Th
mozs;sﬁlsjt(;nenﬁs of the Third Republic included
: Who wanted a ki i
1 a king, B
n(l)?}igéggbfor a ngoleonic empire, Cat(;lrﬁfcasrtcl;ts
o Ofydrlepgﬁhcan efforts to curb the poh'tic1 Si
e Church i ;
democracy. reh, and aristocratg opposed to
To understand
the o iti
" un pposition to th i
reiilnk;ﬁc in France after 19 71, it is esseit};}lnrd
rement er tjlat republicanism” in France meato
ke ¢ ]a;c go king, 10 emperor.” Rooted in t}?et
e bg in Republic of 1797 (see Ch
Fral,lcepuf licanism rested on a vision of an ?5 tef
| e o male‘equals—smaﬂ shopkeepers aflii

and ideals of monarchj

2 ‘ 1sts, Bonapart

erzi}c}gléfé(}“h_e clash of these rivg] idlzolo;fs;s gi:rf

e Drs 1;1 Frencl} politics,

T abouety ;S Affair revealed the lack of con-

pgaus al h't € nature of France. (See Justice in

o C())/uft this chapter.) In 1894, a French mili-

Dregfoe wrongly convicted Captain Alfred
59-1935) pf espionage. French inge]-

lectuals took >
up Dreyfus’s ¢
o ase, and su
and i)ﬁ)é)(;nepts of Dreyfuys battled in thsps(t)rrffzis
o .ehglskl)ature. Support for Dreyfus, wh X
Wish, became equated vy; Tt for
. with
31: sfecular ldeals of the Republicsu$ﬁort fo'r
eyfusards, in contrast, saw the'.affaii s
. as a

military,
Ins
i therogcl;r Wa};s, the supporters of Dreyfus—
o her de“ 0 thg Republic—won. Dreyfus
s dee ;lf; Cednoﬁ guilty” in 1906, and the gov-
nd e Bl the army under civilian congr )
oved the Catholic Church from jts priv(i)—

%ézlrﬂlarﬂ?epublic. In 1914, on the eve of World
o d,b e Third Republic was thus stron (})f
aI hezn two decades earljer 5ot fhan
t had not yet, howe i
of all o i) ; JWever, gained the approyal
o _society. Royalist [
Opposition remained strong, and v?zgfkiizt}cllo -
~class

ety tHlancipation, and Instability, 1870-1914

di .
1saffection was growing. The Radical p
art

whi i
ich represented the nterests of smal]

as th -

ot eOEZI_lahour Wor.kday (not passed untj| 1904

Totor " iereselri&;ns (not established unty|
. ult, 1

turned oy r oSl rench workers Increasingly

i%?;uwﬁ}:. Revorumion  anp Reacvion |
: - ! e & R
nfaﬁx ;n%V iufsmn Empire, the task of r?ati(zie
N, “Gmmense, but well underway |,
incinding . reat ‘Ref_orms” of the 18605
the g O;manapapog pf 50 million serf
oo IOC;} new judicial system, and the,
oered o loc governmental authority
e Se lizj (for which 40 percent of the
Proeamory was able to vote)—energized Russian
D ncial neWpress cultu_r§ and enlivened loca]
Ters” e ne Opportunities arose for lawyers
> Shopkeepers, accountants, journah'sts,
3

E}gggﬁ&:ﬁ?g 7Q 1Perc‘ent and thus access to the
. socialist political j '
the rSnlddle classes promotedal deas that na i
o 1;cfhtildeas clashed with the absolutist conyic-
had oy .et t(siar}l]st regime. Convinced that God
| omnted them to ryf
x e, Alexander I
; (:clz;)tlzlz Ii p(r. 1%194;11917) clung to abzolultizrrllld
with the West, the tsar ime
' . ist
ilci(;gi?d Western }ndustrialization butS h;edg”;le
ention of accepting Western ideas of represen(?

onage officers examined a disturbing
document—an unsigned, undated cover

letter for documents containing information
on French military equipment and training.
The officers concluded that the letter was
intended for the German military attaché in
Patis. This torn piece of paper was evidence of
treason. Someone in the French officer corps
was selling military secrets to the Germans.

After a brief investigation and a cursory

comparison of handwriting samples, the French
investigators concluded that the traitor was
Captain Alfred Dreyfus, a candidate officer on the
General Staff. An unlikely traitor, Dreyfus had
compiled a strong record during his military
career and, by all accounts, was a staunch French
patriot. Moreover, because his wife was wealthy,
he had no need to sell his country for money. He
was, however, an aloof and arrogant man, disliked

by most of his fellow officers. He was also a Jew.

Despite the lack of solid evidence, Dreyfus was
convicted of treason and exiled in 1895 to Devil's
Island, a former leper colony twelve miles off the
coast of French Guyana in the Caribbean. Many
believed he had gotten off too lightly. Public and
press clamored for his execution.

The case seemed closed. But some months
later, the new chief of the Intelligence Bureau,
Major Marie-Georges Picquart, discovered that
someone was continuing to pass military secrets
to the Germans. Ignoring his superiors’ instruc-
tions to leave the Dreyfus case alone, Picquart set
out to trap the man he believed to be Dreyfus's
accomplice. The evidence he uncovered, how-

ever, convinced him that Dreyfus was innocent.
Picquart’s efforts created a national crisis. On
January 13, 1898, one of France’s most famous
authors, Emile Zola, alleged in a Paris newspaper
that the French military was engaged in a cover-

up. In an article headlined “J‘accuse!” ("l accuse!”),

Zola charged that the General Staff had deliber-
ately convicted an innocent man. Over the next
six weeks, riots broke out in French cities.
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Retried before a second military court in 1899,
Dreyfus was again found guilty—this time “with
extenuating circumstances,” a ridiculous verdict
(there were no extenuating circumstances for
treason) concocted to salvage the military’s
position despite Dreyfus’s obvious innocence.

In the subsequent riots in Paris, 100 people were
wounded and 200 jailed. Ten days later, the
French president pardoned Dreyfus to heal the
divisions opened by the trial. Finally, in 1906, a
French high court exonerated Dreyfus. Not until
1995, however, did the French military acknowl-
edge his innocence.

The Dreyfus Affair drew international
attention, polarized French politics, and tore
apart Parisian society. It sparked violent protests,
duels, and trials for assault, defamation, and
fibel. To uphold Dreyfus’s conviction, high-
ranking military officials falsified evidence and
forged documents. The question “Are you for
or against Dreyfus?” divided families and
destroyed friendships. During the height of the

controversy, for example, the painter Edgar

Degas ridiculed Camille Pisarro’s paintings.

When reminded that he had once admired

these same works, Degas said, “Yes, but that

was before the Dreyfus Affair.” Degas was a
passionate anti-Dreyfusard; Pisarro believed

Dreyfus was innocent.3

Why did the Dreyfus Affair change one
painter’s perception of another’s work? Why was
this trial not simply a case, but an affair, a matter
of public debate and personal upheaval, rioting
and political turmoil?

To comprehend the Dreyfus Affair, we must
understand that it was less about Captain Alfred
Dreyfus than about the very existence of the
Third Republic, founded in 1871 in the wake
of military defeat in the Franco-Prussian War
and the collapse of Napoleon l1i's empire. The
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1. What does the Dreyfus Affair reveal about
definitions of national identity in late-
nineteenth-century Europe?

2. Once Dreyfus was convicted, many French
men and women believed that for the sake of
the national interest, his conviction had to be
upheld—whether he was actually guilty or

not. In what situations, if any, should “national
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but both strikes and unions were illegal. In the
countryside, heavy taxation and rapid population
growth increased competition for land and inten-
sified peasant discontent.

In 1908, popular discontent flared into rev-
olution. That year Japan trounced Russia in a
war sparked by competition for territory in
Asia. The military disaster of the Russo-Japanese
War revealed the incompetence of the tsarist
regime and provided an opening for reformers
to demand political change. On a day that
became known as “Bloody Sunday” (January
22, 1905), 100,000 workers and their families
attempted to present to the tsar a petition calling
for higher wages, better working conditions,
and political rights. Troops fired on the
unarmed crowd. At least 70 people were killed
and more than 240 wounded. The massacre
strengthened the call for revolution. Across the
empire, workers went on strike and demanded
economic and political rights. In June, parts of
the navy mutinied. By the fall, Russia was in
chaos and in October, Tsar Nicholas II gave in
to demands for the election of a national legisla-
tive assembly, the Duma. Yet the revolution
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continued. In December a military mutiny
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interest” override an individual’s right to a
fair trial?

Taking It Further
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sparked an uprising in Moscow. As buildings
burned and street battles raged, revolutionary
socialists controlled parts of the city.

By the time the first Duma met in April of
1906, however, tsarist forces had regained the
offensive and terrorized much of the opposition.
Because most of the army remained loyal, the
tsarist regime was able to quell the Moscow
uprising by December 17 and then move to sup-
press revolutionary forces across the empire. But
just as importantly, the violence and radicalism
of the Moscow uprising horrified middle-class
liberals, who now refused to cooperate with rev-
olutionary or socialist groups. Nicholas suc-
ceeded in limiting the Duma’s legislative role
and, by 1907, regained many of his autocratic
powers.

The Revolution of 1905, then, did not
overthrow the tsarist regime or transform it
into a limited monarchy. Yet it was not a com-
plete failure. Trade unions, strikes, and political
parties remained legal. The Duma, limited as it
was, did exist. Although not an independent
legislative branch of government, it helped




