differences between Tsarist Russia and republican France,
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and conclude the alliance of 1691:. The misinterpretation of events

in France reflected both pride in British political institutions and the

concern British liberals had about growing illiberal sentiment at home.

By contrasting the situation in France with political tranquility in

Britain, some attempted to argue the case for British political genius.

By underscoring the illiberal features of anti-Dreyfusism, journalists

tried to draw object lessons for the benefit of those in Britain who

had come to question the beneficence and viability of the liberal ethos.

If some observers were mistaken or unfair in their criticisms of the

Republic, there were others who were partially correct in predicting a

silent, bloodless revolution to the Left. It was not politically ex-

pedient fully to rehabilitate Dreyfus in 1899. he existing goverment

did what it could by granting him pardon and freedom.

Less than seven years after Rennes, Dreyfus received full

acquittal.” This heralded the victory of republicanism and demonstrated

that France had maintained her integrity during this great testing of

hersystems. Evenbeforettfi.sfinalactintheDreyfusdrmna,ths

British expressed enough confidence in the Republic to conclude the

Entente of 19Gb. In 1899, very few British observers predicted such an

improvunent of relations between the French and British governments.

Somewhat ironically, the British strongly supported the Dreyfusards,

filo, when in power, actually weakened the French Army by attempting to

republicanize it. In effect, they gave support to those who made their

future partner a less effective ally. The Affaire did, of course, have

important implications vis-a-vis the Phropsan international situation.

British journalists were quick to comment in this regard.
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THE AFFAIRE AND ITS IMPACT ON

INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

The healthy condition of France is recognised by

all intelligent thinkers as a needful factor in

Europe. he Factions}, 25 February 1899.

!'nlereisa newspiritoftheage, which. . .

tow a regime of 'love'. 'me nations are

believed to have become gentler. . . . The horror

of the foreigner qua foreigner has almost disap-

peared, all the peoples tolerating, if they do

not like, all visitors who are white and who

speak in any intelligible tongue . . . The world,

in fact, though far from gentle, has become

distinctly gentler, and brutality is no longer

confounded with manliness. gestatog 11

December 1897.

The nations have more to gain by each others'

progress than by the failure of sane to improve,

and their consequent impotence to arrest the

march of others. It is their conscious weak-

ness that makes peoples ill-tempered and jealous,

anxious to fish in troubled waters, instead of

being; chiefly solicitous of friendly alliances

and beneficial exchange of comedities. Jewish

Chroniclg, 26 August 1898.

After 1878, pemanent alliances and secret diplomacy became a

prominent feature of Fhropem international relations. The Affaire had

a direct impact on the balance of power and the alliance system in

late-nineteenth century Europe. The unstable appearance of the Republic

caused some foreign observers to believe that revolution was only a

matter of time. Contemporaries speculated that if the revolution was

219
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to the Left, reactionary powers were likely to intervene. If it was to

the Eight, ance might become the aggressor and trigger a general war.

here were others who believed that France would embroil Europe in a_

war to distract her citizens from the Affaire. If France somehow man-

aged to avoid revolution, the behavior of the General Staff had discred-

ited, in the eyes of man European statesmen and military leaders, the

French Am as a viable military force. The Affaire altered the weights

in the balance of power, making the balance unstable. It weakened the

Franco-Russian entente and tipped the balance in favor of the Triple

Alliance. British statesmen were pleased by this shift in one respect.

The hanco-Ihmsian combination was theoretically aimed at Germany, but

in fact, both members of the entente had outstanding imperial differences

withBritainandwerebynomeansonthebestoftermswithher. The

entente also threatened British naval superiority in the Mediterranean.

On the other hand, the weakening of France made Geman Continental

hegemony a real possibility. The British, who preferred to remain

I'beyond the sphere of the balance, '1 found this especially distressing

since their security was tied to the balance of power on the Continent.

Without some power to check Geman expansion, British independence and

the ability effectively to defend the Filipire would be imperilled. As

fillimn Langer has observed, the British were not as anxious to preserve

a balance of power as they were to maintain peace and equilibrium on the

Continent. Britain was a 'status quo' power. Her material interests

would be threatened in any European conflict. She was in ”the‘heyday

ofhereconomicprosperity'andhad 'nothingtogainbywarandhada

good deal to lose even from a war between other powers.'2 British super-

iority in international politics seemed to be at stake.
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Many British observers also found war distasteful for

ideological reasons. The liberal community in Britain looked forward

to and expected the coming of a day when nation-states would transcend

the barriers of national interests and act in the best interests of the

community of mankind. British liberals were quick to notice the danger

which militarim—in particular, that which they associated with the

Affaire—posed to the realization of love and harmony among nations.

Maw liberals argued that disarmament would reduce the chance of conflict,

and that military spending was both wasteful and unproductive. In early

1898, one of the greatest liberal minds in Britain, William E. Gladstone,

then in the final year of his life, reflected on the state of inter-

national affairs. The G. O. M. expressed his regret that he had not

died years before. He saw 'no advance in any causes worth advancing . . .

[and] an increase in the conditions that made for instability." To

demonstrate his point, he referred to the Dreyfus case in France.3

Gladstone represented the Cobdenite tradition. He supported a Concert

of European powers and arbitration to regulate selfish national interests,

and looked askance at those who trusted in entangling alliances and the

balance of power. He believed that peace, goodwill, and Free Trade

were antithetical to war, the martial spirit, and international rivalry.

Gladstone's liberal idealism and distaste for war and

militarism was characteristic of the British analysis of the Affaire and

its intemational implications. This world view made many unsympathetic

toward France. Frequently, British journalists demonstrated a marked

inability to appreciate the legitimate security needs of France. Bri-

tain’s insular position made these observers less aware of the realities

of international politics than their Continental counterparts. The
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British lived in comparative detachment from Continental affairs. They

had less of an innediate stake in what took place on the Continent than

the main Continental powers. As a result, the British often perceived

themselves as disengaged observers who could make judgments about what

was right rather than necessary based on national interests. Their

analysis of Continental affairs was often moralistic . Continental

statesman, often confronted with limited options when forced to deal

with day-to-day problems, sometimes took offense at British comment.

In analyzing the Affaire, British journalists made frequent moraliza-

tions about the conduct of international relations.

They decried the systan of espionage which the Affaire so

drauatically deconstrated, and believed that nations should conduct

their relations in the open rather than using covert means to undermine

ttnposition of neighboring states. The buying and selling of military

secrets was not something which gentlemen did. The Affaire also il-

lustrated the dangers of relying upon a balance of power which was

always subject to the uncertain shifts and alterations. The Dreyfus

imbroglio introduced a disconcerting element into the international

system and made European conflict a real possibility.

Some believed that European stability hinged on events in France.

Conflorg Review argued that fiance was I'the yeast which leavens

the . . . dough of Europeflh As such, it was wise for the British to

tailor their foreign policy to account for changed circumstances in

France. If, as some suspected, France was about to plummet from her

prestigious and respected position, leaving a conspicuous power vacuum

in Northwestern Dirope, Germany would probably upset the balance of

power by turning France into a satellite of Berlin.5 G. W. Steevens
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wrote, “the great international result of three years of goverment by

generals is that France has virtually showed herself unfit for war by

sea or land—afraid of England, terrified by Germany, the vassal of

Russia—all but a second-rate power. '6

Such a prospect naturally interested the Russians with whom

France was allied. Maw British observers believed that the Affaire had

caused a 'palpable weakening of the Fit-anco-Russian Alliance." Some

argued that the General Staff, if not the French Amy, stood discredited

by virtue of its corruption, incompetence, immorality, and military

ineptitude. Whether Dreyfus had conveyed classified information to

Germany, someone had, and this troubled Ehlssian policy-makers. Tension

between the Amy and the civil govermnent also made the Tsar's officials

uneasy. Some critical observers believed that the damage done to

French prestige was worse than the debacle of 1870 when France fell

before the Prussian Any. The Economist wrote:

though almost any State in Europe would in ordinary times be proud

of France as an ally, at the present moment they all hesitate to

connect themselves with her, partly from motives derived from the

general situation, and partly from distrust of her internal condition.

So long as the “final outcome" of the Dreyfus case remained uncertain,

the value of France as a military ally was questionable. Even prior to

Rennes, Ignatius Zakrewski, the President of the Russian Court of

Appeal, published in the Law Journal of St, Petersb_u.gg a rebuke of

French conduct during the trials connected with the Affaire. Pobiedon-

osteff, the Procurator of the Holy Synod, argued that the evidence at

Rennes showed Dreyfus' innocence. National Review, which carefully

monitored the response of the liberal and intellectual Russian coumunity

to the Affaire, claimed that the sentencing of Zola was the equivalent
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of sending Tolstoy to Siberia. It also interpreted the Russian

movement for disarmament at the close of the century as a direct response

to anxieties prompted by the Affaire. This movement allegedly reflected

Russia's desire not to be unequally yoked to an impotent and corrupt

French partner in the event of a European war. Some British observers

perceived Delcassé's trip to St. Petersburg in August 1899 as an effort

to shore up deteriorating Franco-Russian relations and strengthen the

Alliance. The Economist believed that given weakening fiance-Russian

ties, France would probably look elsewhere for support since both her

m and government, “unless violently insulted or injured, is [sic]

compelled to avoid undertaldng any great external enterprises without

an ally.‘ Unfortunately for France, because of the Affaire, Continental

statemen saw 'no safety in alliance with“ her, and Paris was “left for

the moment isolated in Europe."

mth or without an ally, an unstable France endangered Europe.

If France fell into reactionary hands, there would be unsettling poli-

tical and economic effects. France 'would be the suspected foe of every

power in Europe.” Some argued that the threatened resurgence of the

Right in France was part of a general Mopean phenomenon, the growth“

of militarism. In England, it found expression as jingoism or Imelialisn

and in France as Nationalism. Given a French military dictatorship,

Britain, Gemarw, and Austria 'would all alike anticipate war." Amt

conflict involving these four major powers would, of course, be a

major one.7

L. J. Maxse justified Britain's concern with this danger by

writing:

It is impossible for Englishmen to shut their eyes to the amazing

chapter of French history which lies open before them, however
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anxious they may be to avoid wounding the susceptibilities of a

sensitive and gallant nation. fiance after all is our nearest

neighbour, our mutual relations are continuous, and our contact is

world-wide. We cannot escape from one another amwhere. We have

an immense stake in her strength and prosperity and are vitally

concerned in the stability and well-being of her Government and

people. We should be the very first to feel the effects of a po-

litical catastrophe to her. . . . On selfish grounds we are entitled

to record current events in France, where a handful of military

desperadoes seem to be in a fair way to capturing the Republic.

Maxse and hisstaff feared that the prejudice and passion in France,

like seeds borne by the wind, were contagious and might spread to

Britain.8 If Hence withstood the threat of a military coup, a second

danger yet remained. If the Affaire precipitated the establishment of

a 'Red Republic,” the European powers, especially the more autocratic

ones, would raise strong objections. Notwithstanding the probable

support of the Socialist parties in Gemany and Iulstria, which would

benefit from such a development, the European governments would be "so

opposed that they will probably all be hostile in a more or less active

me;

While mam journalists in the British press cautioned readers

about the dangerous situation across the Channel, mam bench observers

perceived events in a different light. French Ambassador Paul Cambon

sent several dispatches to fiance expressing his alarm about the pos-

sibility of war between Britain and France. Based upon his belief in

the waning of Salisbury's influence and the ascendancy of Colonial

Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, he concluded that after Britain resolved

her problems with the Boers, she would turn on the French. Her object

would be to supplement her colonial Empire by absorbing several French

colonial possessions. Ambassador Manson, among many others, simultan-

eously predicted an Anglo-French confrontation precipitated by French
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chicanery. Prior to Fashoda and the Affaire, most British citizens

would probably have guessed that a Franco-German conflict was much more

likely.10

During the final quarter of the century, the ennity between

fiance and Geman was one of the troublesome features of the European

international environment. During the thirty years following the

hence-Prussian War, the desire for protection from German and Revanche—

the recovering of Alsace Iorraine—was an inportant element in the

shaping of French foreign policy. The Prussian Amy dislodged fiance

fran the dauinant position she had held on the Continent since the

seventeenth century. Man FErenchmen wished to redress the balance and

re-establish her reputation as a military force of the first rank.

Moreover, Bismarck had danonstrated that war paid, at least in terms of

using force to make quick territorial gains. For man war becanle a

W and ennobling ideal.‘ The Hench desire for revenge upon

German, plus her danestic discomfiture at the turn of the century,

introduced a very dangerous salient into international affairs."

In spite of fiance's domestic difficulties and the consequent

shift of the European balance of power against her, she still had “the.

essential conditions of power," plus a population which man in Britain

believed was given to army-worship and a craving for military glory.

Expressing its revulsion toward war, and the concern over advances in

military technology during the century, fiectator considered the pro-

spects of European conflagration: "It is terrible to think what the

slaughter will be like."12 Others made contrasts between the French and

British amiss. Unlike their counterparts in fiance, British officers,

who constituted a sort of "social aristocracy, " did not wear their
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uniforms while off duty. ‘llley enjoyed a variety of life not available

to French officers. 'nle henchmen received poor pay and fed uextremely

monotonous servicea in the provinces where existence was usually dull

and dreary. Garrison life provided few amusements. In the over-

crowded service, promotion cane slowly. There was prestige in being

a soldier, but tangible rewards were few. The one hope which sustained

a bench officer was "the hope of war.“ Coubertin wrtoe, “if war does

not break out his labour is fruitless." Colonial war in Africa and

Tonkin helped alleviate the anxieties of Hench officers, but some

foreign observers believed that this was not enough.13 They argued that

the Affaire added a new twi-sti to Anglo-French and Franco-German

relations.

National Review believed that the foreign policy pursued by

France following 1870 was essentially anti-British. In an 1898 editorial,

it observed, “a disturbed fiance has not infrequently sought relief

from internal anxiety by external adventure, and a growing mnnber of her

people believe that a sea war would be cheap.“ This suspicion that

Hence night promote nischief abroad to alleviate her domestic discom-

fiture was reinforced in the spring of 1898, when Freycinet, the Minister

of War, and Lockroy, the Minister of Marine, made speeches before the

Chamber of Deputies. Their statements amounted to a departure from

Germanophobic foreign policy and appeared to be aimed against Britain.

Freycinet informed the Chamber that France was no longer able to keep

up with German militarily. The superior German population made senseless

Hench efforts to equal her competitor. A few days after Heycinet's

announcement, Lockroy enunciated the "new Revanche". Healiuded the

naval prowess of fiance and argued that French ingenuity and skill
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would compensate for "any mmerical disparity in battleships." Since

Britain was the only naval power in the world superior to Rance,

Lockroy's words received a cool welcome by British journalists.

National Review reached the pessimistic conclusion that, "Henceforward,

the Navy will replace the Army as an object of national idolatry, and we

shall supplant the Germans as objects of national hatred. " fiance

could no longer afford to "cultivate two first class hatreds at once."

Nor did she need to since the generation which now served in the French

armed services were infants in 1870. They were willing to let by-gones

be by-gones.

National Review argued that the prospect of a naval war with

Britain seemed much more attractive to most Frenchmen than a land war

against Germany. The latter required the ”personal service of every

able-bodied male" and confronted Hench peasants with the prospect of

a German invasion and occupation. On the other hand a war at sea

would not involve conscripts since a land invasion of Britain was most

unlikely. It could be ”conducted at a safe distance from the man in the

street." It would please the peasants who would benefit from price

increases for their products. The reactionary classes in fiance welcomed

the idea of a war upon Britain which was ”infinitely more odious than

Germany, as the centre of political freedom, individual liberty, and an

incorruptible justice.” Only the vaguely defined “comnercial classes"

which avoided politics would object to this venture, and by the time

they voiced their opinion, it would be too late. Moreover, it would

provide French citizens with armament, with exciting newspaper accounts

of naval battles, and the losses were minimal. Even if defeated, "France

would lose a few colonies, to which Frenchmen will not go," and a few
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ships which in time easily could be replaced. If she won, potential

rewards were incalculable. These gains seemed worth the sacrifice of

the Navy. It was like a ”cheap lottery with few risks and great prizes.”

In spite of Mazse's arguments there was little indication that the idea

of a sea war was taken seriously by man Frenchmen.

National Review argued that the Ann was responsible for the

anti-British agitation. The General Staff had everything to gain by

the new Revanche since the bench Navy would hear the brunt of the re-

sponsibilities. Consequently, the General Staff tried to inflame public

opinion against Britain, hoping that while the Navy battled the British,

it could complete its intrigue against the Republic and punish its

internal enemies. It encouraged the French press to label Britain as

the author of French political misfortunes and catastrophes. National

mfound these prospects lamentable since the French and the British

were the only "free and liberal' people in Europe." A war between the

two nations '«would be a crime against civilization. '1“ Indeed, the

General Staff and the militarism it represented to some British journal-

ists. endangered may of the liberal ideals held dear by British

observers...

One undesirable product generated by militarism was the creation

of national intelligence networks throughout Europe designed to monitor

developments in foreign lands. According to British journalists, only

the British remained irmnune from the spy-mania which took hold of

Europeans at the end of the century. Some British journalists argued

that Dreyfus was the victim of the atmosphere of espionage which

pervaded War Offices on the Continent during the 18908. Some claimed

that in fiance, the nation most preoccupied with espionage, a
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spy-autocracy ruled. Spggtgtgg.believed that the War Office had an

annual allocation of £140,000 for the purpose of employing spies. The

French attachment to espionage was the product of several factors. It

was a reaction to French carelessness and indifference to German officers

who 'toured' the frontier in the years prior to the invasion of the

Second Empire in 1870. The majority of Frenchmen were unable to accept

the belief that their defeat was the result of inadequacies within the

Army, the superiority of German soldiers, or a shift in the European

balance of power. Instead, they preferred the theory that there was an

enemy within; that treachery, anti-French conspiracies, and.betrayal

were to blame. The use of spies was believed by the French to be nec-

essary for self-protection. The practice also reflected a desire not to

be outstripped.by advances made in.military technology by_foreign and

potentially hostile powers.

One of the most fascinating theories briefly expounded by some

organs of the British press revolved around the espionage which was a

feature of the age. During the winter of 1897-1898, Spectator'eapoused

the idea that Dreyfus was indeed guilty, but not of betraying military

secrets to the Germans. Baron Bernhard von Bfilow‘s denials to this

effect before the Reichstag, as well as statements made by Marquis di

Rudini for the Italian government, gave Spectator the confidence to

conclude that only Britain or Russia.had trafficked in espionage with

Dreyfus. Since it was most unlikely that British Ambassador to France,

Lord Dufferin, had bribed Dreyfus or any other'French officer for~mil-

itary secrets, §pectator concluded that only Russia remained. By the

summer of 1898, the 32222.h3d adopted this view. In the 27 June

edition of the Times, Blowitz argued that France, upon concluding the
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Entente with Tsar, provided the Russians with important secret military

information. Much to the disappointment of bench politicians and Army

officers, the Russians, true to what Blowitz described as their inher-

ently secretive nature, failed to reciprocate. They did indeed provide

the French with information, but not the kind which the leaders of the

Rspublic desired: in particular, plans in the event of a joint Franco-

Russian war against Germany. Upon learning of this predicament, Blowitz

posited that the clever and ambitious Dreyfus devised a way to do his

country a favor. In exchange for infomation of little real importance,

he hoped to gain classified military infomation from the Russians.

He expected to receive the gratitude of his superiors for his endeavors,

but in the end, his plans backfired. When the General Staff learned

of his espionage, they were horrified. In an effort to teach the

Russians that France "was not prepared to remain a junior partner in the

firm," havhgztouse intrigue to gain desired information from her own

ally, they made an example of Dreyfus. As for Esterhazy, Blowitz argued

that he was merely one of man European agent-provocateurs who laid

“traps for foreign military agents to cause their removal from their

posts and to make their successors less enterprising.“ After the Affaire

became the business of the world, fiance could hardly give official

acknowledgment ' to the truth for fear of alienating her needed partner,

Russia. For this reason, Hench officials resisted the reopening of

the Dreyfus case. The mwas not the first British publication to

discuss this theory of Dreyfus' guilt, but the paper's prestige gave the

argument credence which it previously did not enjoy. This credence was

short-lived.
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On 18 July, the insipublished a letter from the co-editor of

the Dreyfusard newspaper,m Joseph Reinach, who disputed

Blowitz's version of the Affaire. A chorus of British journalists

joined Reinach. At the head of the list was Leo Maxse, who devoted an

entire article inMmexploding what he temed the

“Russian Legend." With his characteristic legal-minded logic, he

disassembled this I'fantastic romancea piece by piece. Maxse asked why

the Hench, so anxious to secure closer union with the Russians, exacted

such a stringent penalty from an officer who merely hoped to achieve

the desired goal. Moreover, he argued, the exchange of information be-.

tween the Hench and Russian Deparunents of Intelligence was much more

free than Blowitz led his readers to believe. If indeed the Hench

provided Russia with so much valuable military infolmation, why would

they be tempted to "enter 'illicit' relations with a subordinate member

of the ’etat major?" If Dreyfus' crime was the betrayal of secrets to

the Russians, Picquart, who certainly would have known this, appeared

to be the king of fools for becoming one of the greatest champions of

revision. Finally, Russia's "severely-supervised" Novoe Vma pro-

claimed its support of revision, thus demonstrating the weakness of

Blowitz's theory. This ItRussian cock-and-bull story" was the invention

of Hench statesmen—most probably the work of Gabriel Hanotaux—who

were desperately seeking to appease the anger of Geman Ambassador to

France, Count Minster. The Ambassador's anger was kindled when the

French chose to ignore the official disclaimer of German's association

with Dreyfus made by von Bi‘llow. Russia's military party tolerated this

nonsense as a courtesy to extricate their ally from an uncomfortable

impasse. Maxse concluded that the theory was ”invented solely for



233

foreign consumption. '15 Whatever its origins, adoption of this legend

was the gigg' most important misinterpretation of the Affaine. For

repol'hge like this, Blowitz received criticism from his superiors,

including editor G. E. Buckle, in London.

Although the "Russian 'Jlleory" was bogus, it wasnothuncomnon for

rather prestigious men to be involved in securing classified documents.

1h. practice of espionage was not limited to the traditional kinds of

spies. Chief Justice Russell believed that the military attaches, with

the exception of Colonel Douglas Dawson in Paris and his British counter—-

parts elsewhere, were little more than paid spies. Their goal was to

observe the military activities, maneuvers, and danger signals in the

foreign nations where they resided. Attachés interpreted their charge

to include the acquisition of cladestine information and confidential

documents through fair means or foul. Refusal to accept secrets passed

on by traitors was a derogation of duty. In fact, a natural part of

wise military preparation included the stealing of documents from

foreign embassies, which was a breach of faith as well as a violation of

international law, and the cultivation of illicit relations with inform-

ers and traitorous soldiers. The intense level at which espionage was

practiced on the Continent was shown by stories about veiled ladies and

the fact that some gullible British journalists initially believed

Esterhazy's claim to be an agent provocateur.

Russell argued that the task of espionage was too demeaning for

the gentlemen that attachés were supposed to be. If espionage had to

be a feature of international politics, it was more fitting for less

honorable agents—those more skilled in intrigue than soldiers—in the

employ of the secret service. Russell and man others believed the
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system of spying was abominable. It lowered national self-respect and

morality. One of the most common justifications for using espionage

was self-protection: if one nation used it, then all others must or they

would become the victim of foreign intrigue. Critics of the system

called for the mutual abandoning of espionage in peace time. The _A_n_gl_.g-

Saxon Review preached the need for incorporating this provision into the

International Convention on the Laws of War.

The British analysis of the ills of espionage and spies is

self-revealing. In contrast to their Continental brethren, British

observers were less familiar with and less sensitive to the concept of

enemies within and the uncertainties fomented by double agents. Hence,

they were not tolerant of the need, be it real or perceived, which

Continental nations had to maintain national safety and security. With

an almost simplistic, naive hope for intelnational harmon, S. P. Oliver

expressed a very common view in Britain when he wrote in theM

5229::

we can only hope against hope that the practice of officially

employing public funds for secret military service, at least within

countries where military attaches receive hospitality, may cease

altogether. . . . such an arrangement, if practicable, could not

fail to prove in every way the inesgimable advantage to the inter-.

national morality of armed Europe.

The British commentary about a different but related feature

of the Affaire also tells us much about the values which held awn in

Britain at the end of the century. The political and educated classes

in Britain were quite opposed to the existence of a strong, domineering

army in their own or any other nation. Such a military machine threatened

the coming of a millenial age of international peace and halmony. The

unique British national experience made the British especiélly optimistic.
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Prior to the air age, Britain did not need a powerful army to protect

herself against foreign enemies. The British remained relatively secure

in their island fortress, free fram foreign invasion for over 800 years

by the time the Affaire captured their attention. Britain's natural

island position protected the nation frcm invasion. British citizens

of the nineteenth century were unfamiliar with the concept of military

defeat and had a difficult time understanding the predicament of a

neighboring nation with vulnerable frontiers. The British did not have

to depend on an army fer’protection because they enjoyed the protection

of the world's most powerful navy. So long as Britain retained naval

supremacy, she was safe. Britain's invulnerability to attack enabled

her citizens to take a.more hopeful view of the future, and a less

realistic view of international relations, than statesmen and citizens

on the Continent. In reality, the British were guilty of making false

and unequal comparisons between themselves and their European neighbors.

They ignored the realities of international politics and were insensi-

tive to the predicaments of Continental states.

While the British criticisms of French militarism showed an

intense desire to curb the threat of war and make use of energy and

resources for’purposes more productive than.making bombs and training

soldiers, the commentary on the Affaire also demonstrated a failure to

appreciate the legitimate security needs of France. Historically,

Britain had not known the loss and suffering experienced by the French

in time of war. Notwithstanding the new generation of soldiers in the

1890s,. the memories of 1870 were very alive in French minds during the

Dreyfus trials. Indeed, the importance Frenchmen.placed upon Dreyfus was

a reflection of their concern with the larger issue of maintaining the
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strength of the army and protecting the nation from another defeat. It

was very frustrating to the French to read British denunciations of the

French desire to retain a strong standing army. Unlike the British,

who were surrounded by a giant protective meat, the French.lived with an

“open.frontier, a mere conventional line that can be crossed at a stride,

and which is all that lies between‘I them and an enemy whose illdwill

toward France was manifest. The humiliation, loss of’prestige and ter-

ritory, and a large indemnity following the Franco-Prussian war demon-

strated this truth. In response to British criticisms, French observers

defended their right to maintain sufficient safeguards.

If the British had a right to their navy, so the French had a

right to their Army; Just as Frenchmen.loved the.Army because it pro-

vided them with security, so the British loved their Ehvy, which was

even.more expensive to maintain than the French military machine.

Moreover, Britain would not consider reducing the size and strength

of her Navy. This was with good cause. Without naval superiority,

Britain lacked the power to defend the Empire or conduct commerce. She

was subject not only to invasion but also blockade and subsequent

starvation. At the turn of the century, the British imported 60-70fper-

cent of its food supply} In fact, at the turn of the century, many in

Britain.pushed for greater allocations to increase and upgrade the fleet

so that naval superiority could be maintained. There was a bit of

hypocrisy in those foreign critics of France who argued, “If you were

honestly fond of peace . . . [and] had no other intention than that of

defending yourselves in case of attack,” a defensive army reminiscent

of a National Guard or an organized militia would be sufficient. To

these individuals, Coubertin retorted that "an army constructed on those
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principles would be so feeble that it would barely defend us against

Belgium, " let alone Germany. Disarmament was a desirable but l'beauti--

ful illusion" so long as France remained "surrounded by foreign amiss."

Coubertin deemed it quite necessary to provide the French Army ”with the

only training which can make it strong, that is to say, offensive train-

ing. "7

The British distaste for militarism—at least the any variety-

and war did not mean that observers across the Channel disputed the

need to maintain national integrity. In fact, those nations which did

not would be “swallowed up by greater patriotism of other nations which,

have no scruples about preserving their national strength, or indeed of

extending their dominion. " Nevertheless, a nation could defend itself

and still support the cause of international peace. In National Review,

Frederick A. Maxse wrote, "As a fact, England is the least aggressive

of all the Great Powers. '18 The situation in France was quite differ-

ent. fiectator, with its paranoia about military coups, believed that

the fall” of the Republic and the establishment of a hem-Napoleonic

administration meant 'war, if not a series of wars, and the reduction of

France under a despotism which can only be made secure by military

glory, a disturbance of all Europe in the interest at once of a single

man and of the most pronounced and recognized militarism.” Publications

for the comercially-minded business classes, like The Economist and

Manchester Guardian, feared a reactionary regime in France would mean

increased protectionism. This affront to the principles of Free Trade

would aggravate international tensions, and the war which would probably

result would certainly disrupt international trade.” British liberals

viewed protection as part of the “vanishing world of aggressive nationalisn
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and pushing greed. " According to liberal theory, tariffs violated

natural economic laws and brought sorrow, suffering, and ”damage to the

material interests” of those who used them.20 What the British, of

course, often failed to mention was that they themselves were during

most of the nineteenth century; the primary beneficiary of Free Trade.

Hence, the British argued that far from bringing benefits to France or

any other European state, war—the likely product of protectionism-

would be the "cause of irreparable injury. '21 Much to the surprise of

the vehement critics of France, the Republic did not fall, France did not

initiate a Continental or naval war, and fiance did not descend to the

rank of a minor power.

Some more thoughtful observers believed that France might be

down, but not for long. They had the foresight to recognize that the

French would not tolerate the 'obloquy her prominent Generals" brought

upon the nation. These men accurately predicted that the more enlight-

ened Frenchmen would work to restore France to an honorable position in

the comity of nations, to achieve rehabilitation, and to I'efface the

wary of the scenes of the last few years."' The Economist observed

that the telegrams which poured into Britain from France in 1898 and 1.899

were not consonant with the history of success enjoyed by the French.

Reports about French domestic difficulties could be misleading. 213

Economist reminded its readers that in a very short time France would

again be ”an object of anxiety to European statesmen, and a Power with

whom alliances are eagerly sought." In almost prophetic words, less than

two months after the Rennes verdict The Economist argued that British and

French interests were not truly opposed to one another, with the ex-

ception of what it termed minor colonial differences of opinion.
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According to some historians and contemporary observers, the

Dreyfusard, anti-French interpretation of the Affairs in Britain was

itself rooted in the Anglo-French colonial rivalry and organically

connected to the Fasth crisis of the fall of 1898. Anglo-French colon-

ial and commercial rivalries dated from the seventeenth century. During

the 18908, British and French interests collided in Newfoundland, the

Far East, Siam, Northeast Africa, West Africa, the Nile and Bahr-el-

Ghazal, and Madagascar. Some journalists believed that barring the

tensions between France and German, the European environment was

tranquil. On the other hand, the Anglo-French colonial rivalry was the

I'most menacing thing to world peace.” These observers often argued that

if France would pursue a policy of consolidation rather than expansion,

the tension between these two nations would be ameliorated.22 Hence,

Merchand's mission to Fashoda, which appeared to be an intrusion into

territory previously claimed by the British govemnent, aggravated a

sensitive situation.

Officials like Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain argued that

France had forfeited her right to hypt and the Nile Valley when she

left Britain to assume the burden of administering Egypt. Hence, it

was popularly believed in Britain that France was out to hmniliate the

British and take advantage of her usually conciliatory foreign policy

under Salisbury. As such, Merchand's mission was an intolerable affront

for which the French must atone. The British press spared no effort to

revile the French for their behavior.23

In Paris, Ambassador Monson and the British military attaché

seemed the worst. Adopting the theme later championed by National

Review, they advised Downing Street that Brisson's government would try
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and units the nation and extract itself from the Affaire by diverting

national attention to Fashoda and the defense of the nation. The

Foreign Minister Delcassé appeared unyielding, and war seemed a likely

possibility. Mbnson warned that the French would use Fashoda as a

casus belli. Salisbury disagreed with his men in the field. He proved

to be correct. Belcassé wanted a friendly understanding with the British

and hoped eventually to draw them into the Franco-Russian alliance.

He was not an expansionist or a chauvinist. In fact, in late October

1898, Deputies were too preoccupied with the Affaire to worry about

Fashoda. Very few Frenchmen even knew where Fashoda was. Deputies

mentioned neither England nor Fashoda in the Chamber, although.many were

upset over what they perceived as British truculence. The French press

did not exhibit the hostile, indignant tone found in Britain with the

exception of the Timg§.and.Manchester Guardian. Salisbury surprised

many both in and outside of Britain by adopting a.firm.stand and confut-

ing the claim that Britain's fighting days were over. He suspected that

Russia would not risk war to preserve French claims in the Nile Valley.2h

Mbreover, the Brisson government appeared unstable in light of Henry's

suicide and Boisdeffre's subsequent resignation. Its problems were

complicated by*a workers' strike in Paris and rumors of a mutiny in the

officers' corps. Especially after Kitchener's victory at andlmnan,

Salisbury saw no need to negotiate. In the end, Marchend withdrew and

Britain won the showdown.

There is little question that Fashoda.placed the British in an

anti-French frame of mind at the same time that the Dreyfus case evolved

into an Affaire of worldwide interest.. It disposed.many organs of the

British press to adopt a Dreyfusard interpretation of the Affaire.
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Similar to the issue of war debts which distorted the American image of

the French in the mid-19203 until 1910, Fashoda spawned anti-French

sentiment in Britain. It is a mistake, however, to view British inter-

est and opinion solely as a response to Fashoda. The nature of the

Affaire invited cement and comparisons relating to legal systems,

attitudes toward race, religion, and political systems. The British

used it as an occasion to express their beliefiin Angle-Saxon superiority.

This kind of commentary probably would have been made even if Fashoda

had never occurred.25 Nevertheless, one of the most interesting com-

parisons made was intimately tied to colonial issues. It was made

between the French and British systems of governing overseas territories.

As usual, British practice was made to be the measure of all things

great and exemplary. The anti-Semitic outburst in Algeria precipitated

this discussion.

One of the most important alleged Anglo-Saxon qualities was the

ability to govern, and to govern in the most effective manner. The

English people supposedly possessed this capacity more than any other

people. Their sense of nobles oblige and experiences in directing the

affairs of a far-flung thire made them particularly well-suited to rule

over a diverse group of peoples. Their competence was "quite irrespec-

26 In articlestive of climatic, racial, or any other considerations.u

directly related to the Affaire, several journalists cited the attacks

on Algerian Jews as evidence that France wasundie to keep things in

her overseas dominion under control. They derided the French for

denying Algerian natives the right to vote, and refusing to provide

funds for schools to educate Arabs. After seventy years there, the

French had failed greatly to improve conditions in Algeria.
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In an article entitled "A Study in Jebiaiting," Conybeare

questioned the wisdom of bringing Algerian representatives into the

Chamber, writing, "any idea of the sort is as extravagant as that of

directly representing Hindoes at Wbstminster." Deputies from Algeria

were ”worse than useless representatives.” Moslems had no desire to

be represented in the Chamber. Conybeare scorned what he believed were

premature efforts to force a system of parliamentary representation

upon the Algerian people.

The analogy would be complete if we forced English common law and

rules of procedure upon the country'[Egypt], and set up all over it

county councils and.municipal bodies along the same.line as in

England. For the French have overlooked the differences of social

medium, of language, of popular needs, which divide Algeria from

France.

It was ridiculous to impose a French system on the “struggling provinces

of Oran, Algiers, and Constatine, broken across by mountain ranges and

filled with races that hate each other.” The British were more pater-

nalistic than the French in administering their colonies. British

colonial adminstrators usually discharged their duties with a.philan-

thropic spirit and a sense of moral Obligation which many of these men

had developed within the public school system. They did not wish to

force the political development of their charges. During the years

immediately following world war II, when many colonial residents clamour-

ed for independence, this approach toward colonial rule was still

apparent.

Conybeare also lauded the virtues of rule through the

man-on-the-spot. This was the common British approach to colonial

administration, and in Conybeare's opinion, the highest form.of colonial

rule. ~While French administrators were intensely concerned about what

occurred in Paris, their British counterparts were often so engrossed
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in their work in the field that they were largely oblivious to what

was happening in London. The French Ministry of the Interior was re-

sponsible for protecting the interests of its 5,000,000 subjects in

Algeria. It lacked "staff officers trained to understandn residents of

this territory. The "leading-strings pulled from.Paris" and meddlesome

Parisian bureaucrats hindered government for the benefit of Algerians.

Conybeare advised the French to make greater use of the Governor-General,

to increase his powers, and to require him and his staff to speak the

native tongue as British civil servants in India were required to do.

He encouraged the French to set up an Algerian Bureau in Paris, "analo-

gous to the India House in London." It was to be separate from the

Ministry of the Interior and part of the Colonial Office. He argued

that Algeria, like India, should have a separate budget of its own to

be used for matters of Algerian concern and the development of Algerian

resources. This measure would increase the colonists' sense of

responsibility.

Finally, Conybeare characterized the idea of "assimilating the

natives" as absurd. As a rule, the British Colonial Service eschewed

interference with the indigenous culture. Unlike the French, British “

Colonial officials had no intentions of pursuing a.policy of cultural

imperialism. Like Contemporary Review, which criticized French imperial-

ism and questioned the wisdom of acquiring more territory than one had

the ability to colonize, Conybeare reminded France that the French

element in Algeria had not increased the way French officials originally

had hoped. The lack of surplus population in France made this a foregone

conclusion. Moreover, there were few mixed marriages between Christians

and Moslems. Indeed, the Moslems wanted to live under their own law
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rather than a constitution “based on assimilation of Algeria to France."

This was no surprise since French rule, between 1870 and 1899, had

brought impoverishment and discouragement to the Arabs.

‘ An editorial inWe!posited a link between the

Affairs and colonial policies it considered decadent by recounting a

grisly episode which occurred between Niger and Lake Chad. In this

region, a French mission under Captains voulet and Chanoine acquired a

notorious reputation for misbehavior and abuse of African residents.

National Review did not miss the opportunity to remind its readers that

Chanoine was the son of an anti-Dreyfusard War Minister involved in

the “conspiracy” against the prisoner on Devil's Island. The French

government sent Lieutenant Colonel Klobb and Lieutenant Meunier to

replace Vbulet and Chanoine. Upon their arrival, Vbulet ordered his

company to fire on his replacements who both were killed. National

Rgzigg.suggested that the example of military justice in France inspired

this cowardly atrocity.27 Writing in Fortnightly Review, F. A. Edwards

mirrored these sentiments in an account called ”The French on the Nile.”

Although French officials denied reports that the Marchand expedition had

been massacred in Bahr-el-Ghazal-reports which later proved to be

.false-Edwards argued, "in this the . . . Government only seems to be

following the same policy of concealment of the truth which has raised

such a scandal in the Dreyfus case."28 Any government which countenanced

such ohicanery was a threat to peace among nations.

In Spite of the invective and self-flattering comparisons

produced by the British press, the image of France quickly changed after

the dust of Rennes settled. Indeed, during the years immediately
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following the Rennes trial, the British learned how important a congenial

relationship with France could be.

It is interesting to compare the self-sufficient attitude of

Britain, as expressed during the years of the Affaire, with expressions

of opinion which followed the Boer War. 1117 1898,NWmocked

those foreign powers who believed that British vacillation and nerve-

lessness made Britain a negligible quantity in the European balance of

power. It asserted, "when Great Britain cares to assert herself she

carries the day . . . she is capable of refusing to do the bidding of

other nations, and has not lost the power of adopting and adhering to

a definite policy.a Her self-sufficiency and enormous power gave her

the right to sit in judgment of her European neighbors and throw her

weight into the balance so as to preserve what she defined as the

"higher interests of civilization. ”29 While these were the words of

Maxse and his staff, many other British journalists also believed this

to be true.

Fashoda was of central importance in creating this sense of

superiority, and self-sufficiency. Near the end of the century, the

rise of Germany as Britain's commercial rival, and the establishment of

the Franco-Russian entente discouraged some in Britain. These develop-

ments, combined with Salisbury's diplomatic failures in the Far East,

undermined their faith in isolationist foreign policy. In fact, Britain

was in a state of relative decline during the final quarter of the

century. Her victory at Fashoda promoted a false and irrational sense

of security. Nevertheless, Britain's strong stand against France at

Fashoda relieved the anxieties of many. In the words of Rene

Albrecht-Carrié, "Britain could gloat over her success. . . . still
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basking in the sun of splendid isolation.“ She could ride "the top of

the wave and contemplate with satisfaction the rapid and extensive

spread of the patches of red on the world map."30 Another authority,

Kbenraad Swart, concurred, writing: ”The workshop of the world, the

mother of parliaments, the mistress of the oceans, and the ruler over

the largest colonial empire, Victorian England looked with a.mixture of

condescension and pity on the less fortunate nations of the world."31

In the early years of the twentieth century, this attitude

changed. Events which immediately followed the Affaire showed what an

illusion British superiority was. Many British journalists lost their

confidence and self-assuredness. Changed and threatening circumstances

led many British statesmen and journalists to relinquish the value they

had placed upon isolationism. The Boer war followed hard on the heels

of Rennes, and diverted British attention from French affairs. More

importantly, it did much to expose the shallowness of the smug, conceited,

and self-righteous approach that so many in Britain had taken toward the

Affairs. The experience of the Boer War deflated British self-righteous-

ness and.made the nation more tolerant of the right of nations to tend

to their own affairs, as Britain had tried to do in Southern Africa.

It was the great crisis which brought ”latent doubts and feelings of

insecurity to the surface." It was a "severe jolt," a very real blow

"to feelings of national superiority” from which British society "never

fully recovered.”32 As the world cried out against the injustice of

Rennes, so it vilified what it perceived as uncivilized British oppres-

sion and war crimes against the Boers. Ronald Huch writes:

After condemning the excessive faith 'decadent' Frenchmen had in the

military, Britons prepared to fight a senseless war in South Africa
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based on a similar faith. Not all mglishmen supported th33war,

but then not all Frenchmen approved of the Rennes verdict.

Britain, like France during the Affaire, learned what it was to be held

in derision by critics from almost all nations. Langer writes, uFew

points in recent diplomatic history have been made the subject of so much

recrimination as the question of intervention against England in the

winter of 1899-1900." Indeed, there was talk of a Continental alliance

against the British. In Review of Reviews, W. T. Stead wamed his

readers that the "passionate determination to hoist the Union Jack over

Pretoria may result in our seeing next year the Tricolour flying-

temporarily at least—over the Palace at Westmister. ' "31‘ No European

alliance against Britain developed, but both the French and the Russians

took advantage of Britain's comatment in South Sfrica. France occupied

some strategically important territories on the Algerian frontier to

improve her chances of acquiring Morocco. Russia made a loan to the

Persian government which in effect appeared to establish Russian fiscal

control over Persia. The Tsar's administration also pressured London

to allow Russia to deal directly with Afghanistan in matters pertaining

to frontier relations.

If encroachments by rival imperial powers imitated the British,

so did the shocking revelations of the deficiencies in the British

military systat. Bafore the Boer War, the War Office, the Cabinet, and

the press generally believed that the British Amy was as powerful and

efficient as it had ever been. The need for a General Staff to direct

the affairs of the Army was I'only dawning on the insular mind." The

Army performed dismally during the early stages of the war, suffering

almost unbelievable reverses. Britain lost military prestige in the

eyes of the world, and the confidence in British military leaders
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declined at home. Revelations of the physical deterioration of British

working men inducted into the Army challenged notions of Anglo-Saxon

racial superiority. It took the British almost 100,000 soldiers and two

and one-half years to subdue the two tiny Boer republics. T_i_m_e_g South

African correspondent L. S. Mary's massive history of the BoerOWar was

largely an appeal for Amy reform. Others shared his sentiments. During

the first decade of the new century, the government set up three royal

commissions to investigate and appraise the condition of the Armr. The

Conservative administration completely reorganized Britain's land forces.

As the century progressed, some called loudly for conscription to put

Britain on an equal footing with the Continental nations. British ex-

penditures on the Arav and Navy sky-rocketed. Ironically, in light of

British criticisms of the Affaire as an example of militarism and its

exorbitant and wasteml costs, the increases in early-twentieth century

British defense spending outstripped the same type of expenditures by

all Continental powers except Russia. 35

The war was also emensive. At one point, the British supported

315,000 men in South Africa. Expenditures on the war effort drained the

imperial treasury. Almost as if to mock those who had piously condemned

the French Arnw for scandalous behavior and ineptitude associated with

the Affaire, certain high-ranking British officers “in the sales de-

partnent of the Arnw Service Corps" sold surplus military stores to

"private contractors and then re-purchased them at much higher prices. "

If the officers were not engaged in fraud, they certainly were guilty of

inefficiency on a "majestic scale. “36

The war demonstrated Britain's vulnerability and her need for

friends if not allies. If Britain lacked the power quickly to subdue
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the resistance of two small republics, it appeared she had little chance

to resist a hostile major power let alone an anti-British European

coalition. Isolation in a world where adversaries were heavily armed

was unattractive, and the British became acutely sensitive to potential

external threats. During the early-twentieth century, Britain's growing

awareness of her nisolation from continental alliances" gave impetus to

the proliferation of Edwardian invasion novels such as William Le Queux's

The Invasion of 1210. Many similar works appeared during this period.

"Ther currency of ideas of national decadence" grew. Some writers, like

Tory pampheteer Elliot Mills, drew analogies between the contemporary

condition of Britain and the decline of Rome, reflecting what Samuel

Hynes describes as the "anxiety and expectation", the "loss of national

self-confidence" which was Fpart of the Edwardian consciousness."37

Initially, Britain sought friends outside of Europe. The

alliance which Britain concluded with Japan in 1902 reflected a British

awareness of the dangers of isolation and the strain which E'npire and

over-extension of her commitments had placed on her resources. The

Anglo-Japanese accord did not represent Britain's renunciation of

isolationism. Rather, it expressed the British desire to limit respon-

sibilities and comments in the Far East and to more freely exercise

influence closer to home. Even so, isolation was only splendid so long

as the British remained self-sufficient. As the new'century'progressed,'

the need for a friend closer to home became apparent. In the British

press, articles appeared which stressed the "need to take sides in the

game of national interests."38 During the post-Boer war period, many

in Britain slowly began to realize that conflicting national interests

existed in the world of international politics. The naiveté, idealism,
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and unrealistic expectations-all reflected in the commentary on the

Affaire-gave way to a.more realistic ViEW’Of a world where power was

a fact of life and competing nation-states formed alliances to obtain

goals and insure national survival. Many British statesmen recognized

the dangers of isolation in a hostile world and relinquished at least

some of their Cobdenite views of foreign.policy. As Liberal Foreign

Secretary Sir Edward Grey demonstrated after 1905, even covert military

conversations could be sanctioned when Germany appeared to have plans

which would disturb Britain's world.position. These talks seemed es-

sential if Britain was to have the freedom to decide whether to move

troops across the Channel in the event of a general war.

At the turn of the century, some like Joseph Chamberlain believed

the solution lay in an Anglo-German rapprochement. German abrasiveness,

unpredictability, and exorbitant demands precluded such an arrangement.

The British wished for improved relations with Germany, but were un-

willing to pay ”EEILprice” to realize this goal. Britain's estrangement

from Germany helped to make the British receptive to the idea of an

entente with France. Several British statesmen believed Germany aimed

at Continental hegemony. Many French statesmen, who wished to avoid ;

being on poor terms with Britain and Germany simultaneously, also liked

the idea of an Anglo-French accord.39 The resolution of outstanding

Anglo-French colonial conflicts made this possible. In April 190h,

Edward VII and President Loubet made the Entente Cordials a reality.

The remarkable change in the British attitude toward France was

in one respect an acknowledgement that vehement anti-French critics of

the Affaire had erred, that they failed to judge their neighbor by

appropriate standards. Not surprisingly, some journalists re-evaluated
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the Affaire with a good deal more compassion.and sympathy than they had

expressed during the crisis periods of 1898 and 1899. In late 1903, one

of the most vocal critics of the French, Spectator, wrote:

Now that the excitement of the Dreyfus case has gone, the morbid

interest which Britain took in her neighbour's affairs has gone

with it. Englishmen are not concerned to criticise their neighbour's

policy too closely, believing that a.man's house is his castle, and

that a people are probably the best judges of their own business.

Indeed, Spectator could hardly find enough good things to say about

its neighbor across the Channel. Demonstrating that improved Anglo-

French relations reflected French domestic, as well as international

conditions, it acknowledged that France had outgrown her infatuation

with reaction-a quality of mind which during the Affaire Spectator

sometimes argued was racially determined-—and had become a stable, static

element in the European environment. There were some in Britain who

perceived signs of political maturity in the developments which took

place in early-twentieth century France. Ironically, Spectator had

proclaimed in December of 1900, "The Dreyfus case revealed an unexpected

solidarity in the French Army," As this publication anticipated the

entente and adopted a congenial attitude toward France, the French

government's attempt to republicanize the Army reduced the actual value

of France as a.military ally. With great relief, Spectator described the

decline in power of French nationalists. The French received lavish

praise for their attitude toward the British, which was described as

more sane than it had been in earlier years. Spectator made frequent

reference to the historical connections between the British and French

peoples, and to examples of fruitful cooperation between the two. It

proclaimed.the love of the British people for the French}0 While this

changing perception of the French was doubtless related to the resurgence
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of republicanism in France, it also testifies to the truth that one's

opinion of a neighbor is often a function of his need for that neighbor.

As the threat of Germany to British interests grew, so did the British

willingness to abandon acerbic criticisms and sterotypes of the French.



CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSIONS

A Dreyfus Affair may be impossible here; but if so,

we should thank the continuity of our traditions

rather than flatter ourselves on our own rectitude.

Saturdg Revig, 18 February 1899.

Fashoda set us reviling our neighbours in terms

which naturally excited them to talk just as

offensively against Britain. They still felt

keenly the smart of wounded national pride when

the South African war broke out, and in many

parts of France, even at one time in Paris,

Englishmen were insulted. The French newspapers

wrote about the British reverses with uncon-

cealed delight; they published the grossest

calumnies upon our troops. H. “Why Net an

Anglo-German Entente?" Fortnigptlz Revieg,

September 1908, p. 39h.

The response of the British press to the Dreyfus Affaire tells

us as much or’more about the British as the French. One can almost say

that the British looked at France and saw Britain. The analysis and

criticisms found in journals, weeklies, and newspapers reveals a.partial

but important picture of the things which were important to British

citizens at the close of the nineteenth century. Observers across the

Channel saw events through the prism of the British value system. In

some ways, this narrowed the perspective of the viewer. Hans J.

Morgenthau's observations.about the nineteenth century nation-state

system are instructive in this regard. During this century, most in-

habitants within the individual states viewed their own political

aspirations, and philosophical and moral convictions as universal

253
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standards rather than national norms. Nations sought 'to clothe their

own particular aspirations in the moral purposes of the univers.‘l The

Eiropean's attachment 'to the concept of universal ethics“ led him to

identify 'the morality of his own nation with the comands of supra-

national ethics. " The different political ideas, modes of development,

national cultures, and value systems which existed in nineteenth century

Europe made it difficult for nations to see one another objectively.

British and French observers witnessing the same set of eventsoften

perceived very different things. This sometimes led to misunderstandings

and the inability of the people of one nation to comprehend the actions

of their neighbors. The underlying franework of British ideas, values,

expectations, thought pattems, and self-perceptions famed the criterea

by which the British defined truth and by which they judged the French

during the Affaire.‘

The Affaire concentrated thought upon and dranatized some of the

master issues of European political and social like in the 1890s. Those

who viewed and discussed these issues in the British press did so pri-

marily from a liberal perspective. Some believed that the British more

than any other people had perfected and put into practice liberal

vanes. Indeed, their liberalism sensitized that to central issues

raised by the Affaire and often compelled them to make explicit their

egotism and anxieties. For some, liberalism distorted the understanding

of the events in fiance to the point that the viewer completely mis-

understood the significance of what was happening. Perhaps unconsciously

these observers often attempted to use events in France to confirm their

own conceptions of good and right, and to validate the claim of Anglo-

Saxon cultural and, in a few instances, racial superiority. For the
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most part, this kind of approach proved to lack insight. More British

journalists than not misunderstood the administration of justice and

meaning of anti-Semitiml in France. They often over-estimated the in-

fluence of Catholiciml and military authorities upon French political

life. And, of course, new capletely misjudged the strengths and

weaknesses of the Third Republic. Moreover, mam British journalists

were guilty of simplifying the Affaire by painting the principal actors

in terms of black and white, good and evil. In the first place, few

Frenchmen, let alone the British, had access to all the facts. Observers

both in and outside of France often formed their opinions based on in-

complete and inconclusive evidence. In 1898 and 1899, the truth was

difficult to ascertain. Even today, there are new aspects of the Affaire

which remain mteries. Secondly, defining heroes and villains was

risky business. the authority on French history, Gordon Wright, wisely

concludesthatthelffairewas 'inlargepartthestory. . . offal-

liblehumanbeings suckedintothemaelstromwithoutquitenowinghow

they got there."2

Few British observers appnciated these complexities. The

contemporary historiograpr on not only uglish law but also the Norman

Conquest made some British observers sensitive to the legal issues

raised by the Affaire. In their discussion of the administration of

bench justice, journalists tended to regard Rennes as the epitome of

the legal system in France. All. but a few recognized that the Dreyfus

trials were not ordinary cases, especially given the position of France

in the international enviroment of the 1890s. Significantly, when

national security or imperial interests were involved, the British were

aswillingastheh-enchtoconducttheirinquiriesincgra. The
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case of the naval cadet Archer-Schee illustrated that the British were

also capable of falsely convicting a.member of the military service.

Some British legal authorities, including Chief Justice Russell,

refrained from heaping scorn.upon French.military judges. In fact,

Russell believed the overseers at Rennes performed as well as could be

expected, given their legal training and understanding. Others were

not so sympathetic. By British standards, Dreyfus certainly'did not

receive due process of law. The vitriolic analysis of the French legal

system.occasioned by the Affaire was a testimony to the value the Brit-

ish placed upon the rights of the individual within society. The

extensive comparisons made between the English and French legal systems

demonstrated the nearly boundless confidence which.the British had in

the superiority of their legal processes. the legal reforms of tie

1870s gave them, in their own.minds, the right and the qualifications

to dissect and analyze the perceived anachronisms of French jurisprudence.

While comparisons of the two legal systems, each rooted in.a unique

national tradition and the product of different legal histories, were

perhaps unfair, the British were certainly accurate in citing the nmmer-

ous examples of unequal justice for Dreyfus, the Jew, and the flagrant

violations of the law'which.worked to the hurt of the accused and towthe

benefit of liars, forgers, and murderers.

Only a few British journalists placed.prmmary emphasis on the

role which anti-Semitism played in the Affaire. There is little doubt

that anti-Semitismrplayed an important role in France during the final

six years of the century. Its importance, however, was not as great

as the journalists in the Jewish Chronicle and Charles Whibley argued

that it was. Conybeare overdvalued the anti-Semitic articles appearing
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in the Catholic press and consequently argued that the Church was

primarily responsible for popular anti-Semitism. Others made too much

out of occasional expressions of anti-Semitism in the Amy. Few in

Britain appreciated the fact that the anti-Sanitic behavior of Frenchmen

during the 1890s was an abberration. Almost seventy years in advance

of Britain, Francehadbecomethefirstmropeannationtogranther

Jews comlete political auancipation. Between 1791 and the 1890s,

Hench Jews benefitedfranthe spirit ofaooeptmce andbrotherhoodin

France. Harv made contributions to French theater, literature, literary

criticise, scholarship, law, and medicine, as well as making their mark

in journalism, the military service, and Republican politics. inti-

Semitiun sporadically flourished, but during most of the nineteenth

century, French Jews were not only persecuted. Many French Jews msinilmd

fully into French society. When the Affaire had run its course, anti-

Semitism once again diminished. Few in Britain anticipated this develop-

ment. Most contalporaries probably perceived the anti-Semitim connected

withthe Affaire aspart of ageneral Fhropeanphenomenon, themore

potent and durable anti-Suitism which existed simultaneously in Russia,

and Eastern and Central Eirope. In fact the anti-Semitism of the late-'-

zrlneteenth century was also found in Britain.

In spite of the tolerance which Frenchnen usually showed for the

Jewish ethnic minority, there were those _in Britain who exploited the

anti-Semitism associated with the Affairs to praise thanselves for their

own trea‘huent of Anglo-Jewry. The British at the end of the century

generally exhibited more tolerance for the Jews than did their fellow-

Earopeans. Some over-enthusiastic commentators claimed, however, that



258

anti-Semitism did not exist in Britain. British behavior supposedly

demonstrated the liberal ideal of tolerance for all minority groups.

Events (hiring the opening decade of the twentieth centuryehowed

how overdrawn this claim was. During these years, anti-Semitic sentiment

grew for political, social, and economic reasons. Lady Warwick com-

plained about the Prince of Wales' introduction of Jews into her social

set, I'not because we dislike them individually . . . but became they

bad brains and understood finance. is a class, we did not like brains.

As for money, our only understanding of it lay in spending, not in

making it."3 mush Marxists often associated capitalise with the Jew.

One of the most col-Ion sterotypical images of the nineteenth century

was that of the rich Jewish money-lender, usurer, banker, and capitalist.

Some Europeans believed that the Jew was the creator of monopolies and

the controller of the money market. Werner Sombart labeled capitalism

as a 'Jewish invention."

Members of the shopkeeping lower-middle class were perhaps the

most virulent anti-Suites in England. 'lhe late-nineteenth century with

its “economic failures and depressions“ was a time of uncertainty and

insecurity for many numbers of this group. In an effort quickly to

discover a simple cause of their discomfiture they sonetimes focused their

anger upon a scapegoat. It was easy to ignore the deeper underlying

forces which eroded their social and economic security, and single to

place the blame upon the capitalist Jew.h Shopkeepers and small

tradesmen were men of modest means. They resented thoughtof becoming

the servant of a Jewish usurer who could suck up their profits through

interest.
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Other individuals resented the negative impact which they

believed that Jewish innigrants had upon the British econonw. During the

final two decades of the century, thousands of Jews from Eastern Europe

and Russia sought refuge from persecutions by moving to Britain. Almost

all of these innigrants were working people. may arrived during a time

of economic depression. may increased size in the British work force

and spawned fears that the standard of living for native workers would

plumet. his was particularly the case since immigrant Jews were

willing to work for mch less than the Englishman. Ihe “public mind"

frequently associated Jews with employment under deplorable, crmnped,

unsanitary worldng conditions connonly referred to by contemporaries

as the sweating system. In addition to perpetuating the sweating

systan, Jews swelled the size of alreaw congested urban slums.5 Until

the volume of Mgrarrts reached a size which posed a threat to the

British working man, Jews who fled from persecution on the Continent

were usually regarded sympathetically as refugees rather than competitors.

Finally, mam Liberals, Radicals, and socialists in Britain

perceived the Boer War as a British effort on behalf of Jewish capital-

ists; who pulled the strings in South Africa and who largely controlled

the British press. Ironically, only months before many British ob-

servers had scoffed at the French fantasy of the Jewish Syndicate.

Nevertheless, there were those in Britain who quickly adopted a similar

belief when British rather than French interests were involved. The

development of anti-Semitism during those years which immediately

followed the Affaire helped to generate support for an Aliens Act.

'Ihis Aet, passed the year before Dreyfus' rehabilitation, restricted

the flow of immigrants into Britain.
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The anti-Semitism which flourished in Britain during the

early-twentieth century was by no means of the same intensity as the

anti-Semitic furor which accompanied the Affaire. It does, however,

help to illustrate that may and probably most of those in Britain who

both supported Dreyfus and decried French anti-Semitism did so for

reasons other than defending a member of an ethnic minority. As the

examples of Mass, Lloyd George, and Hughes illustrate, the motive of

at leastsomewastoneedle aneighborwhohappenedtobeunpopularat

the moment. Ronald Huch observes, 'In England, the reaction to the

Rennes trial had always been more anti-French than pro-Dreyfus."6

If anti-Sanitism was not the driving force behind the Affaire,

neither was religion. Yet several British journalists underscored the

importance which religion played in the Affaire to a fault. These men

believedthattheroleoftheCatholicChurchintheAffairewasbut

part of the general resurgence of clericalim at the end of the century.

In his monthly column in Blgkwood's, Greenwood argued that efforts to

relive Catholicism in France had achieved success thanks to the 'fright-

only demoralised“ condition of the 'present generation of Frenclmen.

. . . mereligionwhichthewomenneverlosthascome backtotheir

husbands and sons."7 Again, this response illustrates the imortance

of liberal values in British society. A revived Catholic Church

threatened two values very dear to British citizens: separation of

Church and State, and religious freedom. Efforts of the Catholic

Church to regain a foothold in temporal politics were seen as highly

irregular and dangerous. Suprane power was to be invesud in the secular

nation-state rather than some august ecclesiastical body. Proponents of

the former conviction vehemently argued for the rights of the
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individual to choose to be a Catholic, Protestant, agnostic, or athiest.

Moreover, British counsntators roundly condemned the habits of mind

inclucated by Catholic education and contact with the priest. me

emphasis which this instruction placed upon submission to authority

restricted one’s ability to use and trust his own reasoning powers.

It proscribed freedmn of thought and examination.

Too often, those who examined the religious dimension of the

Affaire failed to recognize, or at least emphasize, the fact that there

were Dreyfusards who were also Catholics. 'Ihere were also Protestants

me were anti-Dreyfusards. If letters to editors from Catholic laymen

are an indicator of British Catholic opinion, then the majority of

believers in Britain were Dreyfusard» On rare occasions, Catholic

leaders like 3. F. anith and Cardinal Herbert Vaughan spoke in defense

of the Church. The articles by the former clergyman provided perhaps

the most Chainsaws“ and objective British analysis of Catholicism's

relationship to the Affaire. Snith not only placed the role of the Church

in its proper perspective, but also anticipated the Radical assault ‘

on the Church following the Affaire. In fact, the issue underlying the

Affaire was not primarily a religious one. Those who placed too much "

stress on religion falsified the primary issues which centered upon

justice and republicanismin France.

The commentary upon the Iffaire also illustrates the influence

of contauporary writing about institutional history and the Roman con-

quest, and the value which the British placed upon limited representative

government and parliamentarianism. Ibis governmental system allowed

the majority of adult males to participate either directly or indirectly

in the political process and the goverment of the nation. The Affaire
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gave convinced republicans an opportunity to compare and contrast the

British system: with what they perceived as the overbearing and illib-

eral political systae in France. New British journalists expressed

sharp resentment toward the extensive government control practiced in

France. Equally unattractive to the ldssez-faire persuasions of these

observers was the expensive bureaucracy which was complicated to deal

with and difficult to manage. The system illustrated the dangers of

uniformity and overcentralization. Journalists were repulsed by chaotic

and sometimes violent parliamentary proceedings in the Chamber.

According to the popular theory most extensively elaborated by John E.

C. Bodley, the turbulent conditions in the French parliamentary system

were the result of the irruediable tension between the legacy of the

M,which was a strong central goverment, and a system of

parliamentarianism based on the English model. The French effort to

adopt this foreign font was unsuccessful. Hence, the French political

machinewashighlyunstableandunabletoperformtheusualandrequired

functions of 'govement.8 According to Bodley, the French, by virtue

of their national taper, were unsuited to parliamentary govermnent.

Not all British observers adopted Bodley's interpretation of the

French political system. 'Ihere were several, though centainly not a

majority, who recognized the liberal qualities of the Third Republic.

mesewritersazguedthattheRepublicwouldendureandDreyfuswould

eventually receive justice. In their opinion, the powerful and pro-

gressive force of liberalism was too strong to be contained. m-

mm Review, which believed that the Third Republic was a chm, agreed

on this point and also predicted the eventual victory of the true
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French liberals. Ihe forces of the French Right were too weak and

disunited to prevent these developments.

British journalists recoiled at the idea of a return of

reactionary forces which would vest the right to rule in the hands of

the privileged few, in particular the aristocrats, the soldiers, and the

priests. This arrangaaent would dew equal opportunities to all, and

challenged the liberal belief in the value of the meritocracy and the

free flow of talent which enabled the individual to achieve maximum

self-development.

In its criticism of the French political system, the British

press often failed to take into account the pecularities of the French

political heritage. 1789 represented a sharp break with the past. Frm

the Great Revolution to the Affairs, and even afterward, the French

fought among themselves over who would rule and what form of governnent

was best suited to promote the national well-being. Unlike the British,

the French felt greater pressure to adapt imediately, to change their

political institutions. 'me problem became even more ccmplex since

there was little consensus in Frmce regardim many fundamental issues.

Revolutions rocked the nation in 1830, 18h8, and 1871 and adudnistrati'ons

changed with alarming frequency. In such circumstances, it is little

wonder that hence appeared unstable to foreign observers.

British journalists also often overlooked the similarities

which existed in the British and French political systems. Both systems

had roots in the European national-liberal political tradition. To

its discredit, the British press often minimized the influence of liberal

statesmen in France. Journalists tended to pigeonhole France with the

autocratic and reactionary regimes of Dirope. In fact, most Frenchmen
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largely accepted liberal values and political institutions. In

00er Review, Francis de Pressensé sought to persuade British

readers that Britain and France shared a broad comunity of interests.

He wrote:

on both sides of the Channel and in the whole world, the fate of

Liberalism, or, in other terms, the future of civilisation, is

absolutely.conpected with the state of the relations of our two

countries. . . . Just now, when the whole of mankind is threatened

everywhere with a dreadful crisis, when parliamentary institutions

are on their trial, when democracy is hesitating between the noble

and manly struggles of freedom and the deceitful tranquillity of

despotimn, when we see an offensive return of forces we believed

dead, such as militarism and that blooch fanaticism—anti-Semitism;

when, in England, Imperialism threatens to substitute the intox-

ications of conquest and material empansion for the noble and proud

endeavour of a self-governing democracy; when in France, Nationalism

and its unclean blood are perhaps on the eve of strangling freedan,

of enslaving justice, and inaugurating a new era of flase glory and

militarytyranry, therewouldbenoemcuseforthoseofuswhowith

their eyes open should delibegately contribute to a conflict

[between Britain and France].

Few British journalists adopted this theme. More comuonly, they con-

trasted British and French political institutions in an effort to

dmaonstrate the superiority of the fomer.

For all the praise which British journalists gave to their own

systmu of govermnent, it still failed to provide all its citizens with

the equal opportunities and advantages which were preemued by the

commentary found about the Affaire. 'Ihe labor unrest of the early-

twontieth century in part demonstrated this shortcoming. Moreover, the

tumultuous and undignified proceedings which led to the Parliament Bill

of 1911 demonstrated that the French had no monopoly on chaotic par-

liamentary sessions. An important minority within the House of Lords

seemed willing to assault parliamentary institutions if that was what

it took to preserve the power of the Lords. It is true that the Tory

Rebellion failed to bring about reactionary constitutional change in
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Britain, but it is also true that the Affaire failed to precipitate a

Right wing revolution against the Third Republic. In both Britain and

France, the majority supported parliamentary goverment. Those who

sang the praises of laissez-faire and indicted French goverment con-

trolwouldhavebeenshockedtoknowtheextenttowhichtheBritish

government would exert its influence over the next half-century, creating

a welfare state and inaugurating a systmn of state capitalism. Finally,

the Third Repuch mocked those who predicted impending revolution from

the Right, for it endured another forty years.

If the British valued republican government, so they also

vnued international peace. The Affaire illustrated to some the rise

of reactionary forces—most notably the military—which endangered the

growth of the Gladstonian ideal of a peaceful and harmonious world

full of sovereign nation-states. Many British observers viewed war as

the product of irrational, obsolescent forces personified by the anti-

Dreyfusards. The Affaire underscored the hazard of alliances. In spite

of those who called for more friendly relations with either Germany or

fiance, and there were several during the 1890s who did, those who wrote

about the Affaire seemed convinced that the wisest course was to remain

free from condiments to foreign powers. This freedom gave Britain

the confidence to fancy herself as the arbiter of Europe, to have the

detachment and Olympian objectivity and righteousness which conferred

the right to judge the domestic and international dealings of her

fellow-nations.

A few British journalists believed that foreigners generally

should not say much about the internal matters of other nations,

especially regarding delicate issues like the Affaire. They claimed
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that it was unwise to make critical judgments. The French seemed to

perceive criticise as offensive foreign interference. Frederick

Greenwood of Blackwood's observed that 'right or wrong intrusions into

the domestic quarrels of other people is a natural cause for resent-

10
ment.‘I Those who extended the guilt of a few to the entire French

people evoked much ill-will toward the British.11 This mist have

been especially so muong the mam who identified themselves as "friends

of fiance“ and then proceeded in a condescending m to rake their

neighbour over fiery coals of prose.12 Not surprisingly, most pressmen

who adopted a relatively objective approach toward the Affaire wrote

in the Conservative press. In contrast to Liberals, British Conserva-

tives generally exhibited a cautious, pessimistic restraint, and a

distrust for excessive idealism and over-zealousness. This posture

often led to a somewhat more accurate interpretation of events in France

than one finds in the Liberal press. On the whole, Conservative

journalists were more consistently accurate than their Liberal counter-

parts in the discussion of the meaning of the Affaire. Conservatives

had a reasonably realistic view of the impact their commentary would

have in fiance. Many Liberals wrote as though they believed that

France obediently would respond to their suggestions which were laden

with polemic and exaggeration.

A few British observers scolded their fellows for exaggerating

to a fault. Exaggerations led to warped judgments, prejudices, re-

criminations, denunciations, and the resurrections of old quarrels

between Britain and France. They created the appearance of differences

between the peoples of each nation, and encouraged the imputation of the

worst intentions and designs. British diatribes were not inspired
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solely by a love for justice, but that “fatal facility men have for

sending their neighbours to the devil for faults which they thmnselves

might have committed. '13 The British could often see clearly to cast

the mote out of their neighbor's eye, but were unable to see 'the in-

justices and prejudices at home."”‘ To illustrate this point, Ludovic

Trarieux and Francis de Pressensé observed that all nations had a

national egoism which made them blind to their own faults yet able

clearly to perceive the inadequacies of others. The British were

intolerant of the pro-Boers; the Russians denied the Finns the right to

protest Panslavic proposals which threatened their own interests3 the

Germans tolerated the Armeian atrocities because of their alliance with

the Sultan; and the hericans cast their respect for the rights of ne-

tions to the wind to indulge in an orgy of inperialism in the Philippines.

And in spite of the contradictions of national principle which each

act represented, each nation remained righteous in its own eyes. As

Pressensé, Trarieux, and many of their fellow-Frenchmen recognized, in

condemning the French, the British often condemned themselves by

implication. In mid-February 1899s Hench hubassador to Britain, Paul

Canbon, reminded his hosts that daily 'comnent upon the weakness or

wickedness of our neighbours is hardly likely to be the means of leading

to the good understanding we desire. '15 Those who encouraged a tolerant

approach toward fiance were in the minority. The majority seemed un-

aware that their criticisms actually endangered peace between Britain

and fiance.

Significantly, the British had a vested and material interest

in keeping the peace. Although the British position had slipped in

relative terms vis-i-vis German, the United States, and other
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industrializing nations, Britain still enjoyed the prestige of being

first anong equals in the cauity of nations. Sue ruled the largest

Enpire that had ever existed, and possessed the material benefits pro-

duced by industrialization, and advances in transportation and consum-

ication. Justas Francemaintainedalarge mtognarantee national

security, so the British supported the world's largest Navy. British

critics who lanbasted the French seemed blind to the fact that navalism

was as dangerous to international peace as the militarism illustrated

by the role of the General Staff in the Affaire. To the British, the

one seued Justified and the other did not. ‘Ihe British, whether

consciously or unconsciously, could appreciate the security needs of

Empire but not of a Continental nation with vulnerable frontiers.

The Franco-Prussian Var raised Frenclmen's level of consciousness

about this vulnerability and made them susceptible to spy-mania. In

this psychological environment, Jews were often the object of suspicion.

European anti-Semites often viewed the Jewish population in their

nation as an enemy, alien ”racial" almant. Bismarck once described

Jews as 'international-Ehropeans, cosmopolitans, [and] wanderers.‘I A

French Journalist extrapolated damning conclusions from this hypothesis,

writing, "the soldier recognizes in the Jew the shameless spy who

trafficks in the secrets of national defence.”16

Maw Jews viewed themselves as a separate people with a national

consciousness. Herzl exemplified the bond of unity shared by Jewish

people. On 17 November 1895, in an effort to promote Zionism and an-

phasize the cannon bond between the eight to ten million Jews scattered

throughout the world, he wrote from Paris saying he suffered l'when

Captain Dreyfus was accused of high treasom'n He believed that the
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Jews were 'a united people."18 George W. Steevens, wryly observed that

the unity of the Jewish people at the time of the Affaire came back to

haunt the French. Aw other prisoner would have quickly faded from

public mauory while he served his sentence in New Caledonia.

The Jew, and later Dreyfus, becme a symbol, a scapegoat for

thexenophobicfearswhichenstedinFranceduringthefinalquarter

of the century. Dreyfus' alleged treachery was particularly approbmus

since it endangered the bulwark and defender of France, the Amy. ‘niis

institution was supposedly invincible.” ihe enbsrrsssing defeats it

suffered during the nineteenth century were thus seen by new Frenchmen,

during the 1890s, as the outcome of betrayal by the Jews. be supposed

existence of treachery made Frenclmen believe it all the more important

to strengthen the Amy. his, in turn, spurned the British fear that

France had given herself over to witarisn.

Regarding hire, the anti-Sanitic agitation in Algeria gave

the British opportunity to extol what they believed to be their superior

methods of ruling foreign peoples. As the Affaire drew to a close, the

British entered into an imbroglio in Southern Africa which exposed many

anbarrassing fallacies of reasoning behind their criticisms of the French

during the Dreyfus fiasco. The Boer War revealed the deficiencies in

not only the British Arm, held at bay by the unconventional, guerrilla

warfare of the Boers, but exposed the sad state of health in which most

recruits, especially those from the laboring classes, were. These

revelations called theories of innate Anglo-Saxon superiority into

question. Ihey weakened British claims to superior ways and practices,

as well as mahng it appear that the British, at least in the colonial

arena, paid only lip-service to liberal values. There sealed to be
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very little liberal about the scorched earth policy and concentration

camps for women and children. 'Iheir experience in Southern Africa showed

that in several respects the British refused to see their own short-

comings. may were unwilling to recognise that the diverse principles

of liberalim are not always complementary.

In new publications, stories of the Affaire and Britain's

troubles in Southem Africa appeared side by side. In Blackwood's,

Greenwood argued that the two phenomena were not connected. He warned,

however, that the British must reach a reasonable solution with the

Boers in the event that the Affaire led to military revolution and

dictatorship. Perhaps the British attitude is best captured inm

M's I'Notes" of the events of the week. On 19 August 1699, this

weekly cited Ramos and Pretoria as the most important current news

items. The latter "fills one with impatience touched with disgust'

while the fomer spawned “disgust touched with impatience.“ The reviewer

wrote:

It is to the credit of English hearts that the suffereings of the

prisoner of Rennes and his advocate-which affect English interests

not at all—have held their attention more closely than the almost

impudent dalliance of President Kruger—though that touchegothe

prestige of England and m mean much to every Englishman.

Reflecting on arguments like these, Liberal politician and opponent of

the Boer War, L. T. Hohhouse mused, ”the French are keen enough to see

the same rsultsfrsnscies, imoralities and damers in the British

temper] in our national determination to take our neighbour's land,

suppressing his national life."21 This inconsistency aggravated Anglo-

French tensions.

In fact, there were several British observers, not the least of

whom were Sir Mount Stuart Grant-Duff, Sir Charles Dilke, and T. H. S.
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Escott, who indicted the Popular press in Europe as a chief fomentor of

international ill-will and misunderstandings. Particularly in Britain,

where the spread of state-supported education had given birth to a new

reading public with cannon and vulgar tastes, Journalists looking for

sensational stories often excited popular opinion and sometimes even

made it difficult for politicians to pursue the most rational, beneficial

course of action. Prime Minister Salisbury had a deep distrust of the

press and the pressure it could exert on the governnent. He spoke. of

yellow Journalism in the most unflattering terms. Indeed, the Yellow

press complicated international relations by propagating a variety of

distorted views. At times, reports of events overseas here only slight

resemblance to what actually had occurred. Journalists used half-

truths and misapplied truths to produce and sell sensational copy. By

the end of the century, the press, given the right circumstances, could

poison and embitter relations between two states with relative ease.22

Grant-Duff wrote, I"The diplomatists and Foreign Ministers of Europe

would get on perfectly well together, and settle their own differences

comfortably, but for the new Journalists' intemeddling and stirring up

international Jealousy and spite." Like Gladstone, who, given the inter-

national situation in 1898, regretted he had lived so long, he remarked,

'It is a disgusting spectacle, which makes me feel thankful that I am

seventy years of age. '23

The Affaire was ready made for the Yellow press. It was a

sensational series of never-ending events to titillate the public.

Ironically, British commentators from the more serious and respected

publications heaped criticism upon the Yellow press in France for its

anti-Semitism and anti-Dreyfusard pratings. Yet they too were infected
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by the spirit of the age, and their reports of the Affaire came in

various shades of yellow. The vehemence of the denunciations of France

found in the British press during the Affaire did credit to the most

skilled practitioners in the art of yellow Journalism. Newspapers and

Journals with a long-standing tradition of moderation and rational

analysis participated in occasional diatribes comuonly found in the

MMathew. Evenpapemlikethemegmdm

Joined this chorus.

There were limits, however, to the length which some editors

would allow their Joumalists to go. Upon learning of the Rennes verdict,

Queen Victoria telegraphed Secretary Michael H. Herbert at the British

Enbassy in Paris to en: "marks for your telegram with the news of this

monstrousverdict against thispoormartyr. Itrusthewill appeal

gainst this dreadful serrtence.‘ She acted without consulting anyone,

and hence her commication passed through the French Ministry of the

Interior. The well-connected correspondent for the 21.12.!) Blowitz,

scooped the telegram and quickly dispatched it to his superiors at

Printing House Square. Not wishing to embarrass Her MaJesty or, in

violation of all good taste, offend French sensibilities unnecessarily,

the M refused to publish Victoria's communicationezh The French

public did not learn of this royal indiscretion for several years.

The momentary and undisclosed behavior of the _Ti_.n_ie£ did not

compensate for the conduct which the British press as a whole exhibited

in 1898 and 1899. The coverage of the Affairs in the British press

embittered Anglo-Hench relations. Far from assisting the Dreyfusard

cause, it had an unfortuante inmact and gave rise to charges that
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Britain was a maJor partner in the Jewish Syndicate. When the Boer War

broke, the hunch returned kind for kind. French Journalists filled

their publications with invective and scurrilous cartoons. Some British

pressmen dismissed what they termed a childish and hostile reaction as

the delayed response to the French loss to Britain at Fashoda. France,

as well as other European powers was supposedly envious of British

colonial successes. Others explained the criticise as an expression of

concern over French investments in Southern African mining stock. In

a telegram to Victoria, Manson cited the abuse, falsehoods, and mis-

representations which the French press poured out on the British. He

argued that France used the situation in the Transvaal to retaliate for

British criticisms of the homes verdict. National Review inpugned the

Cmtinental press in general and the m in particular for what it

called anti-British propaganda and distortion of the facts. To demon-

strate its case, it reminded its readers that six of the Tm staff

helped in fund-raising activities to honor the self-confessed forger,

Henry.

In fact, the French were the most virulent critics of the British

war effort. But democratic organs of the Continental press, which had-

previously landed Britain as the beacon of free and liberal institutions,

also decried British intervention against the Boers.25 To these foreign

observers, British actions seemed too harsh and unfair since two such

small and seemingly insignificant nations appeared to be no real threat

to British interests. mile British statesmen certainly understood the

importance and strategic value of the Transvaal, especially given the

significance of the discovery of large deposits of gold in 1885, the

policies pursued by Britain in Southern Africa called into question
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Britain's claim to he a beacon of liberalism. Ironically, the vitriolic

criticism which the British and French exchanged during the Affairs and

the Boer War were poor indicators of the course which Anglo-French

relations were to take over the next two decades. Brought together by

their mutual interests and the resolution of their colonial differences,

both the British and the French presses largely dropped mutual recrind-

nations as the two nations moved toward the entente of 1901;.

In retrospect, the response of the British press to the Dreyfus

Affaire reveals an unsuspecting nation, self-satisfied but about to

encounter a rude awakening. Indeed, the British greatly prized liberal

values, and in new respects, allowed for thier implementation and

operation in British society. Many liberals failed to see that there

were contradictions within the liberal ethos. Far from being the

panacea which many liberals believed it to be, liberalism failed to

provide the solutions to all of the problem in Britain let alone the

world. Internal forces in Britain—forces which operated even during the

Affaire-demonstrated the inadequacies of classical, laissez-faire

principles in a modern, industrial society. Giving free rein to the

individual had failed to provide equal opportunities for every citizen.

Rather, it underscored the need for some regulating force to prevent

the exploitation of the new by the few. While international Free Trade

benefited Britain, it appeared to condemn other nations to a sort of

second-class status. A diplomatic revolution of sorts took place wiring

the 1890s. Europeans witnessed the undoing of the Bismarckian system

and the extension of the diplomatic game of power politics to include

the United States and Japan. Before the final decade of the century,

Britain was largely insulated from the vicissitudes of Continental
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politics and rivalries, and in possession of a vast colonial Empire.

It was often easier for the British to be liberal than their European

fellows. But as the century drew to a close, the British found it

increasingly difficult to main aloof from the illiberal pulls at the

endofthecenturyandtoretainclaims onbeingthe sage arbiterand

Judge of Europe. They found themselves over-extended in terms of their

imperial condiments, and without an ally, exposed and vulnerable. The

Gladstonian revulsion for alliances, and the British infatuation with

splendid isolation gradually gave way to the exigencies of the age.

The British comentary on the Affaire tells us much about

popular images of the French at the century's end. But it also is a

unique mirror in which we see reflections of _British values, beliefs,

and attitudes. It unveils a partial, yet important picture of who the

British were, what they valued, and what they thought of themselves as

they prepared to enter the new century. National circumstances in Britain

during most of the nineteenth century allowed the British to conduct

their affairs under less duress and wit: fewer problems than the French.

As advances in communications, transportation, and technologies figur-

atively reduced the size of the world, and as the shortcomings, and

contradictions of the British political and economic systms and ideals

became exposed, Britain lost her insularity and some of her supreme

confidence that British was best. In retrospect, the British Judgment

of fiance appears overly harsh and often unfair. The perceptions the

British had of the Affaire, while not always correct, were almost always

self-revealing. They provide us with images and reflections—images of

France and reflections of Britain at a time of crucial importance in the

history of both nations and the world. In this, the Affaire provides
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us with a novel and valuable insight into life in Britain as the British,

for the most part unknowingly, prepared to step from the center of the

world stage, and assume a less prestigious and less influential position

in the mrlde
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"The Ghost-Dance of the French." August 1899, pp. 1h9-59.

Greenwood, Frederick. "The Looker-m: France : Its Tragic Ex-

travaganza." September 1899, pp. h2h-7.

MacDonald, J. H. A. (published anonymously). "France To-Day."8

October 1899, pp. 5’43‘550

Greenwood, Frederick. "The Looker-On: Reverberations From La

France Croyante." October 1899, pp. 562-6.

Con or Review

"The Demoralisation of France." March 1898, pp. 305-25.

Murray, David Christie. "Some Notes on the Zola Case." April

1898, pp. h81'900

Guyot, Ives. "The Dreyfus Case." May 1898, pp. 618-27.

K. V. T. "The Dreyfus Case: A Study of French Opinion." Octo-

ber 1898, pp. 593-608.
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Tricolor. "The Casing Social Revolution in France." January

1899’ PP. 106-22.

Pressense, Francis de. "England and France: An Examination and

an Appeal." February 1899, pp. 153-60.

E. D. "The Situation in France." July 1899, pp. h1-50.

Trarieux, Ludovic. "After the Dreyfus Case." November 1899,

pp. 658-62.

Cornhill Mggazine

Conybeare, Frederick C. "General Picquart." August 191b, pp.

167-73.

Fortnithlz;Review

volt, Lucien. "Anti-Semitism.and the Dreyfus Case." Jnnuary

1398, pp. 135-h6.

Coubertin, Pierre de. "Contradictions of Modern France: The

Military Paradox." March 1898, pp. 3h1-53.

 

Coubertin, Pierre de. "Contradictions of Modern France: The

Political Paradox." June 1898, 677-91.

VanDam, Albert D. "The Spy-Mania and the Revanche Idea."

September 1898, pp. 396-h09.

An Anglo-Parisian Journalist. "A Regenerated France (?)" July

1899’ PP. 1h0‘50.

Godfemaux, Andre. "The Philosophy of the Dreyfus Case."

September 1899, pp. 371-8L,

An English Officer. "The Rennes Verdict and the Dreyfus Cases»

Its Military Aspects." October 1899, Pp. 5h7-62.

Foxcroft, H. C. "The 'Dreyfus Scandal' of English History."

October 1899, pp. 563-75.

MacDggglg, John F. "Memories of Fort Chabrol." March 1911, pp.

7.

Mggper's Magazine (U.S. publication)

Steevens, George W. "France as Affected by the Dreyfus Case."

October 1899, pp. 792.8.

McClure's Magazine (U.S. publication)

Steevens, George W. "Scenes and Actors in the Dreyfus Trial."

OCtObar 1899’ Pp. 515'23.
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The Month: A Catholic Magazine

Thurston, Herbert. "Anti-Semitism and the Charge of Ritual Mur-

der.” Jun 1898, pp. 561-7h.

Smith, S. F. "The Jesuits and the Dreyfus Case." February

1899, pp. 113-m.

Smith, S. F. "Mr. Conybeare Again." April 1899, pp. h05-12.

National Review

In addition to the articles cited below, National Review published regu-

lar’summaries of the Affairs in its column "Episodes of the Month."

Conybeare, Frederick C. "The Truth About the Dreyfus Case."

June 1898, pp. Sh1-58.

Maxse, L. J. "M. Cavaignac’s Vindication of Captain Dreyfus."

Conybeare, Frederick C. "The Letters of an Innocent." Septem-

ber 1898, pp. h6-65.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "Side-Lights on the Dreyfus Case."

October 1898, pp. 250-67.

Maxse, L. J. "The Key to the Mystery." October 1898, pp.

268-83.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "French Military Justice." November

1893: PP. 337-56.

Maxseg L. J. "Russia and Captain Dreyfus." November 1898, pp.

3 7-73.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "Treason in the French Whr Office."

December 1898, pp. h96-513.

Maxse, L. J. "Some International Aspects of the Dreyfus Scan-

dal." February 1899, pp. 731-h1.

Lushington, Godfrey. "The Dreyfus Case: The Scape of the En-

quiry." February 1899, pp. 772-86.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "The Dreyfus Case: A Clerical Cru- .

sade." February 1899, pp. 787-806.

Maxse, L. J. "The Dreyfus Case: The Only Mystery." February

1899, PP. 807-17.

r
.
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Lushington, Godfrey. "The Dreyfus Affair: M. de Beaurepaire

and M. Dupuy," March 1899, pp. 129-hO.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "The Dreyfus Affaire: I1 Caso Dreyfus;

or, the Jesuit View." March 1899, pp. 1hO-58.

Maxse, L. J. "The Dreyfus Affair: The Sins of the Syndicate."

March 1899, PP. 158-68.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "General Boisdeffre?" April 1899, pp.

317-h0.

Conybeare, Frederick.C. "Fresh Evidence on the Dreyfus Case."

June 1899, pp. h72-91.

Lushington, Godfrey. "Special Supplement: The Conspiracy

Against Dreyfus." June 1899, PP. 1-6h.

Conybeare, Frederick C. "A Study in Jew-Baiting." July 1899,

pp. 783-801.

Lushington, Godfrey. "The Court-Martial at Rennes." September

1899, pp. h7-6h.

Lushington, Godfrey. "The verdict at Rennes." October 1899,

pp. 179-2020

Nineteenth Centgsz

Guyot, Ives. "The Dreyfus Drama and Its Significance." January

18999 pp- "49-72.

Hallie, J. P. "Liberty of the Press in France." February 1899,

pp. 315-26.

Calonne, Alphonse de. "The French Judicial System." March 1899,

pp. 378.88. .

Suineburne, Algernon Charles. "After the verdict-.8eptember

1899." October 1899, p. 521.

Pall Mall Magazine

Belloc-Lowndes, Marie. "A Group of Anti-Dreyfusards." June

1899, pp. 203-11.

Quarterlz;aeview

Oliver, S. P. "Military Espionage in France." April 1898, pp.

521-h5.



319

Review of Reviews (U.S. publication)

"Zola, the Dreyfus Case, and the Anti-Jewish Crusade in France."

March 1898, pp. 309-20.

"More Light on the Dreyfus Case." November 1898, pp. 595-6.

"Why Henry Traduced Dreyfus." January 1899, p. 88.

Stead, W. T. "Alfred Dreyfus: A Chronicle." October 1899, pp.

h17‘320

The Strand mains: An Illustrated Monthly

Schooling, J. Holt. "The Dreyfus Case: A Puzzle in Handwrit- -

ing." December 1897, pp. 7814-8. ‘

Westminster Review

Farleigh, E. Austin. "The Case of Captain Dreyfus: A Compari-

son of the Procedure of English and French Courts-Martial."

January 1898, pp. 1-7.

"The Dreyfus Case." August 1899, pp. 123-7.

"The Ere-“gas Case and the Future of France." October 1899, pp.

3 7 .

Books on them Affaire

The literature about the Affaire is voluminous. Much has been

written about the Dreyfus trials and the impact of the Affairs on France.

Below, I have listed those monographs which are most germane to this

study. These works comprise only a fraction of the historiography about

the Affaire.

Chapman, Guy. The Drems Case: A Reassessmen . New York: Reynal,

1955.

. The 2% Trials. London: Batsford, 1972.

Conybeare, Frederick C. The Drew Case. London: George Allen, and

New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1898.

Halasz, Nicholas. C tain D s: The Sto of a Mass, teria. New

York: SimonandSc ter, 9 .

Johnson, Douglas. France and them Affair. London: Blanford

Press, 1966.
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Lewis, David L. Prisoners of Honor: The Dre fus Affair. New York:

Morrow, 1975.

Snyder, Louis L. The Dreyfus Case: A Documengggz Histogz. New Bruns-

wick, New Jersey: Rutgers University ss, 19 .

Steevens, George W. The Tr of . New York and London: Har-

per and Brothers Pub ishers, 1 99.

 

world Opinion and the Affaire

Many of the monographs on the Affaire include discussions of the

reactions outside France to the Dreyfus Affaire. Very few works, how-

ever, exclusively are devoted to a study of world opinion and the Af-

faire, or the reaction in individual states to the Affaire. Richard D.

Mandell's "The Affair and the Fair: Some Observations on the Closing

Stages of the Dreyfus Case." Journal of Modern Histogz, September 1967,

pp. 253-65, is a study of the response of the civilized world to Rennes

and the relationship of the Rennes verdict to the Exhibition of 1900.

Ronald K. Ruch's "British Reaction to the Dreyfus Affair," Social Sci-

gggg, Winter 1975, pp. 22-8, also focuses on the response to Rennes.

Rose A. Halpern wrote an M; A. thesis at Columbia University entitled

"The American Reaction to the Dreyfus Case" (19h1). Her work examines

American opinion based on an extensive analysis of the United States

secular and religious presses during the years of the Affaire. Egal

Feldman of the University of Wisconsin/Superior has written a book on

American perceptions of France in the late-nineteenth century. In his

work, he addresses the American response to the Affaire. His book is to

be published by the wayne State University Press at Detroit in January

1981.
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Public minion and International Relations

Each of the works below examine either public opinion and the

press or public opinion and international relations.

Angell, Norman. The Public Mind Its Disorders: Its Exploitation. New

York: E. P. Button and Canpany, 195'7.

Boussel, Patrice. L'affaire Dram et la presse. Paris: A. Colin,

1960.

Carroll, Enher Malcolm. French Public Opinion and Forei Affairs

1810-1911:. New York and London: The Century Canpany, 1931.

B. I'Why Not an Anglo-German Entente?" Fortnightly Review, September

1908. pp. 39h-h02.

Hale, Oron J. The Great Illusion WOO-19$. New York: Harper and

Row, 19 .

. Publicit§ and Diplomagz, With Special Reference to gland and

Germany, 1 90-121 . New York and London: D. Appleton-Century

ompany, 19 O.

Morgenthau, Hans J. Politics Am Nations: The St le for Power and

Peace. 11th ed. New York: fired A. Eopf, 19g7.

Seymour-Dre, Colin. The Press Politics and the Public: An Ess on

the Role of the National Press in the British Politic: S stem.

London: Methuen E Company, Hated, 1933.

Sontag, Raymond J. Goring and gland: Background of Conflict, 18118-

182h. New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 19 9.

Thompson, George C. Public minion and Lord BeaconsfieldI 1875-1880.

2 vols. London: Macmillan and Canpany, 1 . *

Wright, Gordon. "Sometimes a Great Nation." The Stanford Magazine,

Spring/Sumner 1980, pp. 18-23.

 

 

The British Press

A wide variety of material exists on the British press in the

late-nineteenth century. It includes memoirs and biogmhies of the

leading journalists of the period, histories of specific newspapers or

periodicals, and general histories of the press.
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Amery, L. S. y Political Life. 3 vols. London: Hutchison, 1953.

Averst, David. Guardian: Biograppz of a Newspger. London: Collins,

1971.

Bell, E. Moberly. The Life and Letters of C. F. Moberl Bell. Intro-

duction by Sir Valentine Chiro . London: The c 3 Press,

Limited, 1927.

Blowitz, Henri Georges Stephan Adolphe de. Memoirs of M. De Blowitz.

New York: Doubledq Page and Company, 19 .

Burnham, Lord Edward F. L. Peterbor_p_ugh Court: The Sto of the Dail ,

Telegpaph. London: Cassell and Company, fited, 1933.

Churchill, Peregrine, and Mitchell, Julian. Jennie: Ladie Randol h

Churchill A Portrait With Letters. London: COHE, 19'7E.

Ellegard, Alvar. The Readershi of the Periodical Press in Mid-Victor-

ian Britain. Gateborg: G8tesborgs Universitets Eskrift,

fir— .

 

Elwin, Malcolm. Victorian Wallflowers. London: Jonathan Cape, 1937.

Escott, Thomas Hay Sweet. Masters of giglish Journalism. London: T.

Fisher Unwin, 1911. ‘

Fullerton, W. Morton. Problems of Power. New and revised ed. New

York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1915.

Giles, Frank. A Prince of Journalists: The Life and Times of Henri

Stefan Qpper de Blowitz. La Salle, Illinois: Open Court, 1971:.

Graham, Walter. _h_1_glish Litepg Periodicals. New York: Thomas Nelson

and Sons, 1930.

Hammond, J. L. C. P. Scott of the Manchester Guardian. London: G. .

Bell and Sons, Limited, 1931.

Harrison, Stanley. Poor Men's Guardians: A Record of the St 1e for

a Democratic Newiier Press; 1:53-12:23 London: Lawrence and

shart, 19 .

The Histo of the Times. vol. 3. New York: The Macmillan Canpany,

19%.

Jones, Sir Roderick. A Life in Reuters. London: Hodder and Stroughton

1951.

Lee, Alan J. The Origins of the Popular Press in Egland WEE-flit.

London: room e , 19 .

Leslie, Anita. Jennie: The Life of Lad Randol h Churchill. London:

Hutchinson and Company, 1939.
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MacDonagh, Michael. The Re orter's Galle . London, New York, and

Toronto: Hodder and Stmton,‘ 5513.

Marids, Louis. Frederick Cornwallis Copzbeare wasp-122112: Notice Bio-

hi e et Biblio hie Criti e. New York: Burt Franklin,

19:;0.

Martin, Ralph G. Jennie: The Life of Lg! Randolph Churchill. vol. 2.

Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 19 1.

Mills, J. Saxon. Sir Edward Cook. New York: E. P. Dutton and Company,

1921.

Pound, Reginald, and Harmsworth, Geoffrey. Northcliffe. London: Cas-

sell, 1959.

Scott, John William Robertson. The Sto of the Pall Mall Gazette of

Its First Editor Frederick Greenwood and of Its Founder Geo e

fig Smith. New York: Oxford University Press, 1935.

Simonis, H. The Street of Ink: An Intimate Histo of Journalism. Lon-

don and New York: Cassell, 1917.

Spender, J. A. Life Journalism and Politics. New York: Frederick A.

Stokes Coupany, 192 .

. The Life of the R1 ht Honorable Sir He C bell-Banneman

G. C. B. 2 vols. London: Hodder and Stroughton, mated, 1933.

Steed, Henry Wickham. The Press. Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin

Books, Limited, 1958.

. Throth mint: YearsI 1822-1222: A Personal Narrative. 2

vo s. New York: Doubleday, Page and Comparw, 19 .

Storey, Graham. Reuters: The Sto of a Cent of News-Gather .

Forward by—Lord LEE-5. New York: Crown Publishers, 19%;.

Tye, J. R., compiler. Periodicals of the Nineties: A Checklist of Lit-

er Periodicals Published in the British Isles at Lo er Than

Fortnightlz Intervals. Oxford: Eford Bibliographical Society,

Whyte, Frederic. Life of W. T. Stead. 2 vols. New York: Houghton

Mifflin, 19 .

 

 

 

Wilkinson, Henry Spenser. ThiLtI-Five Years, 18714-1909. London: Con-

stable and Company, 1933.
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National Histories

Several general histories of Britain and France during the late-

nineteenth century exist. I have relied primarily upon five works. The

histories of Britain are: R. C. K. Ensor, gpgland, 1870-191k. Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1936: R. H. Gretton, A.Modern Histo of the sh

Eggplp, 2nd ed., 2 vols. London: Grant Richards Limited, 1913; and

Donald Read, EpglandI 1862-1213: The Age of Urban Democrpgzh London and

New York: Longmans, 1979. The histories of France which I have used

are: Gordon Wright, France in.Modern Times: 1760 to the Present. Chi-

cago: Rand McNally and Company, and London: John Murray, 1960; and

Theodor Zeldin, France 18h8-19h5, vol. 1. Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1973.

Late-Nineteenth and Earlz-Twentieth Centppz Eurppe

I have used two works which describe the European environment at

the end of the century. They are: Edward R. Tannenbaum, 1900: The Gen-

eration Before the Great War. Garden City, New York: Anchor Press and

Doubleday, 1976; and Barbara W. Tuchman, The Proud Tower: A Portrait of

the WorldBegore the Wag: 1890-191h. New York: ‘Macmillan Company,

1966. Tannenbaum discusses the Affaire in the context of European.anti-

Semitism. Tuchman devotes chapter h, "Give Me Combatl", to the Affairs

and its impact on France. Koenraad W. Swart's The Sense of Decadence in

Nineteenth Centppz France. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 196k, offers a

good analysis of the fin-de-siecle pessimism which existed not only in

France but in other European nations as well. Fer comment about the

British intellectual climate during the late-nineteenth and early-twen-

tieth centuries, the following works are instructive: Samuel Hynes, 322.
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Edwardian Turn of Mind. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1968:

Caroline E. Playne, The Pro-war Mind in Britain. London: George Allen

and Unwin, 1928; G. R. Searle, The Qpest for National Efficienpz: A

Stud: in British Political Thppght 1899-191k. Berkeley and Los Angeles:

University of California, 1971: Reba M. Soffer, "the Revolution in Eng-

lish Social Thought." American Historical Revieg, December 1970, pp.

1938-6h; and Reba M. Soffer, Ethics and Society in England: The Revolu-

tion in Social SciencesI 1810-121h. Berkeley: University of California,

1978.

British Political Traditions

The historiography on British political traditions is extensive.

For the purposes of this study, I have drawn primarily from.the follow-

ing works.

Barker, Michael. Gladstone and Hadicalism: The Reconstruction of Lib-

eral Poli in Britain 1 - . Hassocks, nr. Brighton, Sus-

sex: e ester Press, 19 .

Blake, Robert. The Conservative Ppppz from Peel to Churchill. London:

Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1970.

Bullock, Alan, and Shock, Maurice, eds. The Liberal Tradition from Fox

to Keypes. New York: New York University Press, 19 7.

Clive, John. Macaulgz: The §pppppg of the Historian. New York: Al-

fred A. Knopf, 1973.

Dangerfield, George. The Strppge Death of Liberal Epgland. New York:

Capricorn Books, 193 .

Eccleshall, Robert. "English Conservatism as Ideology." Political

Studies, March 1977, pp. 62-83.

Eldrige, C. C. Epgland's Mission: The gpperial Idea in the pge of

Gladstone and Disrae i, 1 -1 0. London: Macmillan, 1973.

Emy, H. V. Liberals Radicals and Social Politics 1892-191k. Cam-

bridge: The University Press, 1975.
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Freeden, Michael. The New Liberalism: An Ideolo of Social Reform.

Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978.

Freeman, E. A. A Short Histo of the Norman Conquest of W. Ox-

ford: Clarendon Press, 1887. -

Hamburger, Joseph. Macaul and the Whi Tradition. Chicago and London:

University of Chicago Press, 1978.

Hill, Geoffrey. Some Cons ences of the Norman Con est. London: E1-

liot Stock, 19011.

James, Robert Rhodes. Rosebefi: A Bioggfipf of Archibald Philipg Fifth

Earl of Rosebegz. on: eid e an Nic 0 son, .

MacCoby, Simon, ed. The mush Radical Tradition 1163-1211:. New York:

New York University Press, 19 7.

MacDougall, Hugh A. The Acton-Neman Relations: The Dilema of Christ-

ian Liberalism. New ME: Fordham University Ess, 1982.

Matthew, C. G. The Liberal erialists: The Idea and Politics of a

Po . Oxford: The University Press, 1 3.

Felling, Henry, ed. Challepge of Socialism. London: A. and C. Black,

195k

 

 

Perkin, Harold. "Individualism Versus Collectivism in Nineteenth Cen-

tury Britain: A False Antithesis." The Journal of British

Studies, Fall 1972, pp. 105-18.

St. John-Stevas, Norman. Walter pigehot: A St? of His Life and

Th t T ether a Se ection s o tic s.

0 on: ana niversity ss, 1 .

Taylor, A. J. P. Essfl in _hpglish Histog. Hamondsworth: Penguin

Books Limited, 19 . "

Thompson, J. A. The Congse of the British Liberal Pm: Fate or

Self-Destruc on on, Mass.: D. C. ath and Company,

89 .19.

Thanson, David. gland in the Nineteenth Cent? 18fi191h. Har- -

mondswo : Penguin Books Limited, 197 .

White, Reginald James, ed. The Conservative Tradition. London: N.

WC, 1950.
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British Constitutional Histogz

Dicey, A. V. "The Teaching of English Law at Harvard." Contmorgz

Review, November 1899, pp. 7h2-58.

Holdsworth, W. S. The Historians of lo-American Law. New York:

Columbia University Press, 1928.

May, Sir Thomas Erskine. The Constitutional Histo? of gland Since

the Ascession of Geo e the Third 17 0-1 0. New standard ed.

with a new supplementary chapter 1861-1871, 2 vols. New York:

A. C. Armstrong and Sons, 1887.

Marcham, Frederick George. A Constitutional Histo of Modern land

11:82 to the Present. New York, Evanston, and London: %er

and , 3361.3, 1960. 

Morley, Viscount John. Recollections. 2 vols. New York: Macmillan

Comparv, 1917.

O'Brien, R. Barry. The Life of Lord Russell of Killowen. New York:

Longmans, Green, cmpaw, 1901.

Petit-Dutaillis, Charles. Studies and Notes S_ppplemen}_afl to Stubbs'

Constitutional Histo . Trans ated by W. E. Rhodes W. .

Han—gh. Manchester: fie University Press, 1923.

Richardson, H. G., and Sayles, G. O. The Governance of Mediaeval gigg-

land from the Co uest to a. : e ver-

sity ss, 1 .

Schuettinger, Robert L. Lord Acton: Historian of LibeLtz. LaSalle,

Illinois: Open Co , 1 .

Stephen, Leslie, ed. Letters of John Richard Green. New York: Mac-

millan, 1901. .

Nineteenth Centpn Attitudes to Race

My general discussion of race and racial theories in the text is

based on the works cited below. As is evident, most of these works are

not devoted exclusively to this topic. In all works except the ones by

Bolt and Hertz, I have selected information about attitudes to race from

each book or article. Swart's 'Ihe Sense of Decadence in Nineteenth Cen-

tury France (cited above) is also instructive in this regard.
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Beresford, Charles. "The Anglo-American Entente." Pall Mall Egazine,

June 1899, pp. 379.83-

Bolt, Christine. Victorian Attitudes to Race. London: Routledge and

Kegan Paul, 1971.

Churchill, Randolph S. Winston 5. Churchill. Companion to volume 1,

part 1, 18714-1896, and volume 1, part 2, 1896-1900. Boston:

Houghton Mifflin Company, 1967.

Hertz, Friedrich. Race and Civilization. Translated by A. S. Levetus

and W. Entz. New York: Wan Company, 1928.

 

Mark, Max. Modern Ideologies. New York: St. Martin's Press, 1973.

"A New School." Blackwood's M_a_gazine, June 1898, pp. 779-87.

Ranks, Leopold Von. Histo of the Latin and Teutonic Nations 1h9h to

1 1 . A revised trans ation G. R. Dennis wi an int no-

on Edward Armstrong. London: G. Bell and Sons, 1915.

Statham, B. Heathcote. "The Paris Salons." Fortnigtlz Review, January

1898, pp. 992-1007.

Europe, Anti-Semitism, and Zionism

Pulzer, Peter. The Rise of Political Anti-Semitism in Ge and Aus-

tria. New 303: Vii—ley, 196.5.

Sachar, Howard. A Histo of Israel: From the Rise of Zionism to Our

Time. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1973.

Anti-Semitism in France

Arendt, Hannah. "Fran the Dreyfus Affair to France Today." Jewish So-

cial Studies, July 19h2, pp. 195-2ho. """"'

. The Ori of Totalitarianism. New edition with added pref-

aces. New Yo : ourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1973.

Byrnes, Rogert F. Anti-Semitism in Modern France. New York: Fertig,

19 9.

Drumont, Edouard. "The Jewish Question in France." National Review,

Hertzberg, Arthur. The French Enligptemnent and the Jews: The Origi_n_p

of Modern Anti-Semitism. New York: Co umbia niversity ess,

19.
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Levy, Claude. "La.presse de province et les elections de 1902: l'ex-

emple de la Haute-Sadhe." Revue d'historie moderne et contem-

Marrus, Michael R. The Politics of Assimilation: A Stugz of the French

Jewish Communi at e Time of the D Affair. Oxford:

are on se, 1.

Patai, Raphael, ed. The lete Diaries of Theodor Herzl. 6 vols.

Translated by 825%; Zohn. New York and London: Herzl Press and

Thomas Yoseloff, 1960. ‘

Wilson, Stephen. "Le Monument Henry: le structure de l'antisemitisme

en France, 1898-1899." Annales Economies Societes Civilisations

Mars.Avril 1977’ PP. 26 - e

The Jews in Britain

Some of the works cited below are exclusively devoted to anti-

Semitism.in Britain. Others are histories of the Jews in Britain. Fi-

nally, I have included works which illustrate the attitudes of prominent

British citizens toward Anglo-Jewry, Jewish immigration to Britain, and

anti-Semitism.in France at the time of the Affaire.

Bentwich, Herbert. "The Progress of Zionism." Fortnigtlz Review, De-

cember 1898, pp. 928-h3.

Booth, Charles, ed. Life and Labour of the Pe 1e of London. 9 vols.

London: Macmillan Company, 1952.

Conder, Claude Reignier. "The Zionists." Blackwood's Mpgazine, May

1898’ PP- $98-6090

Cowles, Vigginia. Edward VII and His Circle. London: Hamish Hamilton,

19 .

Dunraven, hth Earl of. "The Invasion of Destitute Aliens." Nineteenth

Centppz, June 1892, pp. 985-1000.

Dyche, John A. "The Jewish Immigrant." Conpgppopppz Review, March

1899, pp. 379'99.

. S"§he Jewish Workman." Conpgppopppy Review, January 1898, pp.

3-0.

Fraenkel, Josef. Lucien wolf and Theodor Herzl. London: The Jewish

Historical Society of England, 1980.
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Gainer, Bernard. The Alien Invasion: The Ori ins of the Aliens Act of

1205. New York: Crane, Russak and Company, 1972.

Gartner, Lloyd P. The Jewish Immi rent in land 1870-1 11:. Detroit:
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