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CHAPTER 1

MI1ORITX RULE

Despite early French efforts to transform Algeria

into a replica of rural France,1 colonization became essen

tially an urban phenomenon. While non-Muslims (Europeans

and native Jews) made up about 50 per cent of the 22 Algerian

cities with 50,000 inhabitants or more in 1926, they were

but a sixth or a seventh of the total population.2 Moreover,

while birth rates among the European population declined,

they rose for Muslims as death rates declined.3 Largely

unnoticed in the 1930’s, the difference in growth rates

became unmistakeable after World War II. It is estimated

that the European population of Algeria increased at an

annual rate of 1.4 per cent; after 1950, the Muslim popu

lation of Algeria grew at a rate of 2.5 per cent.4 The

most thorough investigation of the problem produced evidence

that the Muslim population in 1976 might fall between 1.1

and 14 millions——about twice what it had been in 1936.

European politicians could read the messages they

represented a minority that was growing proportionately

smaller0 Under conditions of universal suffrage or in an
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aU—out war for wIch they lacked technical and organi

zational advantages, they would surely lose to the Muslims.

Hence extreme solutions emphasizing either the oneness of

Algeria and France or the separation of colony and mother

country were equally unacceptable to the settlers. Too

much autonomy might jeopardize their access to the military

resources required for their protection, and too much

dependence on the metropolis might subject them to the

whims of unsympathetic, equality—minded legislators, who

might grant full political representation to Muslims1

For Arabs and Berbers active in politics, however,

the most salient aspect of the Algerian environment was

the economic and social dominance, despite weakness in

numbers, of the Europeans. The process of colonization

had pushed Arabs and Berbers off 2.7 million hectares of

the best land in Algeria. By 1955, farming large plots of

land by efficient methods, Europeans produced 40 per cent

of the cereals, 90 per cent of the wine, and 70 per cent

of the fruits and vegetables; they held virtually all the

important positions in industry, commerce, and administration.6

Moreover, the settlers and native Jews monopolized the use

of educational facilities. Before 1940 Muslim enrollments

in inStitutjon of secondary and higher education were

insignificant proportions of the total, and it was not until

1945 that Arabs and Berbers began to outnumber Europeans

even at the elementary level.7
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To be sure, not all Europeans were equally well off

and. not all Arabs and 3erbers were deprived of economic,

educationa, and social advantages.8 Because Algeria remain

ed essentially agricultral rather than industrial, even in

j954,9 a rural, landed elite disposed of financial and social

influence quite disproportionate to its numbers. Although

many European wage—earners enjoyed incomes that were unex

ceptional by continental standards, they still lived better

than most Muslims. Similarly, while the tiny percentage of

Arabs and Berbers who were large landholders, govermnent

officials, or professional persons enjoyed incomes much

higher than the average European’s, most Muslims were poor

by comparison with the Europeans and even with their o’in

ancestors. Even those wage—earners employed in European

agriculture or industry probably lived less well than had

their forefathers who had tilled the Algerian soil in the

years before ?rench conquest and the advent of the market

economy.1° A fourth to a third of the potential Muslim work

ing force was unemployed in the last years of the colonial

rod 11 A new Frech—educated elite began to emerge after

1900, but its numbers remained small after World War li,12

and even education did not guarantee economic and social

success for a young Algerian. Iluslims were systematically

excluded from positions of responsibility and prestige in

the amy, in business, and in goveratzent. A professional

directory of T7fl Algiers” for 1937—1938 included not a
13

single name of obvious Arab or Berber origin.



How does one justify such gross inequities in the

distribution of roles and such obvious discrimination in

the allocation of rewards? If the standards are the egali

tarian, democratic ideals of the Third and Fourth French

Republics, no justification would seem possible. And yet

Algeria’s legal status as three d.partements of metropolitan

France invited such comparison. Democracy is said to be

the system of government most receptive to the incorporation

of new groups and hence most àonducive to evolutionary rather

than revolutionary change.14 Why did violence become necessary

to give Muslims full participation in Algeria?

It could be argued that Algeria was only a colony,

not a part of France itself, and that the democratic standard

should not, therefore, be applied. It might be said that

colonialism means the domination of one people by another

and the acceptaDnce of a double standard. But if one supposes

that Algeria was “only” a colony, then how does one account

for the remarkable loyait of France to the settlers, most

of whom could not claim French origin? The French conceded

independence more readily to many other colonies and posses

sions where nationalist pressures achieved far less intensity

than in Algeria. Il’ Algeria was but a colony, why did the

French body politic suffer so intensely in attempting to

retain an unessential appendage?

From the perspective of independent Algeria, questions

about settler strength matter less ti4an queries about

Muslim weakness. Why did Muslims always emerge as losers



in a system designed, in theory at least, to guard them a—

gainst the settler minority? Why did the dissident move

ments in Algeria, from the Young Algerians of the first part

of the century to the IT1TLD after 1945 prove so ineffective

in their nonviolent efforts to reshape French policy? Why

did Muslims manage to generate so much less support in France

than did the settlers? Better answers to these questions

might provide greater insight into the sentiment that sus

tained revolution in Algeria from 1954 to 1962.

To respond to these questions one must first de—

termine where power lay, whether in Paris or in Algiers,

Although most political scientists now regard formal struc

tire as an unreliable guide to politicL behavior, unitary

government, which concentrates sovereignty at the national

level, still tends to be equated with centralized government.15

French textboolcs continue to treat problems o± national gov

ernment as politics and those of local government as admin

istration,16 The theory of unitary systems would seem to

point toward Paris as the center of decision making, and

yet such a findirg, if confirmed, would compound the diffi

culties of explaining how French republióans, practicing

parliamentary democracy at home, could endorse undemocratic

policies in Algeria. Faced with that paradoz, one may wish

to abandon the hypotbeseis and affirm instead that different

policies must have come from different places: French poli

cy from France, Algerian policy from Algiers. But this would

9
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be to suppose that a regional government could operate

autonomously within a unitary system. To explain why Algiers

could act autonomously, if it did, or why one decision—

making apparatus produced contradictory policies, if Algerian

decisions originated in Paris, would be to advance a step

toward understanding why the settlers remained entrenched

in Algeria and why nationalists experienced frustration.

• A next step would be to explain how Paris or Algiers

exercised its power, formally or informally, legislatively

or administratively. It is not obvious why, even if all

policy was made in Algiers, settler views should have pre

vailed. Fundamental law gave Arabs and Berbers represen

tation in the Algerian system. Why did. they not achieve a

signficant influence over policy by these means? On the

other hand, if Paris made policy for Algeria, it is even

less apparent that the settlers should have on so consist—

enty. Representatives of metropplitan France far outnum

bered European Algerians in the French Parliament and in the

offices of the executive branch.

To locate power and describe its use one must start

from an understanding of the legal—constitutional structure,

even though that understanding may prove to be inadequate.

Political behavior always diverges from the normative patterns

specified by the law, because people ignore the law or

disobey it, and because the law provides incomplete guide—

lines for action. Yet every legal systems even The weakest,

affects behavior in some mea5ure. Even activity that does
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not spring directly from legal prescription bears a mark

of the institutional context. An act that is neither ap

proved nor disaDproved would not be identical in meaning

and impact if its legal status were defined. Social scien—

tists must seek to control for institutional factors, just

as they try to control for social and economic conditions,

but they cannot eliminate them as a variable.

The Formal Structure

Until 1944 the three Algerian dartements——Constan—

tine in the east, Algiers in the center, and Oran in the

west——were governed in some respects precisely as were other

dpartements north of the Mediterranean. Each was headed by

a prefect appointed by the French minister of the interior

and responsible to him. The prefect administered his dea—

ment in consultation with a general council (conseilnra1),

which was elected. Moreover, he supervised communal govern
ment, which was in the hands of mayors and their municipal

.- Q_councils (conseils nmmiclDau.x). .L3ike other French degparments,
the three Algerian ones elected representatives to both houses
of the French Parliament.17

However, there were also important differences. In
France members of the lower house, the Chamber of Deputies,
were elected by universal manhood suffrage, whereas in Al
geria only persons who had been born or naturalized into

French citizenship had the right to vote in national elec—
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tions. This group included virtually all of the :uropean
population, since non-French immigrants born on Algerian
soil were automatically citizens after 1889, and most native
Jews, who had been naturalized in 1870. It excluded all but
a few thousand Arabs and Berbers who had individually applied
for and received French citizenship. Thus about six-sevenths
of the adult male population of Algeria lacked representation
in the Chamber of Deputies1

Even the departmental and municipal councils, osten
sibly identical to metropolitan institutions, operated under
special rules designed to prevent Muslims from electing a
majority of the council,lors. In the communes de plein exer
cice——those inhabited by a significant number of Europeans
and governed as those of the metropolis——Muslim males who
met property, educational, or professional requirements
could vote whether or not they were citizens, but they could
elect no more than a third of a municipal council. Similar
ly, the departmental council provided representation for
Muslim non-citizens but limited them to a maximum one-fourth
membership. In the vast communes mixtes, which harbored
three—fourths of the Muslim population and few Europeans,
municipal councils were indirectly elected and confined to
an advisory role. The administrators of communes mixtes,
appointed by the prefects, wielded police powers unavail
able to any official, appointed or elected, in metropolitan
France,

Algerian government departedtmost radically from



the metropolitan pattern at the regional level, which was

intermediate between the Parisian ministries and the depart—

mental prefectures. The grouping of the three Algerian d

artememts into a region, administered from Algiers by a

bureaucracy iQ1oas the Government General of Algeria, dis

tinguished. the colony from clusters of metropolitan dpart

ements, even those with traditional historical affinities,

such as Provence or Bretagne. At the head of this regional

government sat a governor general appointed by the French

government and responsible to the interior ministry. He

turned for support to the “little ministries” of the Govern

ment General, which were called directorates.

This intermediate unit of government, unknown north

of the Mediterranean, included representative as well as

executive organs. But the Financial Delegation (Dlations

financires) and Higher Council (ConseilsuDerieur) were

regarded as administrative rather than legislative bodies.

The Financial Delegations were actually four legislatures

elected separately by distinct groups of electors——the colon,

the non-colon, the Arab, and the Kabyle (Berber). Only cit

izens who owned rural property and who had lived in Algeria

for ten years or more could Participate in the election of

the colon delegation, which nonetheless constituted 35 per

cent of the total of the four delegations. Other Europeans

who met the citizenship and residence requirements and who,

in addition, paid income or property taxes, elected the non—

colon delegation, another 35 per oen’t of the total.18 As
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for the Arabs and Berbers, those qualified to vote in municipal

elections could vote for members of the Arab or Kabyle dele

gations, depending on whether they lived in predominantly

Berber regions, such as the Kabylia and the Auras mountain

regions, or in predominantly Arabic—speaking districts.19

Together, Arabs and Kabyles constituted but 30 per cent of

the membership in the Financial Delegations, although they

represented 85 per cent of the Algerian population.2° And

even the Europeans represented in colon and non-colon dele—

gations were. a minority of the adult, male French citizens

living in the three doartenients.

In theory at least, this apparent lack of democracy

did not hamper Algerian government. The purpose of the

delegations was deemed technical and administrative rather

than political. They were supposed to assist the governor

general in. the preparation of the Algerian budget, which had

been separated from the general French budget by a law of

1900, and to provide each category of taxpayers with a voice
in budget—making. Lawmaking, on the other hand, was entrust
ed to the governor general, the minister of the interior, the
president of the Republic, and, in the final analysis, the
French Parliament. Closest to the scene, the governor gen—.
eral bore primary responsibility for the protection and wel
fare of all the residents of Algeria, European and Muslim.

One might suspect from these differences in formal

structure between France and Algeria that the colony enjoyed
V
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a greater measure of autonomy than other dartements, but
this cannot be proved by reference to fundamental law. Al—
though Algeria was said to enjoy “financial autonomy,” acute
observers, even jurists, recognized that the term did not do
justice to the reality. Nevertheless, few writers then or
since have concluded forthrightly that Algeria had a measure
of political independence from the metropolis, so strong has
been the myth that politics occur only at the national level
in a unitary system.21

It is just as difficult to demonstrate persuasively
that Algeria enjoyed either more or less autonomy as a re
sult of the changes effected in its institutions between 1944
and j94722

The Financial Delegations were replaced first by
aFinancial Assembly, chosen from the three general councils,
and then, as provided by the Algerian Statute of 1947, by an
Algerian Assembly, endowed with some legislative powers in
addition to the financial duties performed by its predecessors.
Moreover, the Statute widened the electoral base of the new
assembly to include all French citizens in one college and
all Muslims eligible to vote in. municipal and departmental
elections in a second. Each college elected half the 120—
member assenbly. Thus the assembly, althouGh. it still un—
derrepresented. Muslims, was more representative and had a
stronger claim to the exercise of political power than its
predecessor body, the Financial Delegations. This claim
might be seen as tantamount to greater autonomy.
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However, postwar changes seemed in other respectsto draw Algeria closer to metropolitan France. Muslimsbecame citizens rather than subjects without giving uprights accorded them by Islamic law. As citizens, theyacquired the right to elect members of the French Parliament—..a number equal to that elected by the settler community.23Voting was by college, as it was for the Algerian Assembly,but at least ‘Iuslim Algeria gained official representationin Paris. Moreover, the governor general acquired new titles;the first two postwar occupants of the office were ministreplenipotentiaire and ministre en mission, respectively, ofthe French government. The Statute emphasized that Algeriawas an integral part of the French Republic, even if it hada •legal personality of its own. It also promised that theAlgerian Assembly, in cooperation with the governor, wouldeffect the elimination of the comrnunesrnixtes and the extraordinary administrative powers associated with them, bringingAlgerian local government into line with the metropolitanmodel. In short, for every inch of autonomy given to Algeria,an equivalent length seemed to have been subtracted somewhereelse; to balance decentralization, the tutelle of the central.authorities had been strengthened.
Although helpful in identifying constraints imposedon all participants, analysis of the formal structure failsto supply unambiguous conclusions about the distribution ofpower and its mode of US, As a consequence, I have turnedfor help to the writings of social scientists on the American
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South, federal systems, administrative organiz.tion and
French local politics. I have reshaped a number of their
ideas into three hypotheses, which will be tested against
six case studies of decisioniaking for colonial Algeria.
One hypothesis links variations in the distribution of power
between center and periphery to the level of partisan agree
ment or disagreement between levels of government. other
suggests a dirt relationship between minority influence and
the degree of informality of decision making. A third pro—
position bridges the first two. It asserts that the degree
of informality in decision making varies with the autonomy
accorded regional officials. If supported by- the evidence
in the case studies, these propositions would supplement
legal analysis and permit more precise answers to the ques
tions of who had power and how it was used in colonial Al
geria. They would contribute to an understanding of settler
strength and Muslim weakness. They are offered in the hope
that they mi&ht be useful as well to the study o± minority
rule and unitary systems in other times and places.

Hypothesis One: Autonomy

Although a unitary system of government precludes
the sovereign exercise of power by subunits, a subunit such
as a region may achieve de facto autonomy of action under
certain conditions.24 For example, the greater the degree
of political agreement between regional representatives and
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national government, the greater will be the tendency of the
central authorities to permit the region to follow its own
course in local matters. Conversely-, sharp partisan die—
agreements between regional and national governments will
normally produce a reduction in de facto autonomy.

The administrative apparatus is usually thought to
manage tensions between center and periphery in a unitary
system. The management role may permit the regional admin
istrator, called a prefect in rance and a governor general
in Algeria, to exercise a measure of autonomy. In fact, *

Pierre Gremion has argued that a French prefect possesses
autonomous political power as a result of pressures brought

‘to bear on him from above and below.25 Unable to satisfy
all demands of both local notables and the’ minister of the
interior, he must seek compromise. The greater the pres
sures he feels, the greater the opportunity for compromise
and autonomous action.26

However, it cannot be assumed that the executive
branch will maintain a monopoly of comm-Lmication between
levels of government within a unitary system. For example,
politicians may- intervene and seek to mediate the tensions
that are a source, as Grnion demonstrates, of the adminis—
trator’s power. Representatives of a region may approach
the national government with offers of support for general
policies in return for freedom of action in local affairs.
If successful, they would deflect the pressures that the
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regional administrator would normally expect from his supe
rior in the capital and leave him at the mercy of the local
notables. By reducing the autonomy of the regional admin
istrator, these initiatives would have enhanced the ablility
of regional elites to govern themselves. In short, they
would have acted to increase regional autonomy.

Under what conditions do politicians succeed in in
tervening to mediate the relation5hip between center and pe
riphery in a unitary system? Under what conditions does the
administration lose its ability to manage tensions? Partisan
tension would appear to be a key variable.27 If national and
regional elites agree on matters of national importance, and.
if the national government needs the support of the region’s
parliamentary delegation for its survival, regional represen
tatives may persuade the central authorities to ignore region
al issues or to pursue policies desired by the regional elite,
It will be difficult for members of the national government
to tell adherents of their own party that they, as regional
representatives, do not know what is best for their region,
On the other hand, if a region is dominated by parties that
oppose the governing party or coalition of parties, local
elites could expect no favors. A high level of partisan ten
sion between national and regional officials would minimize
opportunities to bypass the regional administrator and max
imize the chances that the national government would seek to
impose a policy on a reluctant region. Since central deci—
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sionjpakers are often overburdened, actual direction of re
gional affairs might still fall into the hands of local nota
bles. But, in general, the higher the level of partisan ten
sion, the greater would be the probability of centralized
direction of regional affairs,

Partisan tension between national and regional levels
of government tends to arise under two sets of circumstances:
when a party or coalition of parties in power at the national
level lacks majority status at the regional level, or when
a single, highly disciplined party dominates both levels of
government. , and its national leaders dictate local as well
as national policies, creating local resentments in the pro
cess. The greater the congrtience of party streng.ths at two
levels and the lower the discipline of the governing party
or coalition, the less partisan tension one would expect.28

Of course, the absence of partisan tension does not
secure regional autonomy in a unitary system any more than

a high level of tension ensures that decisions will be made
by officials of the central government. Partisan harmony
merely facilitates the establishment of alternative routes
of communication between regional notables and the central
administration Insofar as such paths serve as genuine sub—
stitutes for the normal, administrative channels, notables
may be able to obtain better treatment than they would other
wise receive, The mere threat to utilize an alternative line
of communication may be enough to pressure the administration
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into concessions. To the extent that regional notables can
effectively choose between channels of commi).nication with

-

the central government, they will exercise autonomy oi decision.
An effective alternative line of influence must be

capable of transmitting coherent political messages. Since
a political party normally serves to transmit messages in
a parliamentary system, it seems reasonable to expect tha4t
an alternative line would be effective only insofar as there
was political homogeneity between central and regional levels.
IT a deputy is the principal intermediary, he must be influ
ential both with local notables and with the appropriate
ministers.- Partisan differences at either end might hinder

•the flow of influence. Can one imagine a Radical relaying
the demands of Monarchist notables to a Socialist—dominated
government? One might expect distortion if not outright
rejection of the demands, arid the region would be forced
back on administrative definition arid interpretation of
government policy.

The hypothesis, applied to colonial Algeria, suggests
that autonomy of the colony—region ought to have varied
with fluctuations in the level of partisan tension between
Paris and Algiers. Autonomy should have been greatest when
the parliamentary representatives of Algeria supported the
French cabinet and could demand, in return, primary respon
sibility for the formulation of Algerian policy. The bargain
need not have been explicitly articulated to be effective. For
the settlers, a strategy of backing every government ought
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to have minimized partisan tension and maximized opportimi—
ties for manipulation of national policy toward their region.
To have opposed a French government would have been to risk
“pimishment,” which could have entailed full enfranchisement
of Muslims. The more effective the parliamentary represen
tation of Algeria, the greater should have been the indepen
dence of the region from central direction.

Hypothesis Two: Informality

The ability of a minority to exclude the majority
from influence in a system where democracy remains at least
an ideal will depend on the degree to which power can be
exercised informally. Informality gives advantages to those
members of society who possess prestige, wealth, leisure time
and familiarity with the intricacies o± politics. It tends
to reduce the power of those who must depend exclusively on
the ballot box as a source of influence. Decisions made in
formally will tend to be more favorable to a dominant minor
ity than will those where fundamental law requires adherence
to specified procedures, even though those procedures may
be relatively undemocratic.

Locally dominant forces, if they feel threatened by
majority takeover, may seek to avert disaster by modifying
the rules of the game. Many southern American states insti
tuted poll taxes, residency requirements, and literacy tests
in the late nineteenth century to disenfranchise black voters

;!# .
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and to insure against a repetition of black rule.29 This is
the simplest solution, short of the 11final1 one, for disposing
of a minority group.

However, even if internal scruples or external pres
sures prevent the minority from changing .the rules, it may
be able to minimize the importance of formal procedure by
pushing decisions into arenas where informal action can be
taken. Such was the case in the American South, where even
the most ingenious sorts of voting requirements did not pre
vent all blacks from participating in politics.30 The rele
gation of political parties to a minor role in politics is
one sign of informality. Heavr reliance on administrators
to perform political chores is another. Both might be labeled
uapoliticism,H which is a strategy of the dominant minority
for imposing its partisan political preferences on the major
ity.

Political parties have become the principal means by
which masses of people convert their numbers into political
influence in the modern era. Consequently, a system in which
the importance of parties is diminished penalizes those who
lack other sorts of resources. In the Old South one—party
politics amounted to no—party politics, as Key so clearly
demonstrated.31 In the resulting chaos of personalities and
factions, the lines of battle were seldom drawn according to
issue or even according to previous divisions among groups.
Patterns of factional politics varied from state to state,
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but nowhere did stable, two—faction competition develop to

the point that anyone was tempted to achieve victory by wOo—

ing the black vote. The all-white primary helped ensure that

the small black, Republican vote would be wasted in a mean

ingless general election. No—party politics deprived the

black man of even that minimal political influence the for

inal structure seemed to accord him and elevated the politi

cal importance of money, machines, and demagoguery. The sys

tem obliged whites to vote against the black man without much

assurance of what they were voting for. As a result, bankers

and planters generally reaped greater rewards from the pout

ical system than poorer whites, not to mention blacks,

In most political systems bureaucrats probably coop

erate with elected officials more frecjuently than they disa

gree with them. The formal distinction made between the two

classes of public servants rims counter to the informal de

pendence each group feels toIard the other. The elected

officials need the good will of the bureaucrats to assure

the execution of programs they enact and to provide special

favors for their constituents, The bureaucrats look to the

politicians for the protection of their pet programs, the

regular increase of their salaries1and their job security.

In practice, most systems blur the textbook distinction be—

tween politics and administration.

The blurring of boundaries becomes insidious only in

sytems where bureaucrats make decisions that would, according
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to the textbook, be decided in the political domain. A shift

in responsibilities from politicians to bureaucrats helps

the dominant minority to protect its partisan preferences

from review according to majority rule. Proponents justify

the shift as a guarantee that correct solutions will outweigh

political expediencies. But such a defense can barely dis

guise the hope that bureaucrats will be more likely than the

majority to take the proper partisan actions. Informal co

operation between politicians and bureaucrats serves, under

the cloak of apoliticism, the interests of political groups

who capitalize on superior wealth, prestige and education

to win the informal political game.

An informal “apolitical” style of decision making

tends to preserve the status ouo by preventing those who are

economically and socially disadvantaged from using their num

bers to challenge prevailing policies. As V.0. Key put it:

Organization is not always necessary to obstruct;

it is essential, however, for the promotion of a

sustained program in behalf of the have-nots, al

though not all party or factional organization is

dedicated to that purpose. It follows, if these

propositions are correct, that over the long run

the have—nots lose in a disorganized politics.32

There is no question about who were the haves and who the

have—nots in Algeria. The problem lies in measuring degrees

of disorganization and in assessing its impact.



The second proposition leads one to exr

and Berbers would. have fared least well in col

on issues decided in an1’apolitical’1 way——by

administrators, by negotiation between bureau

and bureaucrats in Fans. They should have .

matters could be brought to the attention of the French Par

liament. Muslims ought to have been more influential at mo

ments of colonial history when partisan differences within

the uropean camp were most clearly defined and when organi

zation, parties and elections would have been most signifi

cant. Since the settlers could claim to be acting in a non—

partisan manner as long as they could muffle differences a

mong themselves, Iiuslim chances for influencing the political

process ought to. have been inversely related to the intensity

of partisan quarrels among the 2à’ropeans in Algeria,

Fropostion Three: The link

Subunit autonomy increases the opportunity for in

formal politics. The smaller the unit for decision ma.king,

the greater the chances that personal ties9 unspoken assump

tions, deference for social position and sheer wealth will

shape policy. Consequently, the first proposition conditions

the second, and one would predict that the ability of a mi.

nonity to dominate a region would vary with that region’s

autonomy from central authorities.

McConnell has argued that politics tend to be more
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informal as political affairs become simpler and political

units become smailer.3 As the size of the unit decreases,

etbnic, religious and professional solidarities increase and

threats of violence become more significant. Groups that

might command respect in a larger framework find themselves

isolated and intimidated in a more parochial setting. In

the American South, territorial autonomy enabled whites to

conduct government by virtue of assets other than numbers.

Similar factors facilitated rural domination of even rela

tively—urbanized American states for years, and they still

help activist, middle—class, business—oriented interests to

exert disproportionate influence in state and local govern

ments in the United States.4 Subunit autonomy encourages

informality, which strengthens the hand of groups dedicated

to the preservation of the status qi.

Utilizing the third proposition, one would therefore

predict that influence over Algerian policy would have varied

inversely with the independence of regional government from

central supervision. In times of high partisan tension be

tween Paris and Algiers, Muslim power should have been great

er than at moments when European Algeria felt comfortable

within the governing majority in France. The more success-

fully the settlers could persuade metropolitan France

main disinterested in Algerian affairs, th - /
was that regional politics would be disorg /
cal” personalistic and hence favorable to
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One can imagine a weakening of settler beliefs in
autonomy only in the event that a national government, act—
ing in a period of strong tension between Paris and Algiers,
changed the rules to require greater formal participation by
Muslims in regional politics. Then one might expect the set
•tlers to have rediscovered merit in national direction of
their affairs. For example, the Statute of 1947, which al
tered some political arrangements in Algeria to accommodate
Muslim demands, should, according to the proposition about
formality, have nudged the settlers away from their love of
autonomy and toward greater dependence on France.

Together these three propositions may be said to eon—
stitute a model for explaining, in comparative terms, how an
integral part of a unitary system of government could be per
mitted such autonomy of action and how a minority of residents
of that part, Algeria, could dominate the affairs of the re
gion so thoroughly that Muslims were eventually driven to
revolution to alter the imbalance of power. The case studies
have been selected wIth an eye to testing the validity of the
model. They aim to provide information about where power lay
and how it was exercised under differing degrees of partisan
tension and formality of procedure. If the case studies of
fered confirmation for the hypotheses, one would scarcely be
ready to chisel them in stone, but negative findings would
certainly cast doubt on the usefulness of these ideas or at
least suggest the need for qualification.
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In selecting the case studies, I could not assume

that the distribution of power along either the central—local

or settler—native axis was static. Between 1920 and 1954,

Algeria was undergoing rapid social change, which obviously

affected power relations. Because it would be unprofitable

to concentrate on a time period so short that change might

be invisible, the cases have been grouped by pairs involving

different moments in time. Assuming that World War II al

tered the pattern of policymaking in Algeria, I have divided

the cases equally between the interwar and postwar periods,

Similarly, assuming that decisionmaking patterns m.ght vary

from one policy area to another, I have chosen three differ

ent substantive areas, each represented by one case from the

interwar and one from the postwar period.

The two best—known examples of French policymaking

for Algeria have been omitted: the failure of the Popular

Front governments to enact the Blum—Viollette proposal and.

the adoption of the Algerian Statute of 1947. Both were

constitutional decisions that fell clearly within the deci—

sionmaking powers of the French Parliament and can be under

stood in the context of French politics.

this study required exploration of cases

politics appeared least well meshed with

least comprehensible in terms of traditic

The substantive areas were selec

tance after the constitutional decisions



Budgetary matters coui& hardly be ignored, since the purse

has often been a key to power relations and since they were

supposedly the realm of Algerias ‘financial autonomy.11 The

security domain was also an obvious choice, since settlers

in colonial settings are invariably nervous about their safe

ty at the hands of the native majority. Education was in

cluded because nationalists everywhere have emphasized its

importance and scored colonial regimes for their neglect of

indigenous populations in this regard.

The criteria for the selection of specific issues

varied with the policy domain. The cases of security policy——

political and administrative reaction to the crises of 1934—35

and. of 1945——offered themselves as the only significant ex

amples of such policymaking within the time periods under

study. In contrast, while one decision stood out in the ed

ucational domain——the adoption of the school construction

program of 1944——it was impossible to find a comparable de

cision between 1920 and 1940. Furthermore, one could not

be sure that decisions about school construction were as im

portant as nondecisions about the teaching of Arabic and the

regulation of Quranic schools, or even as important as de

cisions not to update the school construction programs once

they were adopted. It thus seemed best to follow the two or

three leading educational issues for each of two decades,

1920——1930 and 1944——1954.

The choice of two budgets for comparison seemed the
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most logical approach to an analysis of financial policy.

But the question was which budgets to choose. Unlike most

of the others, the 1935 budget did receive some attention in

Parliament. Moreover, the decisionmaking on the 1935 budget

appeared most likely, on the basis of preliminary examination,

to be an exception to the rule of “financial autonomy’1 and to

run counter to the emerging argument of the thtudy. The 1954—

55 budget was chosen, on the other hand, simply because it

was the last Algerian budget adopted before revolution dis

turbed Algerias facade of tranquility.

The case study approach appeared most likely to yield

information about actual rather than hypothetical patterus

of influence--the sort of information required for the test

ing of the proposed model,35 Detailed histories of Algerian

politics after 1920, which might have provided the sort of

information required, were lacking, and an attempt to supply

such information in sufficient depth for all phases of co

lonial policy between 1920 and 1954 was unthinkable——espe

cially since most of the archives for the period remain un

available. Because information of public record was more

adequate for some policy areas and issues than others, it

seemed advantageous to concentrate on a few examples of de

cisionaking from which power relations between France and

Algeria, settls and natives might be extrapolated. Need

less to say, the historical nature of the undertaking made

it impossible to ask people who they believed to be influen—
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tia]. in the policy process and to describe the contours of

power by these judgernents of reputation.

Unfortunately, the case study technique can deflect

attention from variables, such as economic and social con

ditions and political structure, that change slowly. By con

centrating on short intervals of political activity, one may

be tempted to conclude that only infernal interactions affect

outcomes, although on reflection it is easy to see that insti

tutions and environment establish constraints for that process.

By dividing the cases into two time periods, subject to some

what different institutional and environmental conditions, I

have sought to mitigate this defect of the case method. More

over, by sketching changes in the distribution of power from

1830 to 1920, when the formal structure of French-Algerian

politics ;ras evolving, I have sought to give some sense of

long—term dynamics. Throughout this study I hope to show

how constitutional arrangements condition but do not deter

mine the contours of Dolitjcal behavIor and how patterns of

behavior affect, in turn, the system’s ability to evolve

structurally in response to changing environmental situations.
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CHAPTER 2

SHIFTING LOCI OF POWER

The future shape of relations between France and

Algeria was anything but clear in 1920. An acute observer

might have predicted a continuation of the fluidity that.

had characterized the previous 30 years of Algerian history.

The French Parliament would maintain its resurgent interest
1

in Algeria, manifested in the Jonnart Law of 1919 facilitating

the naturalization of Arabs and Berbers, and the settler role

in Algerian affairs would be diminished, either as a result

of direct French intervention in policymaking or as a result

of increased Muslim participation. All these predictions

would have been justified and all of them would have been

erroneous, for the politics of the interwar period was to

be characterized by stability to the point of rigidity and

by an unprecedented domination by the settlers.

Yet, although it is not sufficient to know what had

gone before, neither is it possible to explain why the system

came to be frozen as it was without reference to the years

when it was in flux. For instance, the first three case

studies will show that the role of metropolitan France in

Algerian policymaking was too small to be effective in
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protecting Muslim interests and that Muslims were even less

capable of protecting themselves within the system. They

will also explain why Muslims could not expand their role

and why the sett1es could not reduce the participation of

either the mother country or the natives to zero. But such

studies cannot explain how the settlers came in the first

place to play such an important part in policymaking. Only

an account of French-Algerian relations from 1830 to 1920

can attempt to do that.

1830—1900: From Assimilation to Settler Control

• From the French conquest in 1830 until the dying days

of the Second Empire in 1870, France was represented in

Algeria by military governors.1 This concentration of power

in the military could be justified in terms of security,

for the winning of the colony had not been easy. Even after

Algiers was taken, the army had had to proceed tribe by tribe,

village by village, fighting and negotiating. The most

distinguished of Algerian military leaders, Amir Abdel Kader,

signed a peace treaty with the French in 1837, but not until

1847 did Marshal Bugeaud, who had arrived as governor general

in 1840, quell the resistance.2

One might expect that the military would have been

heroes in the eyes of the settlers who were beginning to

trickle into Algeria, and villains and murderers in the eyes
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of the Arabs and Berbers who had been “pacified” by methods

that often included slaying, burning, and looting. However,

quite the reverse was true. To administer the pacified.

territories, the army established a system of bureaux arabes,

manned by army officers who soon developed sympathy for the

indigenois culture. They saw that it was to their advantage

to preserve that culture as well as local leadership struc

tures. The army did not hesitate to drive Arabs and Berbers

off their lands, when those lands did not appear to the

European eye to be under cultivation. But the bureaux arabes

opposed wholesale expropriation of native property, as evi

denced by their support for the snatus-consulte of 1863.

They hoped this legislation requiring Arabs and Berbers to

take individual titles for many of the lands they had owned

in common would retard settler incursions. Although the

effect of the snatus-consulte was quite the reverse—natives

were enabled to lose their land by selling it to the settlers

—the settlers did not forgive the army its good intentions.

Neither did they pardon Napoleon III his support for

the military regime and his suggestion that Algeria was an

Arab Kingdom. Influenced by the indigénophile Ismael Urbain

a mulatto writer with Saint Simonian convictions, the Emperor

expressed admiration for Arab society and Islamic civiliza

tion.3 The settlers translated those sentiments as a

belittling of their heroic destiny, as restraint on their
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of foreign immigrants in 1889, were more than ever a force

to be reckoned with.

The newly naturalized immigrants played a key role

in the crisis of 1897 and 1898, which once again transformed

the structure of Algerian government. The crisis began as

an outburst of antisernitism. Under the leadership of

Maximiliano RgisMi1ano, a recently naturalized Italian

immigrant, crowds protested the recall of Jules Cambon and

denounced his replacement, Louis Lpine, who was said to

have “sold out to the Jews.”’5 When Lpine was pelted with

tomatoes and cabbages by a group of students, the army was

slow to intervene. The recall of Lpine in July, 1898,

failed to restore calm. Meanwhile, in the legislative

elections that spring, Algeria elected antisemites to fill

four of its six seats in the Chamber of Deputies.

Both the time and the place were fertile for anti—

semitism. The Dreyfus affair raged in France, the indigenous

Jewish population in Algeria had been naturalized en masse

by the Crmieux decree of 1871, and the French political

parties regularly sought to outbid each other.for the Jewish

vote. At the same time, the number of foreigners in the

country was increasing rapidly, and a law of 1889 making

their naturalization automatic hastened their entry into the

political system.16 The number of French citizens in Algeria

increased by more than a third between 1889 and 1896, to
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318,000.1? Manyof these foreigners came from Catholic

countries: the Spanish seemed to be taking over the

dpartement of Oran, the Italians the dpartement of Constan

tine. Along withthe Jews, who were often their creditors,

thGy occupied the middle strata between the Muslim population

and the French settlers, who continued to dominate the country

economically, socially, and politically. Thus, the social

frictions that usually accompany antisemitism encouraged

tendencies that the immigrants had brought with them, which

were also exacerbated by the antisemitic mind-frame of the

Muslim population. French politicians of the 1890’s were

‘alert to exploit this potential.18

However, antisemitism was largely a facade for the

deep resentments against France and French policy expressed

in cries of “Algrie’ française” and talk of revolution.19

The aritisemites claimed that France, run by Jews, was overly

protective of the Arabs and Berbers in Algeria. The settlers

feared that they would one day be overwhelmed by the Arabs

and Berbers, who outnumbered them about nine to one. Once

partisans of rattachement, the settlers now sought protection

from the idealistic instincts of the mother country. As

Desvages points out:

The problem for them was to obtain a kind of Algerian

autonomy that was favorable to the European minority.

• They would try to profit from the current of hostility

to assimilation in order to realize their wishes.2°



The creation of anewassembly, the Financial Delegations,

and the modification of an existing consultative body, the

Higher Council, together with the grant of financial autonomy

to Algeria, are evidence of their success. Antisemitism

ebbed into dormancy.

These reforms gave the settlers an important voice

in policymaking. They acquired 70 per cent of the seats in

the Financial Delegations and a near majority in the Higher

Council, which was heavily loaded with government officials.

It was they, together with the governor general, who exer

cised Algeria’s newly won financial autonomy. Although the

governor prepared the budget, the Financial Delegations were

free to modify his proposals in the domain of expenditures

classified as optional, which included about four-fifths

of the budget. The Higher Council could reduce but not

increase appropriations; in fact, its meetings tended to

be short and routine. The two assemblies could decide on

an increase over the previous year in other’ expenses termed

obligatory, such as government salaries and expenditures for

justice and the operation of schools, but if they tried to

reduce these budgets, they could be overruled by the President

of the Republic. The French Parliament retained the right

to authorize the collection of tax revenues, wnich implied

the right to approve the total, but not a breakdown, of

Algerian expenditures.2’ As Confer observes, “For all
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practical purposes, the Dlgations financières and the governor

general controlled the finances of the country.”22

1900—.-1920: Reformers, Settlers, arid Young Algerians

During the first decades of this century the settlers

sought to extend their influence into the political domain,

which was properly that of Parliament. But they met resis

tance from a new group of metropolitan reformers, who urged

Parliament to take an active role in Algerian affairs to

counterbalance settler power at the regional level.

The settlers had two instruments of power: the

Financial Delegations and the nine Algerian seats in Parlia

ment. Although theoretically concerned with budgetary issues

alone, the Delegations used their financial leverage to

influence the governor general on the broadest questions.

Confer writes:

In a showdown between the Dlgations financières and

the governor general, the latter could technically

resort to the higher authorities in France. But he

was unlikely to make an open break with the local

powers (which also carried some weight in Paris) if he

wanted his administration to be called successful.23

The settlers’ numerical strength in Paris. was magnified by

the quality of leadership provided by Eugene Etienne, deputy

from Oran and a minister, and Gaston Thomson, deputy from the
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dpartement of Constantine. They worked effectively in the

committees and corridors as well as the ministries1 watering

down a reform bill they could not defeat and, in general,

appearing sufficiently reasonable to make their opposition

to major reform formidable and effective,24 Etienne could

count on the support of the “colonial group” in the Chamber

and on a similar group in the Senate,25 while such powerful

lobbying forces as the Comit de l’Afrigue franQaise and the

Union coloniale française might also be drawn onto the line

of battle,26 Moreover, the Algerian deputies usually sat in

the center of the Chamber, as did most of the “colonial

group,”27 impeccable in their republican credentials, ready

to support almost every government that presented itself

before Parliament—at a certain price, of course.28

For ideological support, the settlers looked to the

concept of “association,” which became the vogue after 1900

as a reaction to the “doctrine of assimilation.”29 Inspired

by the practices of Gallini and Faidherbe in Madagasgar and

Senegal and by the French experience in Tunisia, this new

school of thought held that local factors such as geography,

ethnicity, and social structure had to be considered in the

formulation of colonial policy. The assimilationists were

assailed for their willingness to sweep away traditional

political, economic, and social institutions and to replace

them with French institutions0
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The Algerian reforms of 1898 and 1900 were ration

alized in terms of the concept of association. As the

rapporteur of the Chamber’s budget commission explained in

1900:

It is agreed today that Algeria should no longer be

considered a simple prolongation of continental France.

Its geographic situation and, even more, its ethnic

F composition and economic development give it in fact

a personality of its own.3°

It followed that the country should be governed by those who

best understood these local factors. Since, by common consent,

the Arabs and Berbers were not yet ready for a governing role,

the task fell to the settlers. The association concept tended

to legitimate settler trusteeship.

However, the idea was also used by the reformers. One

of the principal exponents of association, Jules Harmand,

believed with Jules Ferry that the governor general should be

the instrument of enlightened colonial rule.31 Although he

felt that social and economic reforms were needed in Algeria,

he stopped short of recommending greater Muslim participation

in politics. Another group of metropolitan reformers—among

them Paul Bourde, editor of the prestigious Parisian newspaper

Le temps, and deputies Albin.Rozet, Abel Ferry and Henri

Doizy—argueci in favor of political concessions and were thus

labeled assimilationists by their opponents. But they shied
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from using the term themselves, so strongly was the policy
of association in the ascendency.32

Besides their appeal to French idealism, the settlers

enjoyed a circumstantial advantage: the coming of war in

Europe created a need for manpower. Over the protests of

the settlers, Arabs and Berbers were drafted to work in the

factories and serve on the front lines, in return for promised

reforms, At the end of the war, the settlers tried to deny

promises had been made and to minimize the fighting role of

the natives, in hopes of blocking reforms, but many metro

politan Frenchmen, including Georges Clmenceau, intended

to honor the bargain. It became difficult for the settlers

to resist the reforms of 1918 and 1919, which appeared to

be just and reasonable.

Moreover, the reformers were strengthened in their

campaign by a renewal of political interest among Arabs and

Berbers in Algeria. Both the more traditional, religious,

Arab, and conservative approach and the more modern, secular,

culturally French, and politically active strategies were

delineated with increasing clarity after 19OO Some of the

conservatives advocated reforms, but only those that would

help resurrect the traditional values and culture of Algeria.

Saadallah has explained:

In the case of Algeria, conservatism meant keeping the

status quo in opposition to Western ideas, naturalization,
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conscription, and all plans that might introduce

V radical change to Algerian society. On the cultural

level, Algerian conservatism meant the maintenance

of Islamic institutions, Arabic education, and old

V values, Politically, it meant submission to the

will of God until a Mahdi or a miracle salvaged

V

Algeria from the roumi LforeignersL34

In general, the religious leaders (the ulama), veterans of

the French army, landowners, and the heads of the powerful

religious fraternities (marabouts) were associated with this

strain of thought. A number of them, including Ben Mawhub,

the mufti of Constantine, nonetheless believed in reform.

Like Muhammad Abduh, the Egyptian reformer who visited

Algiers in l9O3, Ben Mawhub called for a purification of

Islam, for the spread of education by any and all means,

and, more generally, for the rescue of Algerian society

from what he regarded as the depths of decadence.

* The Arabs and Berbers coming out of French schools

in Algeria, who aspired to a modern life as a part of France,

were more influential before World War I. Insisting that

France practice the assimilationist ideals it had been V

preaching, they organized discussion groups, founded news

papers, and established social centers. Ag&ron writes:

All together, intellectuals, members of the liberal

professions, bourgeois modernists or opponents, these
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members of the young algerian circles were not

numerous; about 50 well-known individuals, a

hundred or so active persOrj a little more than

a thousand politicized vo1us; it was doubtless

an elite, a small modern elite for a people of

,500,000 individuals,

At first this modern elite called itself ‘Young Turks”; then,

about 1912, when that label began to lose its sheen, the

dissidents began to call themselves and be known as Young

Algerians.37

The issue on which the Young Algerians cut teeth was

the military conscription of Arabs and Berbers into the French

army. Although they petitioned against the imposition of

military service, they claimed that they could be brought to

accept the principle of conscription if the indigenous

population were promised full civil rights. Their goals

included an end to the special administrative rules (the

code de l’indignat, to which most Muslims but no Europeans

were answerable), equality of taxation and hence abolition

of the special impôts arabes, greater political representation,

equal access to public office, an accelerated program of

• education, a more humane system of forest control, arid French

citizenship for Arabs and Berbers without necessary acceptance

of the French civil code.8 Two successive delegations of

Young Algerians too1 those terms to Paris and were well

received.
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to elicit positive action met with partial success at best.

Although the special disciplinary system was eased, it was

not abolished. Even when the impôts arabes were eliminated,

indirect taxes continued to weigh heavily on Arabs and Berbers,

and nothing prevented the settler-controlled Financial Dele

gations from increasing the burden. A proposal to create a

Parisian council to supervise the work of the Delegations

and the Algerian administration was lost. In 1919 the Jonnart

Law extended the right to vote in municipal elections to a

total of 421,000 Muslims and gave native councilmen the right

to participate in the election of their’ mayors. But since

‘Muslims were restricted to one—third or less of the seats

on any council, the privilege was of more theoretical than

practical importance.

If the reformers and Young Algerians did not win,

neither did they lose. The settlers did not manage to

defend all their prerogatives. The results were less satis

factory to Arabs and Berbers than they might have been if

decisions had been taken exclusively by metropolitan elements

of the French government, but they were surely more advan

• tageous to Muslims than policies adopted at the regional

level would have been. The outcome showed that the system

possessed a capacity, however moderate, for reform.
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Testing the Model

With the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to see

that the capacity for change was largely a function of

tension between the regional and central governments and

that such tension had not aiwaysbeen characteristic of

Algerian politics. There was some reason to think it might

not be in the future. Reform was the work of strong governors

general, and the failure of the system of rattachernents

showed, as Ferry observed, the impossibility of governing

Algeria from Paris. If the governor general was weak, then

the influence of France in Algeria was weak, and the chance

that the rights of Muslims would be protected was corres

pondingly small. Reforms might be designed in Paris, but

they could be executed only if the governor general could

persuade his bureaucracy and the settlers who dominated the

local administrative assemblies of their value. Thus the

governor had to wield sufficient influence in Paris to be

useful to the settlers in their battle to moderate reforms

and also be able to obtain concessions from the metropolitan

reform forces in exchange for settler compliance.

Jules Cambon (1891-1897) and Charles Jonnart, three

times governor general between 1900 and 1920 (1900-01,

1903-11, and 1918-19), were strong Algerian executives, and

it is not accidental that their names are associated with

the two great attempts at reform on behalf of Muslims. Both
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men possessed the political skills and the compromising

temperaments necessary for the effective use of the governor’s

role. Both enjoyed the confidence of the reformers on one

side of the Mediterranean and of the settlers on the other,

although both ran into settler resistance when they tried

to move quickly. Ultimately, their efforts had meager

success, but it is impossible to imagine the reform efforts

of the 1890’s without Cambon or the reforms of 1918-19

without Jonnart.

However, the historical evidence also suggests that

Cambon’s and Jonnart’s modest achievements were largely the

result of tension between central and regional levels of

government. In the same way, the military governors had

been effeótive under the Second Empire, when tension had

been high as a result of the settlers’ distaste for the

bureaux arabes and Napoleon III. When Algerian support for

the Third Republic and the Republic’s reciprocal support

for the civilian rule and administrative assimilation desired

by the settlers reduced this tension to insignificance after

1870, the power of the governor general diminished. Tension

between colonists and mother country rose again in the 1890’s,

after Jules Ferry launched his investigation, and this pres

sure from above gave Cambon the opportunity to utilize his

solid political connections in both Paris and Algiers.

Similarly, although Jonnart had been only moderately effective
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for reform coupled with the cumulative impact of the

campaign for reform provided a climate of tension within.

which he could bargain with the settlers. His reputation

as both a reformer and a friend of the settlers enabled him

to profit from this tension.

The level of tension between center and periphery

on which the system’s capacity for reform depended was

declining about 1920. The passage of the Law of 1919 deprived

the reforming coalition of one of its strongest arguments:

that Arabs and Berbers deserved to be rewarded for their

wartime service. Now they had been rewarded—too generously,

the settlers contended. Furthermore, the war had reduced

the quality and numbers of the reformers. Aibin Rozet,

Abel Ferry, and Lucien Miiievoye, all active in the prewar

movement, were dead. George Leygues was a member of the

government, Adolphe Messimy a general at the frnt.39 Marius

Moutet was one of few reformers to remain in Parliament and

to retain an interest in Algerian affairs after 1920. The

split of the French Socialists at the Congress of Tours

further weakened the forces for change, as did the conservative

swing of the French electorate in the elections of 1920.

In Algeria, the Young Algerians, stunned by the

modesty of their gains in 1918 and 1919, were losing ground

to a new dissident group, openly critical of the law of 1919.
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tion and deprived the metropolitan reformers of their

Algerian allies.. The diminution of tension between Paris and

Algiers augured a weakening of the governor general’s position

and greater de facto autonomy for the regional assemblies

dominated by the settlers.

,
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CRAFTER 3

ALGEI.AN EDUCATION

Fundamental law placed responsibility for politi-.

cal questions concerning Algeria with the French ministries

and Parliament, but no French cabinet in the decade from

1920 to 1930 possessed the desire, strength and determina

tion to impose an educational policy on the colony. Even

an aggressive governor general could not muster the support

he needed from Paris to sustain his educational initiatives

against the objections of the Financial Delegations. No-

where did the legal-constitutional structure authorize the

right to approve the budget as leverage on other policy is

sues, including education. Left without guidance from Paris,

governors had little choice but to acquiesce. By 1930, the

regional assembly was dictating school policy for Algeria,

with protection from the settler members of Parliament, who

blended into governing majorities in France and prevented

the sort of partisan tension that might have jeopardized the

illegitimate procedures.

Increasing autonomy augmented the degree to which

decisions were taken informally. As decisions were pushed

back into the parochial atmosphere of Algiers, Muslims were
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isolated from their allies in the Frer.ch Left. Moreover,

the Delegations prided themselves on their uapoiiticism.Et

Political parties played no official role inthe election

of delegates or in the deliberations of the assembly, and

as a result uslims could not hope to recruit allies in the

European camp who might have helped them construct a voting

majority. Given the organization of the Financial Delega

tions into three, nearly separate bodies and given the con

sensus of the Europeans on “native policy,” including its

educational aspects, the settlers did not need parties to

achieve their political goals. The Thslims did. Without

then, they could only depend on the good will of bureaucrats,

who sometimes protected them from the blandishments of Euro

pean politicians.

Muslim influence over educational policy actually

diminished over the decade as a consequence of these trends

toiard autonomy and informality. Their efforts to persuade

the settlers of their needs for education failed to pro

duce notable results. It was only the more generous in

stincts of metropolitan France, which made themselves felt

intermittently throuh the goveruor general and the bureau

cracy, that protected the Arabs and Berbers against still

less favorable policies. School officials in Algiers at

least listened when Muslin politicians protested against

settler intentions. The French Farlianent seldom heard
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their cornplaints Decisions of the Financial Delegations

were reviewed in Parliament only as budgetary decisions,

not as determinations of education. policy, which in fact

they were.

That Muslims suffered injury from the de facto

autonomy of the Financial Delegations and from the way in

which the Delegations made decisions becomes apparent

from examination of the principal educational issues

of the decade: how many new schools should be built,

how these schools should be allocated between settlers

and Muslims, whether Muslim schools should be trade schools

or regular primary schools, and whether Arabic should be

taught in Arab and Berber schools. The Delegations

prevailed in every area except one, the question of trade

schools, where officials of the Algerian directorate of

education resisted settler pressures and insisted on

regular primary schools for Muslims.

School Construction

During and shortly after World War I, responsibility

for school construction in Algeria passed from municipal

authorities to regional institutions. The communes,
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which had frustrate the efforts of two governors, Jules

Cambon in the 1890’s and Charles Jonnart between 1908

and 1912,1 to overcome Algeria’s severe shortage of

classrooms, lacked both the will and the economic resources

to do the job. Many mayors recognized this and sought

to be relieved of the burden. At about the sanie time,

Jonnart and the flew governor of Algeria, Charles Lutaud,

reached the conclusion that such a change was essential

if further progress were to be made. On their recomnien—

dation, the French Parliament voted laws in 1915 and 1920

assigning the full cost of school construction in

Algeria to the regional budget,

The laws made it possible for someone, either

in Algiers or in Paris, to design a practical policy

of school construction, but who could and would do this?

The law made the governor general responsible to the minister

of the interior for natives schools.2 The Ministry of Public
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Instruction in Paris retained direct supervision, at least

in theory, of European education. •While the Financial Dele

gations were charged with considering and adopting the

Algerian budget, from which the schools would be financed,

they were not entitled to make political decisions. Yet

deciding how many schools would be built when and for whom

was a political problem.

The Government General moved first and preserved

the initiative through 1923. In 1917 it prepared a program

for the construction of 1,000 classrooms for Europeans and

1,000 for Arabs and Berbers. Two years later it created an

administration—dominated committee to prepare a general

program of public works, including railroads, roads, dams,

and the schools proposed in 1917. The committee’s work

became the program of 1919. Finally, when Algeria’s

finances appeared healthy, the administration proposed an

ambitious development program for the year 1924,

However, the Financial Delegations quickly showed

themselves unwilling to let the administration proceed on

its own. In 1920 they created a commission of their own,

composed of colon, non—colon, and native delegates, to rework

the administration’s program. The commission doubled the

size of the public works program outlined in 1919, making

what it called an “inventory of needs” of 3.4 billion francs

and an “urgent program” of 2.43 billion francs to be
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Table 3l

Money Devoted to School Construction

(millions of francs)

Year and Program Total School % Schools

. Money Construction of Total

1919 (administration) 1,640 87 5.3

1920 (inventory) 3,400 181 5.3

1920(16 years) 2,600 155 6.0

1924 (5 years) 430 62 14.4

1929 (15 years,
. administration) 6,305 870 13.8

1929 (6 years,
administration) 2,726 346 12,7

1929 (8 years,
commission) 2,674 309 11.6

Sources: Jaillet Report, in France, Government General

of Algeria, A. F. A., 1929, Ordinary Session, Annexes, p. 223;

and Antonelli Report on Algerian Budget for 1930, Journal

offiejel, Chamber, Documents, 2nd Extraordinary Session,

1929, p. 576.
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accomplished in 15 years.3 Both versions of the so—called

Great Works Program of 1920 received the official approval

of the Financial Delegations.

Education fared somewhat better in the urgent version.

Informed by the administration that 155 million francs (5.3

per cent of the 1919 program) were needed for school construc

tion, the interdelegatory commission increased this sum by

25.8 million francs in the inventory of needs (5.3 per cent)

and said the school construction program would be completed

in 10 years instead of 15 or 16. The “urgent’s program

included 155 millions (6 per cent) for education. But the

whole exercise of drafting and revising the Great Works

Program of 1920 proved academic, since it could not be

executed for lack of money. Only after four years of

uncertainty about Algerian finances did an interdelegatory

commission decide Algeria could not afford to wait any longer.4

(The administration had said as much a year earlier but had

been rebuffed by the delegates.) It proposed a 430-million-

franc, five-year program that emphasized darns and irrigation

projects over railroads. The Financial Delegations accepted

the proposal and even voted some new taxes for 1925.

In this new five-year plan, school construction held

a more important place than in the 1920 program. The goal

was to build 510 elementary schools, 255 for Europeans and

255 for Arabs and Berbers, at a cost of 36 million francs.
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Higher primary and secondary school construction would bring

the total bill to 62.4 millions, or 14.4 per cent of the

five-year development plan.

However, this sum was only two-thirds of what the

school authorities and the Government General were asking,5

in response to overwhelming communal demand, and it was

pitifully small when judged against overall Algerian needs.

Delegate Luciani estimated the European school-age population

(ages 6 to 13) at 141,588, of whom 106,106 (75 per cent) were

in school. By the same formula, using 18 per cent of the

total population, there was a total of 789,666 school-age

Arabs and Berbers, 40,077 (5.8 per cent) of whom were said

to be enrolled in school.6 It would have taken 700 class

rooms at 50 pupils each to absorb the European school-age

youth not in school; 7,500 classrooms of 50 pupils each would

•have been needed to accommodate Arab and Berber boys alone.

Thus the program would have fulfilled only about a third of

the primary school needs of the European population and about

a thirtieth of the classrooms required for Muslims if popula

tion remained stable. In fact, it was increasing rapidly.

In rejecting the implications of Luciani’s statistics

as well as the pleas of the administration for a more ambi

tious program of school construction, the Financial Delega

tions showed themselves masters of school planning in Algeria.

They espoused a policy based neither on the demand for schools,
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registered by the school authorities, nor on the absolute

needs of the colony, determined by comparisons of school

enrollment with school-age youth. Although unable to ignore

education, particularly since large numbers of settler

children were not in school, they could and did subordinate

school construction to other aspects of social and economic

development, such as railroads and irrigation projects.

The performance of the Financial Delegations in the

second half of the decade confirmed that body’s superiority

in decisionmaking on school construction. When Governor

General Maurice Viollette sought to rejuvenate the adminis

tration’s role, he was reprimanded. When it was time to

draft a new development plan in 1929, the priorities of the

Financial Delegations once again prevailed. Meanwhile, the

program of 1925-1929 approved by the Delegations guided

school construction efforts.

Educational policy represented only one aspect of a

many-faceted quarrel between the settlers and Viollette,7

who believed himself responsible to the minister of the

interior, not to the Financial Delegations. His clashes with

them over school construction policy showed how determined

the Delegations were to protect their prerogatives. When,

in his first year in office, Viollette and his subordinates

in the Academy of Algiers apparently authorized construction

of schools costing 20 million francs that were not on a list
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approved by the Financial Delegations,8 the chairman of the

interdelegatory commission on public works reported this

fact to the assembled delegates in 1926 and commented:

Gentlemen, this method is deplorable. It is important

to note it. It is important that it be understood that

we want the administration to respect our distribution

of the funds we put at its disposal, in form and in

substance.9

That Caine year, at the fall session of the Delegations,

Viollette asked that an additional 10 million francs be

appropriated for school construction, because runaway infla

tion had rendered it impossible to achieve the goals included

in the program of 1925—29 with the sums of money set aside

for the purpose. The Delegations granted Viollette the

10 million francs on the condition that he use 2 millions of

it for the purchase of land for future schools. But when

Viollette contended that any surpluses should be put toward

the construction of still more schools, there was an uproar

in the chamber, and Vioilette received a stern lecture from

Delegate Galle, author of the Great Works Program of 1920.

In 1927 Viollette tried once again to recover the

initiative, proposing that the expenditures for school

construction be increased by nearly 100 per cent over the

level specified in his own budget proposal, based on the

plan of 1925—1929. The interdelegatory commission rejected
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the request without considering its merit, saying the governor

had not specified where he would find the money.10 In the

fall of 1927 the Algerian members of Parliament prevailed

on the French government to remove Viollette.11

The Financial Delegations showed their exultation

over Viollette’s departure in a wildly enthusiastic welcome

for his successor, Pierre Bordes, who had previously served

as secretary general of Algeria, director of the governor

general’s cabinet, director of Algerian security, and prefect

of the dpartement of Constantine.12 The settlers knew he

thought like one of them, not like Viollette, and he soon

proved worthy of their confidence. In 1929, after the

Finance Commission of the Financial Delegations upset the

administration’s budget, as was its habit, he declared, “We

can do nothing but bow to your position; we do it, moreover,

very willingly.43 Summing up this and other incidents,

Eugene Antonelli, Socialist rao’porteur of the Algerian budget

in the Chamber of Deputies, concluded: “It seems that the

governor no longer contests the constantly increasing

prerogatives of the assemblies.”’4

With respect to school construction policy, Antonelli’s

observation appears to be correct. At the request of the

Delegations, the administration submitted proposals for new

development plans in 1929, one for fifteen years and one for

six. The Delegations eventually devised an eight-year
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proposal that reduced the amount of money devoted to school

construction, both in absolute terms and relative to the

overall size of the program (see Table 4.-i). Education.

enjoyed a smaller share in the new program than it did in

the five-year plan then in effect.. But the administration

apparently did not object.-5

The priorities of the Delegations seem to have shifted

away from education at a moment when Algeria was close to the

pinnacle of its interwar prosperity and the centennial of

French rule was at hand, The record of appropriations

confirms this impression. The percentage of Great Works

money allocated to schools fell from about 10 per cent in

1929—it had not been below that figure since 1924—to

5.5 per cent in 1930, 6.3 per cent in 1931, and 7.2 per cent

in 1932—years of unparalleled prosperity in Algeria. This

may have been due, in part, to the lag in actual construction,

but it is still true that schools fared least well in those

years when more money was available than at any other time

between 1920 and 194016 (see Table 4-2). This fact casts

doubt on the thesis that only a lack of money prevented

European Algeria from building more schools between the wars.17

How did Paris react tothis growing differentiation

of institutions between France and Algeria? Why did the

Ministry of Public Instruction, legally responsible for every

aspect of the education of non-Muslims in Algeria, permit the
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PROPORTION

Table 3-2

OF YEARLY APPROPRIATIONS ALLOCATED

TO SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

(millions of francs)

.
Total School % Schools

Year Great Works Construction of Total

1920 1.0 —— 0.0

1921 125.0 10.0 8.0

1922 77.0 5.0 6.5

1923 .3 -— 0.0

1924 93.0 13.5 14.5

1925 91.0 12.0 13.2

1926 97.1 12.0 12.4

1927 209.3 28.0 13.3

1928 270.2 28.0 10,4

1930 902.4 49.7 5.5

1931—32 (15 mos.) 973.4 61.0 6.3

1932 (9 mos.) 760.6 54.6 7.2

1933 509.9 —— 0.0

1934 312.0 15.0 4.8

, Totals 4,650.8 313.8 6.7%

Sources Borderès, “Expos—Etude sur les budgets

a1griens de 1900 a 1934,” A. F. A., 1934, Ordinary Session,

p.11.
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Financial Delegations to determine school construction policy?

Why did the minister of the interior, directly responsible

for most Algerian affairs, permit the governor general to

be pushed into a corner by the Financial Delegations? How

did Parliament view the encroachment of the Financial

Delegations into its legislative domain?

A paucity of information makes it difficult to answer

any but the last of these questions with assurance. Published

materials make almost no mention of either the Ministry of

Public Instruction or of the Ministry of the Interior in the

formulation or execution of educational policy, beyond

explaining what were their respective legal roles. The few

archival materials available, mostly pertaining to education

in the 1930’s, offer little help, although an anonymous note:

is perhaps revealing; it was standard procedure for the

rector of the Academy of Algiers to send a copy of his budget

to the minister of public instruction in Paris, the note said.

Through 1931 the minister annually returned a copy to the

governor, presumably with his stamp of approval. “Since

• 1932,” the note added, “the service [in Algeria) has never

received a thing.”8 One may infer that the minister of

public instruction had no comments to make.

The role of the Ministry of Public Instruction seems

to have been one of setting salary scales, specifying standards

for the recruitment of teachers for European schools, approving
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the European school curriculum, furnishing the baccalaurat

examination, apProving course offerings at the University

of Algiers, and providing other technical services. Ministry

supervision helped keep regular European schools in Algeria

up to French standards, which the settlers regarded as

essential. Even dissident Arab and Berber groups held French

education in high esteem and welcomed such technical inter

vention from the metropolitan ministry. Conflict between

the ministry, and regional authorities was rare, because

there was political consensus on the sorts of decisions the

ministry surveyed and because the ministry did not attempt

to push out the boundaries of its authority.

The French Parliament was equally ineffective in

influencing the course of school construction policy in

Algeria. Parliamentary debates on French educational policy

in the 1920’s19 bore little relevance to Algerian problems,

which were not discussed in the Chamber and the Senate more

than twice in ten years, and then for only a few minutes

each time.2° Among the few other metropolitan members of

Parliament besides Viollette who maintained an interest in

Algerian affairs were the Chamber’s budget rapDorteurs,

Georges Bureau andEtlenneAntonelli. As the Finance Commis

sion rapporteur from 1920 to 1927, Bureau prepared long

annual reports in the Journal officiel21—one ran to 32

triple-columned pages. In all these reports, except that
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of 1923, he devoted considerable time and space to education.

The report on the 1922 budget, in particular, reads like an

apology for Algerian backwardness in this domain,22 Bureau

was not a radical reformer, but he was a fair, ambitious and

voluminous rapporteur—and certainly a partisan of education.

While Bureau strived for neutrality, his successor,

Antonelli, was forthrightly critical of the Algerian regime.

A Socialist, Antonelli lambasted the autonomous tendency he

discerned in his reports on the 1929, 1930, and 1931—1932

budgets. He criticized the Financial Delegations, the Algerian

administration, and even the settlers as individuals:

Algeria is the most admirable poem to the individualist

effort of the French peasant become the Algerian colon,

but it is a poem to anarchic effort where each works

for himself and where rare are those who think in terms

of all.23

But such observations carried little weight with the “party

of order,”24 which dominated the Chamber between 1928 and

1936. Parliament did not act either to correct the weaknesses

of Algerian educational policy, evident in the Bureau reports,

or to counteract the tendency toward autonomous decisionmaking,

discerned by Antonelli, that perpetuated those weaknesses.

Despite Antonelli’s reports and despite Viollette’s two-year

stint as governor general, harmony rather than conflict

characterized relations between Paris and Algiers in the 1920’s.
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As one would expect from the theoretical model

proposed here, this harmony between regional and central

governments lessened the importance of the governor general

as an intermediary. His potential strength could be exerted

only if, like a spring, he was caught between opposing

forces. On educational matters, he was in fact dragged one

way by the Financial Delegations, without the benefit of

metropblitan guideposts to which he might cling. At the

beginning of the decade the governor took the lead in planning

a ci:ool construction program, but by 1930 he was merely

executing the wishes of the Financial Delegations, He had

lost even the prerogative to decide which sorts of schools

were most needed and where individual schools should be built.

The Teaching of Arabic

The decline of the governors role and the

corresponding rise of the Financial Delegations reduced

the influence of Arabs and. Berbers in the making of

educational policy. This was trae although Iuslims

had no voice in the selection of governor

generals, no representation in the
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high echelons of the bureaucracy, and nearly a third of the

seats in the Financial Delegations. Virtual representation

was more effective than direct representation in this

instance. Muslims would probably have fared better in

terms of education if they had held no seats in the Financial

Delegations and been forced to depend exclusively on the

good will of the administration. The governor, the Ministry

of the Interior, and the French Parliament might then have

looked more skeptically at the decisions of the European

delegates. As it was, Muslim representation served primarily

to legitimize the actions of the European landholders in the

eyes of metropolitan Frenchmen.

The progressive aspects of educational policy in

Algeria—not only the number and kind of schools for Arabs

and Berbers, but also the teaching of Arabic—had been the

work of a pair of metropolitan deputies (Combes and Rozet).

After the Financial Delegations acquired power over the

budget in 1900, they. consistently sought to limit the con

struction of schools for Muslims, to emphasize technical

rather than academic training for Arab and Berber children,

and to restrict the teaching of Arabic. During the 1920’s

the inclinations of the European delegates were unchanging,

despite the eloquent pleas of forceful Muslim spokesmen.

Their positions carried more weight, moreover, since the

colony had assumed from the municipalities a larger share
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of educational burdens and since the influence of the governor

general was declining. Viollette, with his moral outrage

and political experience, could soften but not reverse the

policies pursued by the European majority in the Algerian

assembly.

Muslim representation was at its best in the first

three years of the decade, when the Amir Khâled and his

friends were members of the Financial Delegations. Amir

Khâled Ben Hashjmj Ben Abdel Kader el—Jaza’iri, grandson

of the great Abdel Kader, was a transitional figure. French

educated, a graduate of the French military academy at

Saint-Cyr, he served in the French army before and during

World War I and put his political talents in the service of

the Young Algerian campaign. Khâled subsequently broke with

the Young Algerians over the naturalization question. Although

the Young Algerians were themselves unhappy with the Jonnart

Law of February 4, 1919, which tightened the restrictions on

Muslim access to citizenship, Khâled denounced the law

altogether and appealed to the traditional, religious instincts

of his compatriots, calling for reforms that would permit a

renovation of Islamic civilization in Algeria.25 In 1919 he

and Hadj Moussa headed a slate of candidates who won election

to the municipal council in Algiers over a list of Young

Algerians headed by the naturalized Dr. Benthâmi. The elections

were annulled, but Khâled was also elected to the Financial
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Delegations the followig year, along with Hadj Moussa,

Nohamed Ben Rahal and Kaid Hainoud.

In 1920 the chances that an Arab or Berber child

might receive any formal education in Algeria were perhaps

one in twenty. He stood an even smaller chance of gaining

a satisfactory knowledge of Arabic. In this respect his

opportunities were probably fewer than at the time of the

French conquest,26 for the French had destroyed much of the

educational system they found in Algeria in 1830. Only the

most elementary schools, the Quranic, which taught pupils

how to read the Quran and little else, survived in number.

In 1863 there were still some 2,000 of them, with 27,000

pupils9 in Algeria.27 But higher level schools, such as the

tri6dersas, associated with mosques, and the schools of the

zaouias, outposts of the religious brotherhoods, virtually

disappeared.

F F
To replace the medersas9 the French created medersas

of their own in 1850 to train Muslim religious and judicial

personnel. Then the Second Empire added a Collage imperIal

francais—arabe in 1857, and two others in 1865, to train

Muslim functionaries, drawn mainly from what the French

judged were the great ruling families. At the primary level,

the Empire established French—Arab schools that offered

-,4
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instruction in Arabic in the morning and lessons in French

in the afternoon, However, the settlers opposed this rather

minimal effort on behalf of Arabs and Berbers, just as they

opposed most other undertakings of Napoleon III.

The switch to civilian rule between 1870 and 1880

led to a fresh dismantling of the educational systems The

colleges impriaux were converted into European secondary

institutions. The mdersas were Frenchified, their curriculum

gutted, the teaching of Islamic theology eliminated.28 The

French-Arab primary schools gradually vanished, and in their

place came the straight French primary school, adapted only

• slightly for the benefit of Arabs and Berbers. Arabic was

thus almost totally neglected.

At the past-primary level, pupils were somewhat more

likely to receive training in Arabic, but few Muslims got

that far. The French lyces concentrated on a classical

French education and taught Arabic as a foreign language. V

The higher primary, schools, which offered a cheaper, more

practical kind of secondary schooling than the lyces, taught

more Arabic, but they enrolled almost no Muslim pupils before

World War I. The mdersas were producing about 45 graduates

a year between 1910 and 1914. As for the University of Algiers,

its Faculty of Letters had awarded 33 diplórnes in Arabic, and

three in Berber, and 193 brevets in Arabic and three in

Berber by 1914.29
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Between 1920 and 1930, Arab and Berber members of

the Financial Delegations repeatedly recommended that more

Arabic be taught in French schools and that privately run

Quranic schools be subsidized to do so as well, but their

recommendations were always denied. During the debate on

the inventory of Great Works projects prepared for discussion

at the fall session in 1920, Mohamed Ben Rahal, a friend of

Amir Khâled who had himself been active in politics for 30

years, noted that there was not a sou for the teaching of

Arabic in the 3.4-billion-franc program.3° Rector Ardaillon

responded by calling him out of order, but Ben Rahal pursued

his argument at the 1921 spring sessions,3’pointing out

that in some primary schools pupils received ore-half hour

a day of instruction in the language. Arab and Berber

students attending normal• schools to become teacners took

only four hours a week:

Well, can you imagine a people without a language to

express its ideas, to understand the ideas of others,

to cultivate its mind, to translate its emotions, to

perfect its ethics, to live and to evolve, after all?32

The reaction of the European delegates was unanimously

negative, although one colon, Euène Vallet, praised the

“literary vlue” of Ben Rahal’s speech. Governor General

Abel, while maintaining that Arabic had not been sacrificed,
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agreed that the principal effort should go toward the incul-.

cation of French. The debate ended on that note.

in subsequent years the Arab and Kabyle delegates

turned their efforts toward the administration. In 1923

the. Arab section adopted a resolution asking that instruction

in Arabic be organized wherever French schools were unavailable.

When, a year later, the administration replied, “Question

under study,”33 the Arabs renewed their resolution, but the

administration gave little more satisfaction in 1925 than

it had a year earlier. In the program for the ordinary

session of the Financial Delegations, prepared before Maurice

Viollette became governor general, the government said:

For the study of Arabic, young natives have the courses

taught in the mosques at their disposition in the important

centers of population and the Quranic schools in the

countryside, for which the administration accords the

necessary authorization, when it is appropriate to do so.

The government argued that it would cost too much to hire

more rnouderrès to teach in the mosques and that to allow

them to teach in French classrooms, as the Arab delegates

had suggested, would “constitute an infringement of the

traditional organization of the Muslim cult.”4

After Viollette became governor general, Arabs and

Berbers apparently did not renew their protests in the
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Financial Delegations. Perhaps Arab and Kabyle delegates

wished to avoid embarrassing a sympathetic governor general

who had won the loyalty of many natives by his perseverance in

the cause of reform against the wishes of the settlers. More

probably, the interest in Arabic stirred by Arnir Kh.led and Ben

Rahal in the early twenties was waning. The amir was in self—

imposed exile, and Ben Rahal had retreated into mysticism.35

The “liberals” headed by Dr. Benthami were once again in the

ascendency. After 1930 Abdel Eamid Ben Badis and the Associa

tion of Ularna would revive the movement for renewal of the

Arabic language and culture, but i:uslim hopes appear to have

shifted almost entirely to the French educational system be

tween 1925 and the end of the decade.

The Distribution of !!ew Schools

The strategy of Arab and Kabyle delegates changed from

advocating programs they could see the settlers would never

accept toward attempting to win maximum benefits for their con

stituencies from the school construction plans the Europeans had

already approved. They sought repeated reassurances that equal

amounts of money would be spent on European native primary

schools. They eventually asked the administration to separate

its accounts to show how much money was being spent on Muslim

education.

In theory, there should have been no conflict over

the distribution of funds. A single priiiiple prevailed in
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all the school constriction programs proposed and adopted

between 1914 and 1930: as many primary school classrooms

should be built for natives as for Europeans in any given

period. For example, the programs of 1917, 1919, and 1920

provided for 1,000 European classrooms arid 1,000 native

classrooms. Expenditures for higher primary, secondary, and

higher education were not divided by ethnic group, since

Arabs and Berbers supposedly had free access to these schools

(see Table 4—3). In fact, all post-primary schools served

primarily the settler and Jewish popuiations.6 Yet, despite

the blatant injustice of such a distribution of funds, Arab

and Kabyle delegates never attacked the principle.

They did protest, however, when it became clear the

principle was not being respected. In 1926, they asked that

funds for Arab—Berber schools be separated from those destined

for European schools. A spokesman for Governor General

Viollette promised that 11 of 20 million francs for primary

school construction in 1927-1928 would go for native schools

—a response that contrasts sharply with the negative reaction

of Governor General Thodore Steeg to the earlier resolutions.

Viollette divided school construction funds for 1928 and

relieved the academic authorities of centralized control

over school construction. From then on, the Directorate of

Native Affairs would plan and build Muslim schools, while

the Directorate of the Interior would supervise construction
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Table 3-3

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY TYPES OF SCHOOLS

- School Construction Programs

Type of School 1920 1920 1925- 1929— 1931-
Inventory Urgent 1929 1930 1935

Higher education 10.3% 8.8 ——— 5.1% 6.9%

Normal --- ---
-- 5L.

Secondary 18.5 23.4 11.8 5.1 13.7

Higher primary 19.8 18.1 30.5 24.1 14.3

European elementary 25.8 22.2 28.9 36.1 31.4

Arab-Berber elemenary 25.8 27.9 28.9 29.8 28.2

TOTALS 100.2% 100.4% 100.1% 100.2% 99.9%

-— -

Sources Galle Report, 1920; Pantaloni Report, 1924;

Jaillet Report, 1929.
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of European schools. Moreover, Viollette took the unusual

step of appearing in person before the Arab section of the

Financial Delegations to answer questions on this and other

points.

Such actions won Viollette friends among Arabs and

Berbers and enemies among the Europeans, who reproached him

for splitting the school construction budget for the benefit

of Muslims. Tne Finance Commission, dominated by Europeans,

recommended that school construction services continue to be

unified under the supervision of the academic authorities.

The colon delegation endorsed this recommendation on May 18,

1927, over the protests of the director of native affairs,

.who argued that “the governor general has the exclusive

prerogative for the organization of the services of the

central administration.”37 The recommendation had no effect,

since Viollette chose to ignore it, but such disregard for

colon opinion undoubtedly cost the governor some of the

little remaining support he had among European delegates.

Were the Europeans trying consciously to deprive

Muslims of schools promised them by the Great Works program

of 1920? The evidence is sketchy. “Difficulties of all

kinds” were said to slow the construction of native schools.

The authorities began with proposals submitted by the

European-dominated communes, which were most eager to have

European schools. The concentration of architects and
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construction firms in’the cities, and especially in Algiers,

facilitated construction there where Europeans were clustered

and slowed progress elsewnere, in overwhelmingly Muslim

areas.38 Finally, as the school construction program began

to shift its attention to the tribal areas, other problems

developed-. If a community did not already possess a satis

factory school site, the procedure for the purchase of land

could be long. Sometimes there was no road, and construction

materials had to be hauled in by mule. Furthermore, in the

outlying areas, housing for teachers had to be built at the

same time as the schools.39

It may be that European delegates schemed with their

settler friends in the bureaucracy to sabotage native schools.

Such ‘cooperation” would have been consistent with the atti

tudes of earlier generations of settlers, hostile to any but

the most practical training for Arabs and Berbers. It seems

more likely, however, that Europeans were simply more

effective than Muslims in pressuring the European bureaucracy

to build the schools they wanted. This fact should not be

allowed to obscure the efforts of Arabs and Berber to

guarantee their constituents a fair share of construction

money. The evidence indicates that even after Amir Khâled

had gone into exile, native delegates sometimes rose above

the beni-oui-oui label pasted on them by nationalists of

later generations. It also shows that native representation
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in local elected bodies could be effectives in the short run

if the governor general regarded himself as leader of an

alliance between the administration and native delegates1

as did Maurice Viollette. In the long run, however, such

a governor could not survive in Algiers, the administration

was forced to ally itself with the settlers, and Arab and

Berber delegates found themselves a helpless minority.

Technical Schools

The contuing debate over technical vs0 general

education is a case in point© The issue had been important

to educational policy in Algeria since the Ferry Commission

of Eighteen had first proposed a serious program of primary

school construction. Settler representatives argued that

primary schooling was inappropriate for the mass of Arabs

and Berbers. Most pupils, they felt, should be channeled

into technical or apprenticeship schools where they could

be taught “useful” trades such as the cultivation of vines

(i.e. on European—owned farms). Such training would not cut

them off from the traditional mileu, nor would it produce an

alienated intellectual elite: However, the academic authorities,

while they gave lip service to the settler objectives, did

little to implement them before World War I. What little

money there was for native schools went almost entirely for

academic elementary schoo1s

The settlers revived the issue after the war0 When

the administration proposed 40 million francs for each kind



80

of primary schools, European and native, in the Great Works

Program of 1920, the interdelegatory commission raised the

figure for native schools to 50 on the condition that the

additional 10 million francs go for 15 farm schools and

15 apprenticeship schools1 In addition, some 30 million

francs were included in the “colonization” chapter of the

program for technical and professional education, but these

were schools designed primarily for Europeans.

Arab and Kabyle delegates protested the commission’s

recommendation. A Kabyle delegate, Ou Rabah Abderrahmane,

who was a member of the commission, said: “Decidedly, they

are going to become a nuisance (maladie), these apprentice

ship schools.” He maintained that Muslim members of the

commission who had been instrumental in obtaining the extra

10 million francs wanted it to go for primary schools,

For you cannot train good workmen in professional

schools if the pupils ar.e not capable of following

the courses. I ask you then, Gentlemen, to adopt

the principle of creating primary schools before

thinking about establishing professional schools.40

He proposed an amendment supported by the entire native

delegation that would have put the 10 millions toward primary

school construction. The European president of the inter

delegatory commission, speaking as rapporteur for the majority,

made his position no less clear:
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Contrary to the oinion of Mr. Ou Rabah, it [the

commission majority] deems that native education must

be oriented toward professional schools. It is much

more profitable for the natives themselves to be given

•a good trade than to be taught the story of Frdegonde

or of Brunehaut.

The Ou Rabah amendment was defeated, 23 to 17.

The impact of this decision was limited by a subsequent

decision to start with a more modest, “urgent” program, whICh

included only the administration proposals for education.

The 10 million francs for farm and apprenticeship schools

were left out. Furthermore, little money was voted for any

aspect of the Great Works Program before 1925. By then, a

new five-year program had been voted, again without special

provision for these practical schools. Although the colons

frequently campaigned for larger appropriations in the field

of agricultural education under the budget rubric of

“co2onization, there is no evidence that any of the money

voted for school construction under the education chapter

was used for any but academic schools. The academic

authorities, who were initially responsible for deciding

in which order schools would be built, were traditionally

hostile to technical and professional institutions.

The cooperation of the bureaucracy and of the governor

general was invaluable to Arabs and Berbers in defending
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themselves against trade schools as it was in obtaining

their “fair” share of school construction funds. All

governors seem to have retained a sense of duty to the Arab—

Berber population, even if it was sometimes less sharp than

that of a Jules Cambon or a Violette. .urthermore, the

bureaucracy, whether by reason of its nonlanded status or

by dint of an idealistic, Weberian understanding of a

bureaucratic role, consistently proved more liberal in its

instincts toward Muslims than the elected European officials.

However, any major modification of educational

policy required the consent of the Financial Delegations.

This might not have been disastrous for Muslims if the

governor general had retained the initiative and, with it,

enough influence over .the e1egations to guarantee that

his initiatives would not be derailed or if European

delegates had been less unanimous about educational policy.

In fact, few seemed to think that the proportion of the

Algerian budget devoted to education was insufficient or

that the per9entage of funds for Arab—Berber schools was too

small, he question of teaching Arabic in French schools was

not an issue that produced deep political divisions among them

either, and their united stand on these issues reduced Muslim

influence with the Algerian assembly nothing at all.



83

The augmented autonomy of the Financial Delegations produced

an increasiflgly parochial, consensual atmosphere for decision,

which deprived Arabs and Berbers of their principal poliUcal

resourdesi the assistance of metropolitan liberals and the

strength of their numbers.

The trend was temporarily reversed under Maurice

Viollette, who attempted to reassert the prerogatives of the

governor general in(education as in other policy areas0

According to the model, such a reassertion of authority should

be an indication of partisan tension between center and peri

phery, a breakdown of the harmony that permitted decentralization

to ocour However, the fluidity of party politics in the Third

Republic, the tendency of Algerian representatives to support

almost every ministry, and the apolitical stance of most members

of the Financial Delegations makes it difficult to decide how

much partisan tension there was between Paris and Algiers.

The complexion of the French Parliament changed from Right to

Left between 1919 and 1924, from the Bloc National, victorious

in the elections of 1919, to the Cartel des Gauches, which

emerged with a majority of seats in 1924 However, Algeria

returned all five of its incumbent deputies running for

re—election in 1924© Although none 0±’ the Algerian deputies

ran on a ticket that included the word socialist, four

subsequently joined the Republican Socialist and French

Socialist groups in the Parliament. Other members of the

group were Aristide Briand, who had presided over his seventh
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government from January 16, 1921, to January 12, 1922, and

would form his eighth, ninth and tenth in th coming legisla

ture; Paul Painlev6, who headed two governments based on the

Cartel desgauches, from April 17, 1925w-to November 22, 1924;

and Iiaurice Viollette, whom Painleveappointed governor gen

eral of Algeria, Hay 12, 1925.

Despite such complications, it is clear that Euro

pean Algeria did not share Viollette’s socialistic views,

that there was from the beginning an unspoken feeling of

partisan tension and that this feeling was not resolved until

the French government, back in the more conservative hands

of Raymond Poincar, had recalled Vioilette in the spring

of 1927. There were elements of partisan conflict at the

start, when a number of Viollette’s clashes with the settlers

stemmed from projects that echoed his social concerns, such

as assistance for new mothers and the subsidizing of school

lunchrooms, Yet his crusade was actually more personal than

partisan. He saw himself as the guarantor of the national

interest, a representative of the entire Parliament, Al

though the power he managed to exercise derived from tension

between Paris and Algiers, it was tension he created for his

own benefit. Unlike his predecessors and his successors,

Viollette refused to reveal the content of his correspondence

with the Parisian ministries. He declined to let the Finan

cial Delegations know who was proposing (certainly he) and

who was agreeing to support (probably the ministries). He
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understood how important it was that he should aooear to have
no choice. But the delegates raw through his tactics——his
unwillingness to publish his correspondence gave it away-—
and the long-standing disinterest of metropolitan France in
Algerian education rendered them useless, anyway, in that
domain. In educational matters, where Viollette had only
his wits and his less—than—perfect control over the bureau
cracy as bargaining tools, it is not surprising that he en
joyed hardly any more success than his predecessors.

If educational matters are typical, the metropolitan
role in Algerian policymaking diminished in the 192O’sbe—
cause the governor general couldno longer hold his om a—
gainst the increasingly assertive Deleeations. The lack of
partisan tension between paris and Algiers left him prey to
the extortion of the European landi-iolders who dominated the
assembly. The low level of partisan tension can, in turn,
be attributed in some measure to the workin Parliament
of the Algerian representatives, who warded off Parliamentary.
and governzental intervention. The Algerian budget was not
debated. ducational policy was not challenged. Of course9
such neglect of Algerian affairs must also be charged in
part to the general indifference of a country preoccupied
with reconstruction, reparations, and inflation and plagued
by revolving-door governments.
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CHAPTER 14.

THE SECURITY CRISIS OF 1934-1935

The chain of, events connecting the riots in Constantine

on August 5, 1934, with the Rgnier decree of April 5, 1935,

probably did not constitute a crisis in a strictly objective

sense of the word. In the political realm, French sovereignty

never appears to have been in danper, although the settler

population of Algeria said that it was. There was perhaps

reason to speak of an economic crisis, and yet objectively

the Algerian economy seemed to be in somewhat better condition

than that of France, which was feeling the full effect of

world-wide depression.’

Nevertheless, in psychological terms Algeria did

undergo an eight-month crisis. In the minds of many settlers,

political agitation by Arabs and Berbers threatened to break

the French hold on Algeria. Only repression, they insisted,

could resolve this “crisis of authority.” Dissident Arabs

and Berbers found this a figment of the European imagination

and denied any intention of overthrowing French rule. But

the more the Europeans insisted on repression, the more native

Algerians began to regard the crisis as reality. In the end,

they went along with crisis talk in hopes thatit would serve

I,,
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the cause of reform: the extension of political rights

among Muslims.

They were disappointed, Iluslims staked their hopes

for favorable treatment on metropolitan arbitration of the

affair, and for a few fleeting weeks it appeared as if those

hopes might be fulfilled. The legal guardian of Algerian se

curity, the minister of the i:nterior, prepared to invoke his

authority. But then the settlers worked their magic on the

minister and his collearues in the cabinet , persuading them

to renounce the possibility of reform before investigating the

need for it. The settlers supported them. The Muslims, of

course, lacked any representation in Paris. The result of

this unfair contest was not a reassertion of metropolitan

authority, as the Muslims had hoped, but a reinforcement of

regional autonomy. By giving the governor general greater

liberty to suppress agitation among Muslims., the French govern

ment endorsed the settler contention that Algeria could be

governed without advice from Paris.

Such action only magiii±’ied the gap between legal

theory and political reality, which had put Nuslim at such

a great disadvantage in the first place. The gap produced

twisted lines of authority and unpredictable, chaotic decision—

making. With educational policy, it was at least clear that

the Financial Delegations held the reins, albeit illegitimate

ly. In the security flap of 1934—55 it was difficult to know

where power lay. The mayor of Constantine, the conseil depart—

ment, the Financial Delegations, the governor general, the

•1 I —I
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minister of the interior, and the French Parliament all partici—

pated in decisions of one sort or another4 liuslim Algerians

lacked the time, mobility, money, and proper racial credentials

to fight on all these fronts. The settlers took advantage of

the confusion and informality of the process to press their

points in the antichambers of the governor general, in the cor

ridors of Parliament and in conversations with the minister of

the interior. They obtained further endorsement of Algerian

autonomy, which further muddied the waters and weakened the

already indefensible Muslim position.

Two Incidents: Constantine and Stif

The trouble on Friday, August 3, 1934, began when a

drunken Jewish soldier hurled insults at some Muslims preparing

to say their evening prayers at the Green Mosque in Constantine.2

The Muslims called in the police, but the soldier escaped to his

home. A crowd of Muslims gathered there,.determined on revenge.

‘ihile police held them off, the soldier’s Jewish neighbors pelted

the crowd from their windows The Muslims replied with rocks.

Then the police managed to disperse the crord, which was becoming

a mob. But, regrouping elsewhere, Muslims sacked and looted

Jewish property into the early hours of the morning.

Next day all was quiet, and it is not clear how the cin

ders from the Friday night clash were reignited on Sunday All

that can be said with certainty is that by the time order was re

stored shortly after noon some 23 Jews and four Muslims were dead

and twenty or so perons from each side had been wounded. More

over, the disturbances had spread to surrounding towns, although t

consequences were not serious any-where else. Total damages

were estimated at 20 million francs.3

—

--
_
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It is important to note that no persPns of European

origin were harmed or even threatened during the violence.

In fact, 110,000 Algerian Jews enjoyed political and economic

privileges that reinforced the religious cleavage between

them and 5.6 million Muslim compatriots.4 Naturalized

en masse by the Crmieux decree of 1870, the Jews were full

French citizens. Favored by the European community, they

enjoyed better economic and educational opportunities than

the Muslims.5 The Jews were often creditors, the Muslims

debtors. What is more, the Muslims were subjects, not

citizens. They could qualify for citizenship only as

individuals fulfilling certain conditions and renouncing

their civil statute derived from Islamic law.

Despite the political, economic, social, and religious

barriers dividing Muslims and Jews, the two communities had

always lived together in relative peace. Leaders of both

communities were quick to say so and to denounce the riots.

How then can the outburst of violence be explained?

There were certain points on which European and

Muslim observers agreed. Almost everyone who wrote about

the crisis noted that life was hard in 1934 and that Arabs

and Berbers were suffering. At the same time, no analyst

concluded that economic conditions were the sole or immediate

cause of the rioting. European and Muslim writers agreed,

in addition, that thegovernrnent should be held responsible,

[
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though they differed on how it might have prevented the

violence. Arabs and Berbers blamed the government’s failure

to satisfy the political and cultural aspirations of native

Algerians. Many Europeans argued, quite to the contrary,

that the administration had been too soft on dissident groups.

A stronger hand was needed to restore French prestige, they

said.6 The Europeans believed the danger lay in the major

currents of Algerian dissidence in the periods the “Commu

nists” of Messali Hadj, the “neo-Wahhabi” religious reformers

and the French-educated intellectuals.

Messali Hadj’s movement was particularly susceptible

to attack for its advocacy of Algerian independence and for

its close alliance with the French Communist Party. Messali,

a native of Tlemcen who had gone to work for Renault after

World War I, was the principal figure in l’Etoile nord

africaine, which had put down roots in the 1920’s among the

100,000 Muslim Algerians working in France.7 Dissolved by

the French government in 1929, 1’Etoile reappeared in 1933

as the Glorieuse toile nord-.africaine, and its newspaper,

El-Ouma, printed in French with an Arabic title, resumed its

harsh commentaries on colonialism in general and the Algerian

administration in particular.

It was attacked in the wake of the 1934 riots by

Eugene Vallet, a member of the Financial Delegations from

Constantine. Vallet claimed that he and his friends had
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recognized before August that the activities of l’Etoile,

the North African Students Association and El-ouma, which

was somehow slipping into Algeria, were “openly pushing,.

without meeting the least constraint, toward the collective

assassination of the French of Algeria.”8 But he did not

try to explain the actual outbreak of rioting in

terms of Messali Hadj alone.

The European commentators made less violent but more

pointed attacks on Muslims dissidents living in Algeria.

The reformist ulama led Abdel Hamid Ben Badis, regarded by

some Europeans as a religious fanatic, were accused of

encouraging the riots. Although Ben Badis practiced tolera

tion and deplored the incident,9 well-informed European

observers, such as Jean Desparmet, said the reforinists were

the source of the problem. By attacking the great native

chiefs, marabouts, and religious brotherhoods, Ben Badis

and the Association of Ulama had clashed with the administra

tion, and the administration had not responded with agility

and tact. In his view, the riots were an out-cropping of

this continuing battle?0 Since it was true that Ben Badis

opposed the marabouts, which had become pillars of the French

administration, there was an element of logic in Desparmet’s

reasoning.
-

There was less rationality in the European denuncia

tion of the French—educated Muslim intellectuals. Men such
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as Ferhat Abbas, former president of the Muslim student

association at the University of Algiers; R. Zenati, a

Kabyle school teacher and editor of La voix indigène, and

Mohamed Bendjelloul, a young medical doctor founder of the

Federation of Muslim Elected Officials in the Dpartement

of Constantine, continued to believe in an Algeria tied to

France, where Muslims would exercise the rights of citizen

shipbut retain their personal statute as Muslims. They

promised respect for French authority in return for French

respect of Islamic civilization, renunciation of moral

superiority, equal political rights, and more schools for

Arabs and Berbers. In the midst of the rioting, Bendjelloul

and other political leaders of Constantine agreed to walk

the streets to help restQre order. Nonetheless, E. F. Gautier,

a professor at the University of Algiers thought to be

sympathetic to the Muslim cause, wrote an article called

“Threats to Algeria” for La revue de Paris in which he said:

Muslims who come out of our schools become automatically

our worst enemies. And this is normal. In the old

slave colonies, it was the mulattoes who were the

ferment of insurrection.1’

The article infuriated Muslim intellectuals.

The elected representatives of European Algeria reacted

as if all Muslims had been disloyal and as if the entire

European community were in jeopardy. Emile Morinaud, the
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deputy-mayor of Constantine, laid a six-point program before

the governor general that included the mobilization of all

able-bodied Frenchmen under the age of 60 in case of “serious

,l2
trouble. He also said the number of Jews and Muslims in

the Constantine police force would be reduced by 50 per cent.’3

The General Council of the DDartement of Constantine, meeting

in October, hastened to vote money for the creation of new

gendarmerie posts and for the improvement of old ones—projects

they had been postponing for years.’4 At the regional level,

the Financial Delegations created a garde mobile similar to

a force used for riot control in France. In the meantime,

a decree of October 23, 1934, reasserted the preeminence of

the governor general over the three prefects of Algeria,

presumably to insure central control over police forces in

case of future riots.15

Muslim dissidents were noriplused by this outburst of

European fear and hostility. They said European wine pro

ducers, unhappy with the discriminatory treatment their wine

was receiving in France, represented the sole threat to

public tranquility. However, both the reformist and assimila

tionist strains of the dissident movement admitted that the

policies of Jules Carde, governor general of Algeria since

1931, had produced a smoldering discontent among Muslims—

“a discontent that has become despair.” Born in Algeria,

Garde had spent most of his career as a high functionary in
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colonial Africa. Thus his background and his experience

tied him to the settler milieu, and the dissidents reproached

him specifically for cutting them off from Paris and

harrassing the reformist movement. Twice the French-educated

intellectuals led by Bendjelloul had sought an audience in

Paris and twice they had been turned away. Moreover, the

administration had issued a prefectoral order known as the

Circulaire Michel which barred unofficial personnel from

preaching in mosques in the dpartement of Algiers. It

seemed prepared to extend the circle to all of Algeria and

to establish tighter supervision of reformist schools arid

the reformist press. An interministerial. committee on

Muslim affairs, meeting in Paris in May, made secret recom

mendations to this effect. When these recommendations leaked,

there was an outburst of indignation among both assimilation—

lets and reformists in Algeria. La dfense, reflecting

reformist views, published a special issue in protest.16

Thus dissidents were unhappy in August 1934, but it

is not clear they had any role in sparking violence in

Constantine on August 3 and 5. However, both Europeans and

Muslims believed there was a connection between t4uslim

grievances and the violence. Hence the crisis atmosphere

that ensued.

A second explosion occurred in Stif on February 1,

1935, after a Jewish policeman had intervened in a fight and
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killed one of the protagonists, a drunken Muslim soldier.

A group of the victi&s fellow “riflemen” sought immediate

revenge, and one policeman was killed and two others

seriously injured before the mob, wnich began sacking Jewish

stores, was brought under control.’7

Emile Morinaud, the powerful deputy-mayor of Con

stantine, lost scarcely a moment in exploiting the turn of

events. He attempted to scuttle all remaining Muslim hopes

for political reform by blaming the new outburst of violence

on Maurice Viollette, the former governor general.18 Senator

Viollettehad submitted a bill that would have permitted

certain Arabs and Berbers to take French citizenship without

renouncing their personal statute as Muslims. Morinaud hoped

to kill that bill before it came up for discussion. Morover,

he profited from the occasion to renew his proposal of a

European militia and to seek the transfer of Muslim troops

from Algeria to Europe. He wanted them replaced by French

or Senegalese soldiers.19

On February 12, less than two weeks after the Stif

incident, the French minister of the interior, Marcel Rgnier,

announced he would make a trip to Algeria. Although he had

planned to go at Easter, the need to investigate the Stif

affair was one consideration in the revised timing of the trip.

By contributing to the growing tension between the

Muslim and European communities, the Arab and Berber dissi

dents had thus caused the French government to intervene in
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the policymaking.process. Of course, this was also their

fervent desire. The August 30 issue of La voix indigèrie

had carried an enormous banner:

The Explosion of Constantine Puts the iool. under

an Absolute Obligation to Acquaint Itself with the

Feelings of the Muslim Population of Algeria. . .

For that, A Parliamentary Investigation is Absolutely

Essential’.’.

Six months later, after Rgnier had decided to come to Algeria,

the paper’s editor, Zenati, was ecstatic: “This fortunate

measure, this unexpected event that will perhaps save you

from catastrophe can only firm up your confidence in French

generosity and •in her chivalrous people,” he told his readers.2°

But such optimism proved unwarranted. Arab and Berber

influence over policy decisions taken at the departmental and

regional levels during the security crisis was, indeed,

minimal—a fact that apparently led Zenati to put his hopes

in metropolitan intervention. However, neither the Rgnier

trip to Algeria nor Viollette’s interpellation in Parliament

produced tangible benefits for Muslims. It was as if the

shortcomings o.f the local decisionmakirig process, confirmed

in two aspects of the security crisis, had infected politics

in such a way that national decisions reflected regional

biases as accurately as those taken by departmental councils

and the Financial Delegations.
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The Muslim Reponse

At the departmental level, dissident Muslim intellectuals

had achieved effective electoral organization for the first

time in the fall of 1934.. Under the leadership of Mohamed

Bendjelloul and with the support of the reformist ulama under

Ben Badis, they took seven of the ten seats allotted to Muslims

in the 40—man General Council of the Dparteinent of Constantine,

However, the electoral victories were not enough to

dissuade the general council of the dparternent from taking

a tendentious position in the security crisis. European

members of the council asked the dissidents to join them in

a statement presented by Eugne Vallet, which declared that

the native population of Algeria was extremely mobile and

therefore easily drawn into a mass movement. The Constantine

iiots were a case in point, and for this reason the French

ppulation had ‘reason to be moved.” Vallet asked for a

“gesture of solidarity” from his native colleagues in the

council to combat what he called anti—French propaganda,

to obtain indictment of the guilty parties and to calm

spirits. In previous years he might have had it, but the

responses of Ferhat Abbas and ohanied Bendjelloul showed

that’ the, October elections had brought change. The dissi

dents blocked the Vallet—Morinaud effort to get unanimous

approval for the statement.21

The Europeans showed no willingness to negotiate

a more acceptable version. Instead, having caucused before
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the meeting and agreed mong themselves, they dropped the

idea of converting their resolution into a motion of the

entire general council and issued it as a “declaration of

the European delegation.”

The incident may have done the dissidents more harm

By declining to support the statement, they

to the image of stiffening native attitudes

the base of European fears. !orinaud played on

in his efforts to tighten Algerian security

Muslims.

scene was replayed in March during Rgnier’s

visit to Algeria. Again Vallet proposed a motion, this time

calling for

the energetic measures necessary to respond to the

anti-social and anti-French undertakings, which are

authored from metropolitan territory and which have

unctious or blind proponents in Algeria; these under

takings have created trouble among the native masses,

who are always ready with unexpected and disconcerting

reflexes, but are easy to bring back to order with a

simple deornonstration of authority.22

Again the dissidents refused to sign, and again they probably

suffered from the European maneuver.

If Arabs and Berbers profited little from their

representation in the general council of Constantine, they

than good.

contributed

that lay at

these fears

against the

Tb e



LJZZ
99

fared even more poorl in the Financial Delegation, where

their representatives were electorally dependent on the

administration. Here the security issue took the form of

discussion of the mobile guard, and the administration made

it clear that the brigade would be used against the dissi

dents.23 Nevertheless, Arab and Berber delegates approved

the idea once in the spring and again in November, after the

governor had turned his theoretical proposition into a request

for money. They began to show concern, however, for the

composition of the force. When the administration’s, director

of security said the government was anxious that at least

ten per cent of the force be of native origin, an Arab

delegate suggested the proportion should be “not half, of

course” but on the order of 25 per cent, “because the native

population will be less shocked to be repressed by a police

force partly composed of their fellow Muslims.”24 The Kabyle

section asked that one-third of the force be Muslim.25

To these requests Guilhermet, the director of security,

responded that he saw no reason why native participation

should not go up to 20 per cent, as a maximum.26 But three.

days later another government spokesman went before the colon

delegation, again in secret session, and said there would

be no time for local recruitment.27 The force would be

created on January 1, 1935, and would be composed solely

of.French gendarmes at the start. Further discussion of
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composition was irrelevant. While Arabs and Berbers were

still in the process of striking an unfavorable bargain with

the administration, the war ministry’s offer of French

gendarmes had undercut the bargain and left Muslims without

any representatives on the new mobile force. The metro

politan action magnified the biases of regional policymaking.

The Rgnier visit was similarly unprofitable for

Muslims. The minister arrived on March 4, 1935, and throngs

of Algerians took advantage of a sunny day to see him. In

the next 12 days, he met with high officials, local politicians,

and anyone who requested an audience, and as a result of these

• ãonversations, became convinced that the economic aspect of

the crisis was more serious than the political. Rgnier did

acknowledge one political problem, however: French authority

in Algiers needed to be reinforced. The goverriors powers

had to be enlarged. Then, once calm had been restored, the

• reforms sought by Arabs and Berbers might be considered.

It was not difficult for either Europeans or Muslims

to guess what Rgnier had in mind. In February Governor

General Carde had complained of his inability to repress

criticism of official policies in the Muslim French-language

press, which enjoyed the protection of the French press law

of 1881. Control of the Arabic press, which was treated as

a foreign press, presented rio similar legal problem for the

government.28 Muslim dissidents could legitimately interpret
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Rgnier’s statements to mean that reform would be conditional

on a muzzling of the Arab-Berber publications, such as

La voix indigène and La dfense, which were the most vocal

partisans of reform.

To mollify Arab-Berber grief, Rgnier offered only

kernels of sweetness. In an interview with Le ternps, just

before boarding ship for Marseille, the minister said the

government would provide economic relief for Algerian

agriculture, Muslim and European. In addition, it would see

that naturalized Arabs and Berbers were guaranteed equal

treatment, but mass naturalization of Muslims was out of the

question, he said,29 The French Council of Ministers, meeting

March 20, approved Rgnier’s recommendations for measures to

end subversive propaganda in Algeria and for loans to Algerian

agriculture for 450 million francs: 400 millions for European

farmers and 50 millions for Arabs and Berbers.3°

Muslim dissidents were now reduced to hoping that a

Senate interpellation long planned by Maurice Viollette would

steer French policy toward reform. Viollette began his inter—

pellation March 21, three days after Rgniers return to

Paris. In theory, government policy in Algeria toward the

economic and political crisis was under scrutiny, but in

fact the interpellation became a personal trial for Maurice

Viollette and for his proposal, introduced in 1931, to permit

some categories of Arabs and Berbers to acquire French



102

citizenship without relinquishing their personal statute

as Muslims. BoTh fared badly. The government, represented

by Interior Minister Rgnier, rejected Viollette’s criticisms

as well as his proposal for extending citizenship and suffrage

in Algeria.

The minister said that those Algerians who had been

naturalized under the law of 1919, regarded as renegades by

many of their compatriots, would be guaranteed equal treatment.

He thus admitted that their rights had not always been pro

tected in the past. “But that’s enough,” he claimed. “Why

go further?”3’ Viollette’s reasons were ignored, his order

of the day pushed aside in favor of a government-backed

.resolution approving a “fairand equitable policy toward

set-tiers and natives alike,” a policy said to be “indispensable

to the maintenance of the general and liberal authority of

France 32

European Algeria was satisfied, Newspapers hailed

Viollette’s defeat. As for Arabs and Berbers, their last

hopes of reform had turned to despair. A four-column headline

in Lavoix indiène announced: “The decision of the Senate

on the Viollette concept has caused an unbelievable disap

pointment in the Muslim Algerian world.”33

In the wake of the debate, the publication of the

wRgnierII decree, April 5, 1935, was anticlimactic. It

fulfilled the wishes-of the governor general and the promises
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of the minister of the interior to stamp out hostile propa

ganda, said to be “all the more dangerous since, for a native,

a printed text has an almost sacramental value of a convincing

The first article of the decree reads

Whoever, wherever he is and by whatever means, shall

provoke native Algerians, natives of other French

colonies or protectorates or foreigners residing in

• Algeria to acts of disorder or demonstrations against

French sovereignty, to active or passive resistance to

the application of the laws, decrees, rules or orders

of the public authorities, shall be punished by a sen

tence of 3 months to 2 years in prison and a fine of

• 500 to 5,000 francs.35

Article 2 described the penalties for employees of the govern

ment, which were more severe. The objective was to discourage

school teachers with socialist or communist sympathies from

stirring up trouble, Article 3 gave the minister of the

interior power to execute the decree, issued under the authority

• of the president of the Republic.

• The upshot of the crisis for Muslims was that they

were locked more tiehtly than ever into the pattern of

regional politics from which they had hoped and tried to

escape. Far from obtaining greater metropolitan involvement

in Algerian affairs, they had helped produce a reinforcement

of the governor general’s powers that would dampen any future

fi’.
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efforts to carry the Arab-]3erber case beyond the confines

of Algeria. Far from overturning the established patterns

of policymaking, they had reinforced them. Far from

equilibrating the unequal struggle between Europeans and

Nuslims, they had tipped the balance still further in favor

of the settler element,

The Veakness of the Central Government

However deplorable, the outcome would not surprise

most students of colonial affairs. Subject peoples tend to

be ignored when they protest against the rules and procedures

that hold them in subject roles. But it is genuinely sur

prising, if not shocking, that an imperial nation should

react perfunctorily to a crisis that jeopardized, in the

views of some observers, the security of a colony. Such

apparent indifference or complacency about Algeria appears

all the more remarkable, because it was supposedly a part of

France itself. The French could perhaps justify in the name

of efficiency their willingness to pexit settler—dominated

assemblies to control the Algerian budget. They could per

haps turn their heads and ignore the impact of budgetmaking

on educational policy. But to forego authority over security

matters is to recognize colonial autonomy bordering on in

dependence. Sovereignty noial1y accompanies responsibility
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for defense. Mow does one account for the attitude of

the metropolitan government?

The burden for handling Algerian security fell

squarely on Paris, and more specifically on the minister

of the interior, who coordinated all policy for Algeria

and managed internal security for the rest of France.

But the minister lacked the staff to follow events in

Algeria closely, and his other duites pushed the region

to the periphery of his attention, Moreover, the French

citizens of Algeria, nearly all of European or native

Jewish origin, were generafly content to be neglected.

They realized that, without proper guidance and •indoctrination

the minister might not understand the cardinal rules of

Algerian politics: the “native problem” ìá above politics;

the European preponderance must in no way be jeopardized;
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the Muslims must be ruled with an iron hand, for force is

he only language they understand; the press must be con

trolled because Muslims believe anything they read; elections

must be managed because Muslims are incapable of making

meaningful choices forthemselves. A minister of the interior

who did not understand the logic of these rules might not

merely try to reform the system; he might succeed, so powerful

was his legal leverage over Algeria.

Several of the Algerian representatives in Parliament

opposed Marcel Rgniers decision to go to Algeria in March

1935. Since all of them supported the government of which

Rgnier was a member, and since the trip offered obvious

opportunities for exposure ii their constituencies, this

abnormal behavior reflected obvious hostility.6 There was

also resistance to the trip from cabinet members more

conservative than Rgnier, who was a Radical.37 They appar

ently thought he was being too conciliatory toward the rising

Popular Front movement on the left and believed a visit to

Algeria at a time of crisis would lend credence to native

complaints.

Immediately after he had planned the trip, Rgnier

began to retrench, and his behavior throughout the remaining

preparations can be interpreted as an effort to reassure

the doubting European politicians of his reliability. First

he hastened to say he was making a simple study trip, not an

I
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investigation (enguet),38 which would imply that remedial

action was necessary. He also blocked rumors that the

governor general would be replaced by delegating the planning

of the trip to Carde39 and meetin& repeatedly with him as

well as with Algerian politicians before his departure from

Paris. Rgnier declined to balance his preparatory talks by

including in them Mohamed Bendjelloul, the head of the

Federation of Muslim Elected Officials in the De’partement

of Constantine.4° Bendjelloul had telegraphed a request

for an audience. In turning him down, on grounds he was

coming to Algeria to listen to complaints, Rgnier was

sufficiently caustic to win praise and headlines in Algeria.41

Little by little the minister regained the confidence

of the settlers by doing and saying the right things. In

Algeria he met with •delegates, general councillors, municipal

councilmen, mayors, bureaucrats, farmers, anyone who wanted

to see him. He went to Stif to visit the families of the

victims and to Constantine to view the scene of the August

riots. He talked with dissident Muslims as well as with

Europeans, although he denied that the so-called dissidents

were dissidents; even Muslims wanted a reassertion of French

authority, he argued.42 But while the dissidents equated

“authority” with just government, Rgnier clearly meant

repression. He declared security had to be rebuilt before

reforms could be undertaken, which is precisely what Europeans
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had been telling him. Rgnier had listened to Muslims, too,

but as his adviser Augustin Bernard put it: “The native

demands were sometimes expressed in a tone that was not —

sufficiently measured and which could only do them harm in

the mind of the minister.”4 In short, Rgnier showed by

his speeches that he had absorbed the European community’s

mania about security—and its racism.

The final proof that Rnier had been socialized

into regional politics during his two weeks in Algeria was

his performance before the Senate. Echoing the line of

Algerian senators, he praised the settlers’ historic role.44

There were good natives, too, he conceded the so-called

families de grande tente who had remained loyal to France.

(And who were, he neglected to say, supported by the admin

istration for both elective and administrative positions.

In fact, their status was often wholly derived from adminis

trative support.) But these “good” natives had been rewarded

for their service in World War I with a liberalized opportunity

to become citizens under the law of 1919. This was a maximum

effort.

By expressing his sympathy for European Algerians,

Rgnier achieved his major goal. He liquidated the crisis

atmosphere in Algiers by reducing European fears and Muslim

hopes. To insure that the tension level would not rise

again soon, he approved the governor general’s proposal to

clamp down on criticism of the French administration. But
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to call him the prindipal decisionmaker because of these

actions would be to give him a positive, initiative—taking

or veto-making role that he actually seemed to be renouncing.

He merely confirmed the ideas others had set forth arid thereby

reaffirmed the precedent that the minister of the interior,

despite his vast legal powers over Algeria, should not

govern the country.

The chief lieutenant of the minister in Algerian

affairs was the governor general. He was said to be more

powerful than any man in France, arid the pomp and circumstance

of Algiers were designed to further that impression. When

•the governor left or arrived in the port of Algiers, he was

treated more like a king or a sultan than a mere functionary.

If the minister of the interior cannot be called ‘principal

decisionmaker,” one would be tempted to bestow the title

on the governor general.

There can be little doubt that the governor played

a central role in the security crisis of 1934-1935, flying

to Constantine to inspect the damage, hurrying back to Paris

to inform the minister, proposing a decree to curb dissent

and accompanying the minister on his swing through Algeria.

Nonetheless, it is difficult to assess with any precision

his influence on the policy outcome, because of his place

between the ministries on one hand and the institutions of

local government on the other.
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The Rgnier decree represented the governor’s

principal success with the Parisian ministries during the

crisis, Garde said in an interview in February 1934, that

he was helpless to defend against attacks on French sovereignty

in Algeria. He spoke of the dangers from Communist agitation

and pan-Islamic propaganda. “But are you disarmed against

this propaganda?” he was asked. “In fact I am,” he replied.

Was Carde, the discreet functionary who had just weathered

a storm over electoral redistricting, now badgering Rgnier

in public? It seems much more likely he had already obtained

the minister’s approval for controlling the French-language

native press that Carde termed “extremely dangerous” for

“simple, credulous, mystic m1d.”4 The decree was apparently

approved February 19, 1935, by the Council of Ministers.46

The governor’s success in this instance can be

explained as a function of European intransigence and Muslim

discontent. Like a prefect in France, the governor was

useful to the ministry only as long as he could count on

cooperation from local notables.4 Without this cooperation

the governor could not obtain money from the Financial Delega

tions. Furthermore, there was a tacit understanding that a

governor general, like a prefect, would be removed if he

lost the confidence of local politicians. The ministries

had the option of granting Carde’s rather reasonable demands

or treating directly with the Algerian politicians—namely

with Emile Morinaud.

m
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Carde’s influence downward on the Financial Delegations

and on other local political instituions was less impressive.

His success in Paris was based on the assumption he commanded

support in Algeria, but there was a difference between

undercutting iIorinaud with a decree that did not require

local approval and winning the votes of a majority of the

Financial Delegations for projects that required their con

sent. In this domain, Carde had troubles.48 He succeeded

in setting up a mobile brigade of gendarmes for use in riots,

for example, only because he had won the support of the metro

politan ministries in those instances where the Financial

Delegations controlled the purse strings and the support

of local notables in cases where the minister of the in

terior’s attitude was crucial. The riots in Constantine

served his cause, for they rendered his proposal of the

previous spring more opular at the local level and they

brought the metropolitan ministries out of indifference,

Actually, it was probably Emile rIorinaud’s insistent reports

on the crisis that awakened the ministers of war and in

terior, and it was they who deemed it less expensive, politi

cally and militarily, to shore up the governor general’s posi

tion than to grant Iorinaud’s requests. The support of local

notables, principally Iorinaud, contributed significantly to

the governor’s success.

Settler Influence

The key to settler victory was Emile Norinaud, who

operated at everr level of decision, from the municipal
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council in Constantine to the Parliament in Paris. At the

local level, as mayor, he was xesponsible for stopping the

riots, His newspaper, Le rublicain, gave a dramatic

account of his activities August On vacation at

Djidjelli on the seacoast, he raced back to the city, called

a meeting of civil and military authorities at City Hall,

ordered ammunition distributed to the troops and let it be

known that rioters who did not desist would be shot. He

also persuaded municipal councilmen, Muslim and Jewish, to

walk the streets appealing for calm, By nightfall peace had

been restored.

The governor general, who was in Paris at the time,

was upstaged. Garde took an Air France plane to Algiers and

then, after a quick consultation with his secretary general,

donned goggles and climbed into the rear of a military

two—seater to go to Constantine. But by the time he arrived,

all was calm and Morinaud was waiting for him with a list

of six requests. There was little for Carde to do but offer

his condolences and government money for reparations.

From then until Rgnier came to Algeria, Morinaud

never relaxed his pressure for tighter security arrangements.

At the October meeting of the departmental general council,

he backed (and perhaps wrote) Eugene Vallets motion implying

that Muslims were threatening European security.50 Later

that month, on his way to Paris to attend the fall session
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of Parliament, he stopped in Algiers and reiterated his demands.

before the governor’s staff,51 (Carde was in the South.)

Next he took his concerns to the minister of war and the

president of the council,52 while Le rpublicain decried the

Hred peril” and the general atmosphere. of insecurity prevalent

in Algeria.53

The Stif affair on February 1 set Morinaud off on

another round of the ministries. It seemed to prove his

point that drastic measures were needed. After seeing the

ministers of war and the interior, he took the entire Algerian

parliamentary delegation with him to see Premier Flandin.

There, before the president of the council, he recounted

‘in all their horror the events of Constantine and the very

serious military uprising of Stif.”54 He also renewed his

request for a citizen militia and for the transfer of more

troops to Algeria.55 Significantly, it was Morinaud who

announced in the corridors of the Palais Bourbon that Rgnier

would make a trip to A1geria.6

Thus Moririaud was the motor of the crisis. His

agitation kept it moving even after the Financial Delegations

voted money in November for the mobile police force. He made

it appear that Algeria was in such a state of psychological

disruption that the minister of the interior could not be

indifferent. Not all of Algeria was behind him. The Dpche

a1grierrne disassociated itself from Morinaud’s proposals,57

I
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and even referred to him indirectly as one of the “missionaries

of the anti—French peril” who were sabotaging a movement led

by Muslims friendly to France.58 The more conservative

Echo d’Alger called Morinaud’s initiatives “premature,”59

and other politicians were remarkably silent. Thus the

protagonist was Morinaud and Morinaud almost alone.

Morinaud’s three political roles, together with his

personal qualities as a propagandist and 40 years in politics,

made him the leading actor in the crisis. The fact that he

was mayor of Constantine put him in the center of the drama.

• His seat on the general council of the dpartement gave him

first-hand contact with some of the men who represented the

region in the Financial Delegations. Both offices provided

access to the offices of the governor general. He was also

a deputy whose influence in Paris gave him a voice in the

governor’s future. Thus to his constituents in Constantine,

he was a man with friends in Paris; to the minister of the

interior and the president of the council Moririaud was a

man with solid political connections in the province of

Constantine; and to the governor general, he was a man whose

ties at the grass roots as well as in Paris were probably

better than the governor’s.

In short, Morinaud rivaled the governor general as

a channel of influence between center and periphery. In

fact, Rgnier seems to have gone to Algeria in response to
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Morinaud’s insistent and annoying pressure for the transfer

of more troops to Algeria, and for the creation of a citizen

• militia. If so, then to have given any satisfaction to

Muslim demands would have defeated the purpose of the trip,

for it would only have further antagonized Moriraud. The

• Muslims stood nothing like an equal chance of being heard,

in this instance,for they lacked a channel of influence to

metropolitan France that approached the strength of a Morinaud.

The importance of partisan homogeneity of local

notables and national government can be seen here. Morinaud

was first of all a European dealing with a government of

Europeans. The Muslims had to depend on the good offices

of a Maurice Viollette, whose electoral mandate was from the

Eure-et-Loire. Their misfortune was compounded by the fact

that Viollette was ideologically out of tune with the

government. Morinaud, in contrast, was a Radical negotiating

with a government laden with Radicals. He could not be taxed

with opposition to the government. Quite clearly he had easy

access to the ministries.

Rgniers role in the security crisis of 1934—1935

should be seen not as an exception to the established pattern

of regional decisionrnaking but as one variation on that

pattern. In the case of educational policymaking, the

predominant pattern was one in which the Financial Delegations

decided what should be• done without significant interference
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from the government general or the French ministries. A

second pattern might be discerned in the years when Viollette

was governor general; the governor acted as a restraint on

the Delegations, but he was ultimately replaced by action

of the European Algerian representatives in Paris.

The variation observed in the security crisis falls

between the first two. Whereas the settler grievance was

generic in the case of Viollette, it was specific in matters

of security policy. The Europeans had no basic quarrel with

Garde. To have sought his removal—and some Algerians

apparently feared this would be the end result of the Morinaud

V initiative—would have been to risk being saddled with a less

satisfactory governor. Whereas metropolitan intervention in

V a specific issue• of educational policy would have done the

settlers little good, such intervention, was essential to them

in security policy. Morinaud used his alternate channel of

communication with Paris in the aim of altering the minister’s

directives to the governor general, who was subsequently

better able to serve the settler cause.

This variation entailed risks for the settlers that

maybe equated with opportunities for Muslims. A minister

might reach a verdict of his own and either recall the

governor general or alter his directives to the governor

in a way unacceptable to the settlers. Such risks were

nonetheless minimized by the intimate relations the Algerian

I



117

member.s of Parliament enjoyed with the Flandin rovernment.

The fact that several ñambers of the Algerian parliamentary

delegation disagreed with rIorinaud and voiced their disapprov

al of the trip apparently forced Re’gnier to narrow the objec

tives of his undertaking. His desire to placate Horinaud prob

ably caused him to refuse 3e-.jelloul a preparatory audience in

Paris. Thus, by the time Rgnier left Paris, the risks to

settler predominance in regional politics had already been re

duced. By the time he returned they had disappeared. The

settlers had used Regnier’s trip to establish yet another pre

cedent for regional autonomy. In the future they would be able

to say in Parliament: ‘You found that we were right. We iew

then what was best for Algeria, and we know now what is best.

French policy toward Algeria must be one that permits Algerians

(read Europeans) to manage their own affairs.T1

Although the historian may wonder whether settler policy

seed the best interests of France during the security crisis

of 1934—35 or at any time thereafter, he cannot deny that the

settlers profited from the tempest in the short run. By risking

autonomy, they reinforced it, causing the board to tilt even

more sharply against native Algerians. Eut iuslims learned how

fundauentally inovable was the system built on infomal manip

ulation of regional autonomy within a unitary framework. A few

more such lessons would convince them of the futility of working

within the system and the necessity of resorting to violence.

The settler dexterity at domination compromised the capacity of the

political system to move toward Iluslim rule without bloodshed.
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CHAPTER 5

THE 1935 BUDGET

Arabs and Berbers fared better in the area of

economic policy than in either education or security1

Budgetmaking for the year 1935 demonstrates that Muslims

could in certain circumstances—albeit special ones—serve

their own interests by opposing European policy designs.

In fact, the formal structure of decisionmaking for the

Algerian budget facilitated the appearance of such circum

stances, although it normally precluded conflict between

Muslims and Europeans.

The governor general shared powers of initiative

with the Financial Delegations, which, like the Higher

Council, were entitled to deliberate on the budget, and the

Parliament retained the authority to levy Algerian taxes.

Consequently, if Arabs and Berbers challenged European

proposals in the Financial Delegations and lost, there was

a theoretical possibility that Parliament would reopen the

question and reverse the decision. This same procedure

might have aided Muslims in the realm of school construction

policy if Parliament had not in fact restricted its examina

tiori to the revenue side of the budget. In theory Parliament
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might also have helped shape security policy, but its powers

in that domain were riot formal: the Rgnier decree did not

require parliamentary approval, and Parliament could scarcely

have voted against the government’s Algerian policy, after

Rgnier had become personally involved, without defeating

the ministry.

Even in the budget making domain, however, it was

unlikely that Muslims could play a meaningful role in

policymaking. Excluded from the bureaucracies in Algiers

and in Paris as well as from Parliament, they participated

only as members of the regional assemblies. There the

separate deliberations of the three delegations gave Europeans

a chance to reach prior agreements and present a united front

in the plenary session, rendering futile any Muslim effort

at opposition. Rather than antagonize a majority that could

not be converted, Arab and Berber delegates normally supported

the budget—a fact that European senators and deputies could

subsequently cite as evidence that Algeria was one happy

family.. Parliament usually voted the Algerian tax bill

without debate. Between 1900 and 1934 such a bill had never

been defeated or amended.

Thus the special circumstances that enhanced Muslim

influence in i934-l935 were not simply a product of the

budgetmaking procedures. They resulted from a split among

European Algerians over taxation policy. Budgetmaking placed
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greater strains on the myth of apoliticism than educational

decisions, but it did not create the unity in fear of

Muslim numbers that security decisions produced. Such

circumstances weakened the system’s capacity to stifle

Muslim-European conflict and, unlike the conditions of the

security crisis, offered Muslims an opportunity to profit

from the tensions that surfaced.

A Problem of Balance

When the Financial Delegations gathered in Algiers

for their regular annual meeting in May l94, the world,

France, and even Algeria were gripped by economic depression

and political instability. The franc remained overvalued,

French products were priced out of the world market, and

the country settled deeper into depression at a time when

devaluation of the dollar and more imaginative fiscal policies

had begun to bring relief in the United States.1 In Algeria,

although economic activity was slack, problems of public

finance were less serious than in France, While rising

defense expenditures aggravated the problem of growing

budgetary deficits in France, Algeria continued to contribute

only six per cent of its current expenditures toward the

French military effort. Moreover, Algerian tax receipts

remained relatively stable at a time when French sources

of revenue were diminishing rapidly. Since a.tax on business

I



deductions would yield 25 million francs, the Governor

estimated. A small tax on wine would bring another 25

million, and an increase in customs duties on petroleum

products, bringing Algerian rates up to those of France,

would raise 46 million more.4 Carde also recommended that

the public works program of Algeria be retarded.5

In the normal budgetary procedure, each of the three

Financial Delegations—colons, non.-colons, and natives,

subdivided into Arab and Kabyle sections—examined the

governor’s proposal separately. They submitted their

suggestions to the interdelegatory Finance Commission,

which prepared detailed recommendations for the plenary

session. The delegates then voted on the budget, or, rather,

the Finance Commission’s version of it. Finally the Higher

Council added its stamp of approval.

The governor’s original budget was sometimes hard

to recognize in the final version. This was true of Carde’s

1935 budget. At the suggestion of the Finance Commission,

the delegates rejected the governor’s proposed wine tax and

voted to increase the petroleum duty by only one-third of

the amount Carde had asked. Furthermore, the Financial

Delegations decided that the salary deductions should apply

to the base pay of Algerian functionaries but not to the

33 per cent supplements they received for working south of

the Mediterranean. On the expenditures side of the current
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budget, the Delegations reduced the governor’s proposals

by 3 per cent. At the same time they increased the stark

capital improvements budget by 17 per cent in defiance of

Garde’s warning that the French Treasury should be spared

as much as possible.6 Balance was achieved, but scarcely

in the way that the governor general had suggested.

However, the budgetary process had only begun; the

Algerian budget was never more than tentative after the

May—June sessions. Economic conditions often upset calcula

tions and necessitated budgetary revision in the fall. In

1934 the central government took a spoiler’s role. The

Doumergue government promulgated a decree-law July 6, reforming

French tax laws and reducing the income tax. European

Algerians, who paid most of the income taxes in Algeria,

were naturally interested in seeing the reduction applied

to them. Another Dournergue decree, this one raising the

minimum percentage of alcohol required of Algerian wine for

shipment to France, incensed Algerian wine-producers and

caused further deterioration of the economic climate in the

colony. Then the Ministry of Finance, examining the Algerian

budget at the request of the Interior Ministry, struck out

some items of expenditure and wrote in others, further

upsetting the initial calculations.

Moreover, after the riots in Constantine on August 3

and 5, Governor General Carde offered 20 million francs to
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those who had suffered damages and asked the Financial

Delegations to establish a mobile police force capable of

suppressing future riots at a cost of 33 millions. The

budget was unbalanced.

The Financial Delegations normally met in extra

ordinary session during the month of November to reconsider

the budget. Carde reconvened them November 5, 1934, and

submitted a modified budget that took account of all that

had happened since June. On one hand, he proposed to reduce

the income tax as a part of the tax reform adopted in France

and to increase expenditures by more than 100 million francs,

mostly to cover riot damages and the cost of the mobile

police force. On the other hand, to restore balance, he

suggested higher duties on oil products, application of the

salary deductions to the functionaries’ 33 per cent supple

ments, higher telephone rates and some other minor tax

increases. Capital and unforeseeable expenditures, such as

the disaster relief, would be financed by larger borrowing

through the metropolitan treasury.

For the second time, the Firiaricial Delegations

rapidly undid Carde’s handiwork and created a new deficit

of 30 million francs. The colons rejected higher duties

on oil products, which their cars and tractors used so

heavily, and insisted on tax relief. The non-colons would

not reverse their spring decision about salary deductions,
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preferring to leave the supplement untouched. The Finance

Commission ruled out higher telephone rates.

The question then was where to find 30 million francs,

It was not a large sum (2 per cent of the current budget),

but no one was in a mood to pay higher taxes. The Algiers

Chamber of Commerce had issued its warnings, which the non-

colons could not fail to heed; the colons pointed to the

September decree discriminating against Algerian wine to

support their case of utter economic distress; the Arabs

and Berbers protested when the talk turned to indirect taxes,

which fell heaviest on their constituents, poor in good

times and bad.

Most of the direct means of influence over budget-

making were beyond the reach of Muslims. In the bureaucracy

no Arab or Berber held even the rank of administrator in a

commune rnixte, a subordinate of the sub—prefect. In the

Directorate of Finance, there were only Europeans. In the

metropolitan ministries, as in Parliament, Arabs and Berbers

were totally unrepresented.

Departmental and communal councils, where Arabs and

Berbers had a maximum of one-third of the seats, gave them

a voice in local budgetmaking. But these levels of govern

ment depended principally on their own levies and secondarily

on the Algerian budget for revenues: a half of one per cent

of the 1935 Algerian budget was destined for communal and

- I
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departmental needs. Therefore, although the influence of

natives was greater at the local level than the Financial

Delegations, this influence was of little use in shaping the

general lines of Algerian budget policy.

The only direct path of influence over the budget

available to Arabs and Berbers was the Financial Delegations,

but the obstacles along even this path were greater than the

Muslim share of the seats might lead one to believe. On the

basis of the fact that delegates were not usually elected by

party label and were not associated in party groups within

the assembly, where they identified themselves only as colons,

non—colons, Arabs or Kabyles, Europeans had developed a myth

arid nurtured it with cares anything that smacked of politics

had no place in the discussions of the Financial Delegations.

Conversely, nothing discussed by the Delegations could be

classified as politics.7 As long as the tradition of

apoliticisrn was maintained and there were no parties in the

assembl,r, the Arabs and Kabyles could not hope to forge

permanent allies in either the colon or non-colon camps.

With 21 votes out of 69, they were virtually powerless in

an assembly that operated on majority-rule principles.

The compartmentalized structure of the Delegations

also hindered political cooperation along class, ideological

geographic, or other lines. The Arab delegates deliberated

as a group, as did the Kabyles, the colons, and the non-colons.
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The colons and non-colons regularly aligned their positions

before confronting the Arabs and Kabyles in the plenary

session, but compartmentalization was almost total between

the native and European delegations. Furthermore, the low

quality of Muslim personnel in the assembly compounded the

problem.8 Relatively few Arab and Kabyle delegates took an

active part in the debates. Some did not speak French.

Administration support was more important in many elections

than high qualifications.

The effects of these weaknesses in organization and

personnel can be measured in a rough sort of way by the

amount of work done by the Arab and Kabyle sections. The

Arab section, with fifteen members, and the Kabyle section,

with six, each met for a total of nine hours during the

crucial, extraordinary session of November 1934.. The Euro-

pean delegations each met in separate session for about

twenty-three hours. (See Table 5-1.) If it is assumed that

all delegations enjoyed perfect attendance, then the native

sections put in about 15 per cent of the total man-hours

devoted to separate sessions This figure is perhaps a

better indicator of Muslim influence within the Financial

Delegations than the fact that they held 30 per cent of

the seats.

At the beginning of the November session, the Arabs

and Berbers were confronted with a heads-you-win, tails-we-lose



128

TABLE 5-1

DURATION OF NON-PLENARY SESSIONS

OF. TktE FINANCIAL DELEGATIONS

NOVE!1BER, 1934

(in hours and minutes)

Lu

- -

Date Colon Colons
Arabs Kabyles

Nov. 6 245 1355 :50 :30

Nov. ? 1:00 2:05 :30

.Nov. 8 2:45 2:20 :50 1:05

Nov. 9 245 2:50 :30

Nov. 12 3:00 :15 1:05

Nov. 13 3:10 3:25 2:25 1:35

Nov. 14 a,m. 2:05 :25

Nov. 14 p.m. 3:25 3:35 2:20 3:20

Nov. 15 1:40 :15 1:15

Nov. 16 3:40 1:10 :25 :15

Nov. 17 :55 :55 :15 :15

TOTAL 23:30 22:55 9:00 9:20

Source: Proceedings of Financial Delegations.
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proposition, for the commission seemed set on making Arabs

and Berbers pay for the advantages being accorded the

Europeans. It proposed either a head tax or a combination

of tea and sugar taxes to replace the projected loss of

revenue and to overcome the deficit of 30 million francs.

Although the commission preferred the head tax, labelled

“recovery tax,’ the administration interposed technical

objections. The first proposal laid before the three delega

tions meeting separately included, instead, a large increase

in the consumption tax on sugar (30 francs per one hundred

kilograms) and a new consumption tax on tea of six francs

a kilogram. (This proposal is referred to as Plan One in

Table 5.-2,)

Both the native sections and the non-colon delegation

rejected the proposal, sealing its fate. Native support was

dispensable to the colons, but non-colon support was not.

Hence the Finance Commission, forced to reconsider, reverted

to its original preference, the head tax of 15 francs on

each taxpayer, 50 francs on those who paid income taxes

(Plan Two in Table 5-2). The Arab section protested anew,

and both the Arabs and Kabyles voted it down. But the

colons approved, as did the non-colons (by a one-vote margin).

Having been accepted by two of the three delegations

in separate session, the head tax seemed likely to win

approval of the plenary assembly. When the showdown came,

I
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• TABLE 5...2

FORMULAS FOR BALANCING TFLE,CURRENT BUDGET FOR 1935

CONSIDERED BY THE FINANCIAL DELEGATIONS

NOVEMBER, 1934

(in millions of francs)

Plane One Plan wo Plan Three

RECEIPTS

Salary deductions —12,0 —12.0 —12.0

Farm property and
profits taxes* —11.5 — 8.7 — 8.7

Duty on oil products — 9.8 — 9.8 — 2.9

Tax on tea +10.8 +10.8 +144

Tax on sugar +21.0 + 6.8

Head tax
+18.5

Telephone charges — 4.0 - 4.0 — 4.0

EXPENDITURES + 5.2 + 4,,7 + 6.6

BALANCE

Total Losses —37.3 34.5 27.6

Total gains +37.0 +34.0 +27.8

Initial surplus + 0.6 + 06 + 0.6

New surplus + 0.3 + 0.1 + 0.8

Plan One: Changes in administration proposal suggested in

printed report of Finance Commission. The sugar tax,

and therefore the whole plan, was rejected by the non

colons November 14.

Plan Two: Changes in administration proposal suggested by

Finance Commission but defeated in plenary session of
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TABLE 5-2 (continued)

November 16 by Arabs, Berbers and a majority of non.’

colons. See AFA—DF, Non-colons, November 1934, p. 353.

Plan Threes Changes in administration proposal suggested by

Finance Commission and approved by plenary session Novem

ber 17. See AFA-DF, Colons, November 1934, p. 325.

* The property and agricultural profits taxes were both based

on taxable valuations of property established as percentages

of estimated real values. The colons were asking that tax-

• able valuations be reduced ten per cent, which would have

saved farmers about 11.5 million francs. But the non-colons

argued that communal tax receipts, also based on the property

valuations, would be too severely reduced. Therefore, they

insisted that the reduction in taxable valuations be applied

only to the agricultural profits taxes, and not to property

taxes. The extent of the reduction was then increased to

twenty per cent to give farmers 8.7 million francs in tax

relief. This is the figure that appears in Plans Two and

Three.
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in a long, noisy evening session on Friday, November 16,

all the Arabs and Kabyles voted against it, and all the

colons voted for it. But the non-colons, who had approved

it that morning, 9 to 8, now voted against it, 13 to 9. The

head tax was defeated, 32 to 29.

The Arab and Kabyle sections tried to press their

advantage. At a joint meeting of the two sections, Smati

Abdelkader pushed through motions opposing any tax on tea

of more than six francs a kilogram and any increase in the

tax on sugar. To restore balance, he proposed higher gas

taxes and a smaller reduction in the income tax than that

included in the fiscal reform: three points instead of

nine. Smati put these motions in the form of amendments,

which were laid before the plenary session on Saturday,

the 17th. Both failed for lack of non-colon support.

European solidarity had been restored on the Finance Coin-

Mission’s new suggestions a tea tax of eight francs a

kilogram, somewhat higher oil and gas taxes, and a ten-franc

increase in the sugar tax (Plan Three in Table 52). The

plan was approved by the Delegations, although the tea and

sugar taxes ran cOunter to Muslim interests and to the

expressed desires of Arab and Berber delegates.

Official Algeria immediately turned its attention

to France. Not only was parliamentary approval for the

budget necessary, but the wine question was also in the fire.
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To look after these matters, the governor general left for

Paris November 24 and was soon followed by a troop of

delegates, mayors, general councillors, and pressure group

representatives.

Arabs and Berbers apparently had a single participant

in the round of conferences in Paris. Nevertheless, Saiah

Abdelkader, president of the Arab section, was one of two

persons most frequently received by the governor general.

Moreover, the Muslim viewpoint reached the ears of sympathetic

French deputies and senators. The Chamber of Deputies

Commission on Algeria, the Colonies, arid the Protectorates

raised doubts about the wisdom of levying higher taxes on

tea and sugar in the wake of the August rioting in Constantine.

Those doubts were but a prelude to the furor that

broke over the tea and sugar taxes when the Chamber Finance

Commission took up the Algerian budget. Socialist members,

with support from a majority of the Commission, objected to

the burden being placed on Arabs and Berbers. They recommended

that the budget be rejected.9 The government managed to move

the budget out of commission only after agreeing to accept..

an amendment authorizing collection of the tea and sugar taxes

for the months of January and February only. On the floor

of the Chamber the Finance Commission was persuaded to withdraw

this amendment, but it was understood that the Financial

Delegations would be convoked in a second extraordinary

session to reconsider the tea and sugar taxes. The
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Senate added its approval to the arrangement next day without

discussion.

The Arab and Kabyle delegates believed they had won.’°

But, as it turned out, they had no great cause for rejoicing,

for the administration discovered that France had raised the

customs tax on tea by more than the amount of the reduction

in the consumption tax suggested by the governor and approved

by the delegations, As a result, Algerians paid even higher

taxes on tea in 1935 than those to which Arab and Berber

delegates had objected so vigorously during and after the

November session (see Table 5-3). Victory was not far removed

from defeat; the reduction by half of the sugar tax separated

one from the other.

Dissidents like Zenati, Ferhat Abbas, and Bendjelloul,

who believed in French institutions, were disappointed. Yet,

judged against policymaking for education and security, Muslim

success was astounding in this instance0 Although an increase

in customs duties more than offset a parallel reduction in

the tea tax, who can be certain that both the higher tax and

the new customs duties would not have been levied for the

entire year, if Muslims had not protested and Parliament

intervened? By comparison with the paucity of success in

educational policymaking, with the disastrous impact on

Muslims from the security crisis, these achievements appear

monumental.
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TABLE 5-.3

TAXES ON TEA

AS PROPOSED AND LEVIED IN 1935 BUDGET

(in francs per 100 kilograms)

Kind of Tax
Budget Levied Voted in

November 1.1.35 February

Transport 25.00 25.00 25.00

• Customs 353.60 775.00 775.00

Consumption 800.00 800.00 400.00

TOTAL 1,178.60 1,600.00 1,200.00

Sourcei Scattered speeches in Financial Delegations,

February Session, 1935.

[.
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However, they were not so much victories for Arabs

and Berbers as partial, temporary setbacks for European

Algeria, occasioned by the split within the non-colon

delegation on the head—tax issue. The question is why

Europeans permitted themselves to be divided so that Muslims

could sway the Delegations. The fact is that education did

not stir political passions among Europeans in the same way

that taxes did. While they sometimes differed on the kinds

of schools that should be built and on the locations for

new schools, they do not seem to have split on the aspects

of educational policy that concerned Muslims. Similarly,

security considerations did not require that Europeans

preserve unity on tax questions. Furthermore, Muslim and

Europeaninterests were not necessarily contradictory in

this area, as they were in the domain of security policy.

In fact, the non-colon delegation, representing a majority

of the European electorate, shared a dislike of the head

tax with the native delegations. The stakes of decisionmaking

on the budget were more tangible than t’hose of education or

security policy. Hence compromise was facilitated and the

minority position of Muslims in the policymaking process

rendered useful.

“Financial Autonomy”

Some evidence of political autonomy might logically

be found in budgetrnàking, since in this area regional
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institutions did enjoy a formal, legal role in decisionmaking.

In the realm of educational policy, authority theoretically

belonged to the metropolitan ministries and their delegate

in Algiers, the governor general. Security matters were

strictly the province of the French government, the minister

of the interior and the governor general.

One might suppose that such authority would confer

on regional representatives an even greater share of influence

than they enjoyed in educational and security matters. But,

strangely enough, that does not seem to be the case.

Precisely because it was institutionalized, regional authority

over the budget was more limited than in those domains where

it was achieved informally. When there was no partisan

division between center and periphery, the effective influence

of the governor general was diminished, and he was forced to

compromise with local notables whether or not they had a

formal right to be consulted. Hence it is inconceivable

that he would not have solicited their approval on budgetary

matters, even if he had not been legally required to do so,

but it is quite probable that Parliament would not have

otherwise been involved.

The grant of financial autonomy to Algeria in 1900

regularized regional participation and reduced the possibility

that the informal exercise of autonomy would one day be

obliterated by the appearance of partisan cleavage between
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France and Algeria. However, the law limit

role in budgetmaking even as it institutiona

consultation of the regional assemblies. It

ministerial review of the Algerian budget and

the chore of examining and approving the Alger

While these were by no means decisive powers ov

the case of the 1935 budget shows that the Parliament and

the Finance Ministry could influence the course of decision

even against the wishes of European Algerian deputies.

Given the lack of partisan conflict between France and Algeria

and the, weakness of the governor general, one may wonder

whether such displays of metropolitan independence from

settlers’ wishes would have been possible if Algeria had not

enjoyed “financial autonomy.”

Such observations should not, of course, obscure the

facts that parliamentary intervention was rare and relatively

inefficacious, that the Finance rbIinistry prevailed only on

technical issues, and that the governor general was, if

anything, less effective in this instance than in questions

of education and security. The final budget reflected, in

the main, the desires of the Financial Delegations.

Given the time usually available for consideration

of the Algerian budget, Parliament could do little but give

perfunctory approval to the 1935 proposal. The four days

available for its consideration were normal for the interwar
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years, and most Fi.nanâe Commission reporters in both the

Chamber and particularly the Senate complained that they

lacked time to do a conscientious job. Successive ministers

of the interior promised to present the Algerian budget at

an earlier date, but they seldom managed to do so. In fact,

there was little they could do. It was regularly noted,

for example, that early presentation of the budget was

impossible so long as the Financial Delegations held an

extraordinary session in November, Algerians always pointed

out that the extraordinary sessions could not be moved up

to October, because the general councils of the departments,

in which many delegates participated, met then. Another

source of delay was the Finance Ministry, which inspected

the Algerian budget by request of the Interior but which

was preoccupied with work an the French budget in December,

Parliament frequently lacked data as well as time

for competent decisionmaking. Etienne Antonelli, the

Chamber’s Finance Commission raporteur for the 1930 budget,

noted that the sheaf of documents he had received from the

Government General contained several versions of the budget

and that expenditures eliminated from one part of the budget

sometimes turned up later in another chapter and in larger

amounts. Decrees, debates, special accounts, the administra

tion’s proposals—all were thrown together in the budget

documents,11 When the 1935 Algerian budget came up for

consideration in the Chamber, no tax schedules were attached.12
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These material barriers might have been, overcome

with the help and goodwill of the Algerian delegation.

However, the settler deputies pursued a strategy of obfuscation

and bullying designed to discourage their colleagues in the

Senate and the Chamber from taking an active interest in

Algerian affairs, In 1934 they built their strategy on two

arguments, one rooted in law, the other in tradition,

From French law the settler representatives argued

that Parliament could only approve or reject the entire

Algerian tax bill.. Consequently, they refused to discuss

the substance of an amendment proposed by the Chamber Finance

Commission limiting the authorization of the tea and sugar

taxes to two months. At the same time they emphasized that,

by tradition, Parliament had never touched their budget.

In a statement endorsed by the entire Algerian delegation,

Emile Morinaud pointed out that since 1900, 35 budgets had

been approved by the Parliament “without the slightest

observation. 13

These arguments virtually shut off debate, which

the Algerians maintained was damaging no matter what the

outäome. In fact, the outcome was favorable for the Algeriansa

the Finance Commission amendment limiting collection of the

tea and sugar taxes of two months was withdrawn and the

budgetvoted as the government wished.

It is reasonable to suppose that the government was

sensitive to direct pressure from the nine Algerian deputies.

I



L__JFIIL !
1L.1

Pierre-Etienne Flandin’s government, formed in November,

depended more heavily on Radical support than had its

predecessor, headed by Gaston Doumergue.14 Six of the

Algerian deputies belonged to the Radical Left and Radical-

Socialist groups in the Chamber; the other three were members

of more moderate republican groups.15 But all supported the

government, and on Algerian questions they acted as a group,

referring to each other as “we.”

It is also possible that more subtle, indirect pressures

conditioned the government’s attitude. Flandin, the prime

minister, was a former resident general of Tunisia and had

spent four years of his childhood in Algeria. One of his

ministers was Andre Ma1larm, deputy from Algiers, and, at a

lower level, there was Yves Lavanant, adviser to Rgnier

at the Interior, whom the Algerians regarded as a “vigilant

defender of Algerian interests.il6 In addition, European

Algeria had an ally in the governor generals during his

three-week stay in the capital, Garde met with Rgnier at

least three times and with Flandin at least once.17 Meanwhile,

he talked with Algerian deputies and senators, financial

delegates and pressure group representatives at the Agency

of the Government General, 16 rue des Pyramides, not far

from the Louvre.

It is probable that the Algerians forced the govern

jnent’s hand by one or several of these means. But it is also
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• conceivable that the minister of the interior made his own

decision on the floor of the Chamber or was influenced by

an opinion of the Gonseil d’Etat that the Government had

solicited and that was apparently favorable to the Algerian

thesis.’8 Whatever the reasons for government policy, its

long-term effect was reinforcement of Algerian claims to

budgetary autonomy.

The weakness of Parliament did not necessarily

characterize the entire governments relationship to Algeria.

Decrees had the force of law in Algeria, except in areas in

which Parliament specifically chose to act, and these decree

powcrs were exercised by the minister of the interior with

the advice of the Government General and, on financial

matters, that of the Finance Ministry. In theory, then,

Interior and Finance were as capable as Parliament of

examining and reshaping the Algerian budget.

Although endowed with primary responsibility for

Algerian affairs, the Interior Ministry showed weakness as

a participant in budgetary politics it lacked sufficient

personnel to supervise Algerian affairs and technical

competence to deal with a budget019 As a result, it forfeited

its key position in the administrative structure. Normally,

the Ministry’s only action on the Algerian budget was to

pass it along to the Finance Ministry, where the work was

actually done. The governor general often bypassed Interior
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entirely, preferring to correspond directly with Finance

on budget questions. In his report on the 1939 budget,

Senator Jean Taurines wrote:

In fact, the Ministry of the Interior seems to be

reduced to a simple intermediary’s role. . . . The

weakly staffed office finds itself incapable of

reacting and appears even to have accepted the

secondary role that Finance has left to it.2°

To evaluate the role of the Finance Ministry in the

preparation and adoption of the 1935 budget, one must examine

its action in three domains: budgetary receipts, current

expenditures, and capital expenditures. The ministry

enjoyed some success in getting the changes it wanted in

current expenditures, but the affected sums of money were

small. For instance, when the ministry cut out 605,000

francs worth of items that the Financial Delegations had

added to the governors budget during the spring session,

the Delegations rejected the suggestions en bloc. But the

ministry had the last word. Just before the ways and means

bill was submitted to Parliament, it cut out 505,000 of the

605,000 francs a second time. Algerian deputies were too

concerned about the tea and sugar taxes to object to the

changes, which amounted to only .03 per cent of the 1.8 billion

frars in the current budget.

Another suggestion about the current budget by the

Finance Ministry involved more money but came to nothing.
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When it recommended that Algeria allocate an additional five

million francs to cover some of the operating deficit of the

Algerian railroads, the governor general dutifully put the

figure in his fall budget proposal. Then just before the

Financial Delegations were to meet, the central government

also asked Algeria to contribute 1,5 million francs to the

cost of establishing air service from Casablanca to Algiers

and Tunis. Pressed for the money on short notice, the

governor took it out of the five millions intended for the

railroad subsidy, which he reduced to 3.5 millions. The

Financial Delegations eliminated the subsidy altogether but

approved the money for air service.

It was in the domain of capital expenditures that

the Finance Ministry’s action was most effective. This was

to be expected, since the entire capital budget of Algeria

for 1935 was financed by loans floated by the French Treasury.

Although the revenue formula had been half-by-taxes, half-

by—loan for the Great Works program in 1920, by 1935 the

depression had forced the Delegations to rely exclusively

on borrowed money. Algeria had negotiated four loans since

1930 arid could draw on this money at its own discretion,

at least in theory.

In reality, at a time when French resources were

under great strain, the Treasury was concerned about how

fast the Algerians requested money. At the opening meeting
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of the Financial Delegations in May, Governor General Carde

explained the Treasury’s desire that the Great Works program

for 1935 be kept to a minimum, which he put at 325 milliQn

francs. However, some of the financial delegates believed

it necessary to undertake new projects to combat unemployment.

In the governor’s proposal, only 8 million francs would be

earmarked for new projects, according to the Great Works

Commission; all the rest was owed or committed. The Delega.

tions followed the suggestions of the commission and voted

58.8 million francs more for road construction and postal,

telephone, and telegraph installations,

The force of circumstances—primarily the riots in

Constantine—prompted the Algerian administration to propose

a still larger capital budget to the Financial Delegations

in November. The governor suggested, and the delegates

approved, a total of 102 million francs in new expenditures.

After the budget was approved for a second time in

Algeria, the Finance Ministry undertook surgery, without

apparent regard for the feelings of either the Financial

Delegations or the Algerian administration. It amputated

63.5 million francs from the capital budget, mostly from

the public works program as expanded by the Delegations in

the spring. In fact, 75 per cent of the cuts affected

expenditures written into the budget by the Financial

Delegations. The other fourth involved appropriations
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endorsed by the governor general. Not without reason, a

delegate said that the Finance Ministry action “reflectd

as badly on the governor general as on our assemblies.”21

Even if the Algerian members of Parliament had

chosen to fight, the Finance Ministry might still have had

its way, as the case of the 1936 budget indicates, When

the Algerians challenged the ministry’s right to reduce

the capital budgetby 400 million francs, Parliament did

not listen. For their efforts, the Algerians received only

reassurances that the principle of financial autonomy was

not in question.

When the Finance Ministry intervened on an apparently

technical matter, as it usually did, it was as if a higher

being had stepped into the game. Its motives, seldom known,

were beyond question. When, on the contrary, the political

ramifications of ministry decisions were clear to everyone,

appeal became possible. For instance, the Ministry failed

to extend the 10 per cent salary ‘deductions” levied on all

government exployes to the 33 per cent colonial supplements

received by Algerian functionaries, It was as helpless on

political matters as the Ministry of the Interior. To be

effective, ministerial intervention in the Algerian budget

had to be seen by European Algeria as a justifiable exercise

of technical competence.

Even if the Parliament and the central ministries

were incapable of providing political supervision of the
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Algerian budget, the governor general might have done so.

Indeed, the governor seemed to have all the advantagesz

he prepared the budget, submitted it to the Algerian assem

blies, transmitted their decisions to the ministries,

resubmitted ministry criticism along with revised estimates

to the assemblies in November, and finally carried the

budget to Paris for final approval. However, Governor Jules

Carde had difficulty exploiting his advantages in the

preparation of the budget for 1935.

The Governor General proposed a current budget of

1.47 billion francs to the ordinary session of the Financial

Delegations in May. By the time the session ended, his

proposals had been whittled by 4)4. million francs, or about

3 per cent in both receipts and expenditures. If the

proportion was smallin absolute terms, it was large for a

depression year. •In fact, the Delegations wrecked the

governor’s principal innovation, his proposal for new taxes

on oil products, wine, and movie tickets. Moreover, the

Delegations increased the Governor’s capital budget by 58

millions, or 17 per cent, feeling that the French Treasury,

and not Algerian taxpayers, would suffer.

Carde failed again in November to impose his vision

of the budget. His only notable success in budgetmaking was

the compromise approved at the extraordinary session in

February, 1935. By then he had the Algerian members of

fr
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Parliament in addition to the central authorities behindhim.

Moreover, the convenient discovery of an increase in the

customs duty on tea relieved him of the unpleasant task of

finding a way to replace the revenue lost in the reductions

of the tea and sugar taxes voted in November.22 ¶Eo have

opposed the compromise would have made delegates appear to

want higher taxes, which was not the sort of impression

delegates sought to cultivate. In fact, before they disbanded

in February, the Delegations adopted a resolution asking

that Cards refrain from proposing any new taxes in his

preliminary budget for 1936. While giving the governor the

compromise he wanted, they tied his hands for the future.

It was, of course, metropolitan influence that

suffered from Cards’s weakness vis-à-vis the Financial

Delegations. Indirectly, Muslim Algerians paid the price.

However, it would be simplistic to say that Carde was a

reactionary. In fact, he apparently had liberal instincts.

The crucial difference between him and, say, Maurice Viollette

‘was that Viollette had seen himself as an arbiter between

the European and Muslim communities. Carde, the career

bureaucrat, accepted political subordination to the Financial

Delegations without apparent discomfort. For him, arbitra

tion meant keeping the peace in Algeria, nothing more.

It is clear that the central ministries and the

governor general were ineffective as instruments of Parisian
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control over the budgetary process, especially in its

political dimensions. The conclusion seems’ inescapable that

the principal political decisions about the budget were made

at the regional level by the Algerian assemblies with or

without the cooperation of the Government General, Examination

of a list of 1934 budget decisions (see Table 5-4) with

indications of who initiated or modified them confirms this

suspicion.

The table underrates at least one source of influence,

the work of the Algerian delegation in Parliament, which

protected the decision of the Financial Delegations on the

salary issue and kept the Chamber from amending the tea and

sugar taxes. But to have included the achievements of the

senators and deputies would only have emphasized further the

domination of regional over national decisionmakers. It is

apparent that the,Financial Delegations participated in every

important budgetary decision as the initiator or the modifier,

except for that on the mobile police force.

While metropolitan supervision of Algerian budgetmaking

was minimal, it was more significant than the French role in

shaping educational or security policies. The Finance Ministry

assumed an independent stance in the battle of the budget

which has no parallel in administrative behavior on questions

of educational or security policy. The Parliament, through

its Finance Commission, showed greater receptivity to Muslim
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TABLE 5-4

INSTITUTIO1’S MAKING PHIANCIPAL DECISIONS

ABOUT THE 1935 BUDGET

Decisions Initiated by: Modified b:

To levy consumption tax on

tea, raise tax on sugar Delegations Parliament’

To adopt French fiscal re- 2

form, lower income tax Delegations

To reduce taxable value

of property Delegations

To apply salary deductions to

Algerian functionaries Governor Delegations

To create mobile police

force against riots Governor Finance Ministry

To increase duties on

petroleum products Governor Delegations

To increase capital

expenditures Delegations Finance Ministry

‘To give Parliament full credit for reduction of the

tea and sugar taxes is perhaps generous. The Delegations

voted the reductions themselves—under pressure, it is true..

2Nothing obliged adoption of the decree law in

Algeria in 1934. or in any subsequent year. The tax structure

of Algeria differed considerably from that of France.
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concerns and acted on them more effectively than it did in

the security crisis. It even considered amending the

Algerian tax bill, to the horror of European Algeria. The

fact that the Financial Delegations were required to recon

sider their earlier decisions on the tea and sugar tax was

evidence of greater metropolitan influence than was brought

to bear in education or security.

It is thus necessary to reconsider the description

of Algerian relations with France before 191+0 as “financial

autonomy.” Rather than augmenting Algerian autonomy, the

grant of financial independence appears to have tempered it.

Although the dominant role of the Financial Delegations in

the preparation of the budget was the key to its influence

over educational policy and an important factor in delegate

participation in policymaking in the security crisis, the

formality of the budgetmaking process mitigated the freedom

of European Algeria and made it less pronounced in that

regard than it was in other important policy areas.

This apparent anomoly can be explained by modifying

the model of central-peripheral relations to take larger

account of formal structure. According to the model,

effective regional autonomy may exist de facto even when

all authority is concentrated de .ure in the administrative

representatives of the center. Local notables will tend

to establish lines of communication between region and

]A
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central government th’at parallel those of the administration,

A lack of partisan tension facilitates that communication

and increases the likelihood that administrative directives

will be altered or personnel changed.

In the cases of education and security, regional

autonomy was achieved despite its lack of formal legitimacy.

Now, in the light of the budgetmaking evidence, one is

inclined to conclude that autonomy was maximal precisely

because it lacked formal sanction. The institutionalization

of financial autonomy restrained the power of the European

minority in Algeria by expanding the number of persons and

institutions involved in the policymaking process. In those

Algerian matters handled informally, the Algerian members

of Parliament and sometimes the Chamber Commission for the

Interior and Algeria, which the Algerians dominated when

Algeria was under discussion, would advise the Ministry of

the Interior on what needed to be done. :tn the case of the

security crisis, the Parliament debated the issue, but only

as a result of an interpellation after all the principal

decisions had been taken. Rgnier did not consult the

Senate; he told it what he had done. In contrast, the 1900

law formalizing budgetmaking gave the Finance Ministry and

the Parliament legitimate roles. The Finance Ministry and

the Chamber Finance Commission, both relatively immune from

settler influence, took especially’ active parts in the
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process. The chances that the interests of the Muslim

majority in Algeria and of the French nation as a whole

would be protected were thus better in the case of budge.t

making than in thecases of educational or security policies.

The settlers strove to defend formal financial

autonomy because it stabilized autonomy, even if it did not

maximize it. Informal autonomy was more efficacious as long

as there was no significant partisan tension between Paris

and Algiers. However, if an extreme leftist government had

come to power in France, the informal arrangements would

have offered European Algeria little defense against the

encroachment of a reform-minded central power. Although

guaranteed only by statute, financial autonomy would have

offered the settlers some shelter.

Furthermore, •a secure if not absolute control over

the purse strings gave the settlers leverage in areas where

their influence in the decisionmaking process was informal.

Formal autonomy was the keystone of informal power. If

financial autonomy had been exposed to the threat of partisan

attack, as was the informal structure, the whole basis for

settler domination of regional politics might have collapsed.
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CHAFTER 6

SCHOOL REFOFN

It would be tempting to see Algerian independence

as an extension of the autonomy apparent during the interwar

period, when metropolitan France played a small role in

Algerian policymaking. If French influence had continued to

diminish in the forties and fifties, independence might have

been the logical endpoint, with the settlers dominating for

a time until Arabs and Berbers had amassed the ideological

and military weaponry to effect a quick and quiet revolution.

But in fact metropolitan France reinvolved itself in Algerian

affairs, and the revolution was long and bloody.

In view of the strain placed on them in the early

fifties by intervention in Indochina, one may legitimatel

wonder why the French chose to defend Algeria. Perhaps

they actually believed the myth that Algeria was just three

d6oartements of France, though a staunch defender of Alrrie

francaise has denied this.1 The depression caused European

Algeria to appreciate the worth of the French market for

its wine, and with the inauguration o± air and telephone

communication, it became technically possible to govern the

colony from the metropolitan capital.2 Nevertheless, the



156

influence of the settlers remained sufficient to ward off

intervention. The Blum—Viollette proposal did not even

come up for a vote in Parliament, so successful was Algerian

opposition to the measure. rhe government of Algeria con

tinued to be a regional concern centered in Algiers and

dominated by the settler element.

Settler influence actually grew in the early years

of the war, from the fall of France until the allied landing

in North Africa in November, 1942. The discipline and

authoritarianism of the Vichy government as well as its

antisemitism struck sympathetic chords among the settler

population.3 The Third Repub’ic had few mourners in Algeria,

the Gaullist appeal few friends, After the allied landing,

Algiers was gradually transformed into the capital of Fighting

France, home of the French Committee of National Liberation,

When De Gaulle moved his headquarters to Algiers and assumed

joint leadership of the newly created French Committee of

National Liberation on June 3, 1943, a city accustomed to

privacy on the periphery of French attention suddenly found

itself the hub of a reemerging French government, and the

French government subsequently found itself reinvolved in

Algeria.

Partisan tension between central and regional levels

of government peaked between IDe Gaulle’s arrival .n Algiers

and his first retirement from government, in 1946. Neither

the Gaullists nor the resistance forces with whom they shared
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power sought to placate the settlers. European Algeria had

never provided significant support for the Communist and

Socialist parties, who now emerged strong from, the resistance;

and it had spurned De Gaulle in his time of need. Not since

the crisis of 1898 had relations between the settlers and

the central government been as strained, and tensions would

not approach this level again until De Gualle began maneuver

ing France toward recognition of Algerian independence after

1958.

According to the three proiositions proposed at the

outset of. this study, a sharp increase in partisan tension

should have produced a notable decline in de facto regional

autonomy, even without modification of constitutional arrange

ments. Increasing dependence on central decision making should

in turns have produced greater reliance on the formal, par

tisan mechanisms of decision, and this development should have

resulted in policies more favorable toward Iuslims. Conversely,

the reduction in partisan tension after 1946 ought to have

brought a swing back toward regional autonomy with its atten

dant consequences.

• An examination of educational policy from 1944 to

1954 lends support to those hypotheses. Under conditions

of high partisan tension, the provisional government headed

br General de Gaulle promulgated a school construction plan

other
andAreforms in November, 1944. The Financial Delegations,

which had shaped school policy in the 1920’s, played no part
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in the decisions. Algerian politicians, European and Muslim,

offered advice when it was requested but otherwise watched

from the sidelines as officials of the provisional govern

ment platmed, legislated and began execution of a program

to put every Algerian child in primary, school by 1965.

ITuslims could not have hoped for such a result from the pre

war processes of decision, anchored by the governor general

and the Financial Delegations.

However, metropolitan involvement in educational

policy diminished with partisan tension between regional and

central govexments after De Gaulle’s temporary withdrawal

from politics. Although metropolitan France continued to

fund the school construction program, the central govern

ment did not undertake reassessment of its endeavor until

1953, despite clear indications the rate of population

growth in Algeria had rendered enrollment projections ob

solete. When the French government did finally extend to

Algeria authority of the Le Gorgéu Commission, which had

already published a report on the needs of French education,

it was a settler politician, Rene Mayer, then the prime

minister, who championed the decision. Once again the cen

ter appeared’ to be acting by reacting to the wishes of local

notables.

The Algerian Assembly ought to have taken up the

slack. Created by the Algerian Statute of 1947, it shared

authority over the Algerian budget with the governor general
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and with the central finance ministry. Ioreover, the Statute

provided that Arabic should be an official language in Algeria,

along with French, and that it was to be taught in French

schools. The Algerian Assembly was charged with implemen

tation. Yet, despte these handholds on educational policy-—

more solid than any the Financial Delegations had ever ob

tained——and despite a more favorable ratio of iluslims to

settlers, the new regional body proved little more congenial

to ‘iuslim interests in education than its predecessor.

Assembly decisions on matters of educations].

policy suggest that a sort of apoliticism had reemerged

to deprive I:usuos of their due, A coalition of Euro

pean moderates and liuslim hindependents,nl backed by

the administration, dominated decisions and kept the

nationalist parties and the European I1eft from shap—

• ing policy. 3ut unlike the all-settler, “non-par

tisan’1 coalition that had governed Algeria before

World War II, the new majority shied from the

concept of autonomy at any price. Perhaps because

the settlers felt uneasy about Iuslim unrest, per

haps because metroDolitan money now lured coopera—

• tion, the postwar coalition never governed Algeria

with the prewar assurance of the Financial Dele

gations. The system had returned to stability,
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but its equilibrium point had shifted as a result

of increased metropolitan involvement in Algerian

affairs.

‘That’ s flot Though”

The school construction plan of 1944

stemmed from a decision of the French Committee of

National Liberation. On December 11, 1943, a

study commission was appointed by De Gaulle.

It contained only three elected European Al-.

gerians of a total 17 members. For once, there—

.fore, European Algerians lacked the political

muscle to frustrate efforts at reform. To have

tried would only have further blackened their

reputation in the eyes of the Gaullists.

The administration laid before the

éommission a proposal to build 400 classrooms a

ye for 20 years in an effort to put an addi

tional 400,000 children in school. By com

parison with prewar plamüng, this was am

bitious; but Rector Laugier, who had

just returned Irom New York, where
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he had headed the University of Free France, readily admitted

that even this proposal did not match existing needs.4 He

estimated a Muslim school-age population of 1.25 millions,

of whom about 100,000 were then in primary school. Virtually

all European children were in school—some 200,000 of them.

Hence, the problem was to find classrooms and teachers for

more than a million Arabs and Berbers.

In his appearance before the commission on January

24, Rector Laugier said that both General de Gaulle and

Pierre Mendès-Frarice, commissaire of finance, agreed the

French government should contribute to the cost of school

construction in Algeria. A final report on the total cost

of all reforms considered by the commission also emphasized

the need for metropolitan participation.5 In particular,

it proposed that France give back Algeria’s military contri

bution on the condition. that it be used “for the work of

social investment on Algerian soil.”

In prewar terms, such plans were unprecedented, even

daring, in the face of what would certainly be settler

objections. But Charles de Gaulle examined the Laugier plan

for school construction and found it too timid. “That’s

not enough. We must go further,” he is said to have told

Reri Capitant, commissaire of education.6 As a result a

new formula, two and one-half times more ambitious than the

original, was worked out. It again called for the opening

S
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of 400 new classrooms a year through 1947. But the rate of

construction was then to be accelerated, reaching 2,500 in

the year 1965.’?’ The capacity of Algerian primary schools

would be expanded by a total of 20,000, rather than 8,000,

classrooms in twenty years and would accommodate an addi

tional one million pupils, compared with 400,000 under the

Laugier plan. Since this figure approached Laugier’s

estimate of the number of school-age Muslim youth not in

school, the new plan became one of scolarisation totale of

Algerian youth.

In the main, the plan was faithfully implemented

• through 1954. The annual rate of construction reached the

predicted 600 classrooms per year in 1953 and 1954.8 The

increase in enrollments lagged behind predictions by some

25,000 pupils, mostly because average class size was closer

to 40 than to 50, as provided in the plan. But this is

probably an indication of the plan’s lack of’ realism more

than of a failure in execution.

In this case, the nominal decisionmaker was the

actual one. The central government took the crucial initia

tive, promulgated the necessary measures, and secured their

execution. Rut one should not regard an exceptional decision

taken in exceptional circumstances by an exceptional man as

typical of an entire decade. Indeed, the interesting ques

tion is why the 1944 plan was never modified before the
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revolution began. Realistic and farsighted as the program

initially appeared by comparison with prewar efforts, it

soon seemed shortsighted and unrealistic by comparison w.th

postwar developments. In view of the population growth, it

would scarcely have put an additional third of Muslim school-

age youth in school by its terminal date. Furthermore,

nothing in the Algerian experience through 1954 indicated

that its economic growth would permit the construction of even

2,500 classrooms a year by 1965 or that a sufficient number

of teachers would be trained by that time, In short, there

was reason for Arabs and Berbers to despair both at the

inadequacy of the plan to reach its stated objective—the

scolarisation totale of Algerian youth—and at the low

probability of execution through 1965.

A Decade of Inaction

Although the nationalist parties, the UDMA led by

Ferhat Abbas9 and the MTID of Messali Hadj had been com

plaining in the Algerian Assembly from its creation in 1948

that the school construction program was inadequate, the

central government did not react until January 26, 1953,

when Premier Rene Mayer, deputy from Constantine, extended

the competence of the Le Gorgeu Commission to Algeria. The

report of this blue-ribbon panel on Algerian needs was pub

lished in July, 1955. But by then the revolution was under

I
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way, and Jacques Soustelle, the new governor general, had

announced on his own that the rate of school construction

would be doubled.1° In short, the central government mairi

tamed its financial support but not its interest in

Algerian education between 1945 and 1954.

I is easy to blame the Fourth Republic for this

indifference, The problem of school construction in Algeria

was just one more demand on an overloaded system whose sub-.

units avoided political issues and sticky problems, preferring

to pass them along to Paris, where they could not, for lack

of time and manpower, be resolved. Ministerial instability

further lessened government chances of dealing with the large

questions of the day, such as economic recovery, the war in

Indochina, dissidence in Tunisia and Morocco, and the sub

sidizatiori of private schools, much less issues of regional

or local concern.

But this argument is facile. It not only disregards

the accomplishments of the Fourth Republic—economic recovery,

entry into the Common Market, the end of the war in Indochina,

and Tunisian and Moroccan independence—but also assumes

that the French system of government was absolutely central

ized. In reality, the Algerian Statute of 1947 created an

Algerian Assembly as a successor to the Financial Delegations

and entrusted this assembly with the management of the

Algerian budget. Thus it restored the formal basis of



165

Algerian autonomy. Since schools cost money to build and

operate, and since Algerian schools had to be financed

through the Algerian budget even if French contributions

continued to offset the cost of the construction program,

one would thus expect to find a consecuent decentralization

of responsibility for school oolicy. PeDhaps the silence

of the mother country was less a sign of overload than of a

shift in decisionmaking authority to the regional level.

Examination of all Algerian Assembly debates on

the school... construction chapter of the Algerian budget from

1948 to 1954 (see Table 6—1 for a concise simary) shows

that the regional body did not take up the burden. The

nationalist parties and the Communist Justrabo repeatedly

proposed that more money be spent on school construction,

and especially on primary school construction. They were

sometimes joined, particularly in later years, by non—nation

alist Arabs and Kabyles, such as Chei±al, Tabani, and Imala

hayne. Amendments that might restore the spending level of

the previous year tended to be adopted whether they concerned

primary, TIC Primary, secondarr, or technical schools. Expen

ditures for higher education were never an issue. Otherwise,

amendments to increase expenditures for primary school

construction tended to fail, miles they had prior endorse

ment of the Finance Commission, which they seldom did.

Overall, assembly amendments altered administrative proposals
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Table 6-l

IMPACT OF ASSEMBLY DECISIONS

ON SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS

1948—1954.

Total Admin. Net Percentage

Types of Schools Proposals* Changes Change

Higher 1,051 — 19 — 1.81

Secondary 3,799 — 45 - 1.19

Primary 15,216 +208 + 1.37

Primary TIC
(1951-1954) 2,655 + 68 + 2,56

. Technical 2,727 +4i +19.8

TOTALS 25.448 +752 + 2.95

* In millions of francs.

Notes The “freeze” of December, 1932, is not

included as an assembly action, because it was proposed by

the governor general. He suggested a three billion franc

freeze. The assembly went along with 1.6 billions of it

and specified that it be proportional by budget chapter.
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for primary school construction by only l.)7 per cent over

the six-year period, In contrast, settler-sponsored amend

ments for more technical schools fared well with or without

Finance Commission support. The assembly added 19.8 per cent

to the administration’s proposals in this domain.

Primary school construction under the program of

Travaux d’initiative communale (TIC) enjoyed better treatment

at the hands of the commissions and the assembly than did

ordinary primary schools to be built by the regional govern

ment1 But the total impact of assembly decisions was

marginal a 2.95 per cent increase in administration

proposals in six years. And the changes were not even this

significant in the areas of higher, secondary, and regular

primary school construction. The 20 per cent increase in

money for technical schools, the favorites of the farmers,

tends to distort the average.

In political terms, this seems to indicate that the

assembly was weak by pre-Worid War II standards. The governor

general appears, in the main, to have obtained what he asked

for. However, his requests varied little from year to year

and were designed to carry out the aims of the school con

struction program of l9L.4 and little more, To have done

less would have, been to invite metropolitan disapproval.

To have proposed more would have been to create a need for

more taxes and to invite assembly disapproval.
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The assembly was in equally tight straits. Its

freedom was limited by increasing metropolitan participation

in the capital budget. France supplied 53 per cent of the

financing for capital expenditures in 1952-53, 69 per cent

in 1953-54, and more than 75 per cent n 1954_55.12 But the

costs of school operation rose steadily (from 4.7 billion

francs in 1949-50 to 12.1 billions in 1952-53), even though

the rate of school construction remained about constant.

Because tax revenues did not increase at such a pace, the

assembly had little choice but to hold the building program

to a minimum and to plead for more metropolitan money.

The governor kept his requests within a range from

which a majority of the assembly did not feel free to stray.

Thus the bases of the political partnership were essentially

the same as in the 1920’s. Asked just how much power he

felt he had exercised as governor general, Roger Lonard

replieds “Everything ultimately is translated into expendi

-tures.”-3 He was dependent on the Algerian Assembly and

the metropolitan treasury for resources. The assembly

needed the governor general for his prestige, his discre

tionary powers as head of the bureaucracy, his authority

over police and military personnel, and especially his

contacts with Paris.

However, the partnership had assumed a new purpose.

With nationalist power posing a much greater threat, it was



169

maintained as a means of achieving closer relations with the

mother country. The overt motivEs were economic, but greater

financial involvement also reflected a subconscious need on

the part of European Algeria to feel closer to France arid

her guns in the face of militant nationalism. The fact that

France resisted seduction and that its increased support

came in small amounts that Algerians always judged insufficient

cemented the partnership between governor general and assembly.

If France had not been providing funds in this period,

the assembly discussions would have been a replay of debates

in the Financial Delegations between 1920 and 1930. But the

difference is important. Between 1948 and 194, the metro

politan role, while passive, was significant. The settlers

were now demanding a greater French commitment to education,

not a return to the autonomous decisionmaking of the prewar

period.. Even though they abhorred the limitations on self-

government that additional metropolitan aid would entail,

they solicited the assistance.

This change in attitude is exemplified by European

Algeria’s efforts to have the Ie Gorgeu Commission, which had

surveyed the educational and cultural needs of metropolitan

France, continue its work in Algeria. When Rena Mayer,

deputy from Constantine, warned the general council of the

dartement that additional French assistance for Algeria

might compromise Algerian autonomy, few settlers seemed to
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care. The economic price of autonomy, and perhaps the

psychological price for the settlers, had become too high.

European Algerians joined Muslim moderates and the governor

general in imploring the mother country for more help. Mayer

himself, as prime minister from January to June 1953, com

plied with the wishes of Governor Lonard and extended the

competence of the Le Gorgeu Commission to include Algeria.

The Algerian hope was that France would be more generous

with financial aid if Algeria’s needs were authoritatively

surveyed.

The reluctance of Algeria to pay for additional

progress in education reflects financial conservatism, but

it also must be understood as a part of a newly felt desire

on the part of the settlers and of non-nationalist Muslims

to draw themselves closer to the skirts of the mother country.

The settlers had always understood that educated Muslims

were a greater potential challenge to European rule than

were their uneducated brothers. They preserved a united

front on educational issues in the 1920’s, and by the early

1950’s the tie between education and security had become

even clearer. The security problem had taken on such pro

portions that no issue could be considered in isolation

from it. Hence educational policymaking between l9+8 and

1954 might be more appropriately compared with the decision

making in the security crisis of 1934, when the settlers

I
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forced the central government to listen and then profited

from French attention to enhance their own security.

In 1953, with Rene Mayer as president of the

Council of Ministers, partisan tension between France and

Algeria was reduced to a minimum. The parallel line of

communication between center and periphery suddenly con

verged with the official, administrative channel of influence

and metropolitan intervention, long demanded by the governor

general, was at last obtained. The decision was one more bit

of proof that the Algerian political system, although it

had been traumatized by war and Gaullism, still operated

much as it had before 1940.

Nationalists and Loyalists

Even in a society ripe for revolutionary change,

violence may be avoided if the governing institutions

respond creatively to the demands being imposed upon them.

The reforms made by France at the end of World War II seemed

to be a step in this direction.14 An ordinance of March 7,

1944, expanded the rules for naturalization of Arabs and

Berbers to include almost anyone who had received some

education. The provisional government also undertook a

program of social and economic reforms schools were to be

built, health facilities improved, government service opened

up to more natives, fellahs counselled on how best to till
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their land. In the Algerian Assembly created by the Statute

of 1947 Muslims held 50 per cent of the seats, compared with

only 30 per cent in the Financial Delegations of the prewar

era. Their representation in departmental and municipal

councils was increased from 30 to 40 per cent.

An important question is whether the reforms of 1943-

1947 resulted in a lasting augmentation of the Arab-Berber

role in policymaking—or, more specifically in this case,

whether Arabs and Barbers exercised substantially more

influence over educational policy between 1944 and 1954 than

they had between 1920 and 1930. Since the 1920’s the

nationalist movement in Algeria had grown to maturity. The

modest progress in education coupled with social and economic

modernization had led to increasing political mobilization,

which in turn had produced an intensification of political

demands. Did the political system as modified between 1944

and 1947 remain unresponsive to these demands, or had

Arab-Barber influence increased enough to justify the

politicians’ continued efforts to work within the system?

The creation of a study commission on education may

have been, in part, a product of pressure brought to bear

on the administration by Ferhat Abbas Profiting from a

meeting of the Financial Delegations in December 1942, he

whipped up support for messages that made Muslim support

of the war effort contingent on the calling of a conference
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for the “elaboration of a political, economic and social

etatute for Muslim Algerians.” In February 1943 he collected

about 50 signatures for what became the Manifesto of the

Algerian people. Its declaration that Algerian Muslims no

longer asked “anything except to be Muslim Algerians” was

a clear break with the assimilationist viewpoint held by

Abbas before the war. A more specific reform proposal,

dated May 26, 1943, asked for recognition of Algerian

political autonomy “as a sovereign nation” and for transforma

tion. of the government general into an Algerian government,

in which Muslims would hold half the portfolios. The docu

ment assigned France a right of supervision (droit de

The slowness of the administration to respond caused

Abbas and his friends to intensify their activity in the

fall. But if De Gaulle was influenced by the Abbas activities,

he gave no hint of it in his speech at Constantine, December 12,

1943, He spoke of French duty to the colonies and of colonial

service to France during the war. In the commission created

to study reform, Arabs and Kabyles had only slightly more

representation—6of 17 seats—than in the general councils

and the Financial Delegations, and the makeup of the Muslim

contingent obviated any chance of direct attack on the

administration. The three principal nationalist leaders—

Mess1i Hadj, Ferhat Abbas, and Mohamed el-Bachir el-Ibrahimi—

were neither members of the commission nor represented on it.



Nonetheless, the Arab and Berber members of the commission

expressed opinions distinct from those of the Europeans.

They emphasized the importance of Arabic, arguing that it

should be taught everywnere as a mother tongue rather than

a foreign language, and favoring the establishment of a

Great Council to supervise both religion and the teaching

of Arabic. One Muslim member said the ideal sort of

instruction was that being given in some of the “free,’

non-state schools.
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Well, here is something inconceivable; it is these

schools that for the moment have the most difficulty

in opening [i.e. in getting state permission to do

so). It is feared that they constitute foyers of I

do not know what ferment of social perturbation.’7

The Muslim representatives received some support

from European members, notably from the commission president,

General Catroux. However, the report of Paul—Emile Viard,

which became the commission’s recommendation to the govern—

ment, emphasized the French character of Algerian education,’8

and the administration’s November 1944 decrees clashed still

more directly with the Muslim viewpoint. Although De Gaulle

had insisted that the school construction program proposed

by Rector Laugier be expanded, he took no positive step to

see that more Arabic was taught in Algerian schools. The

decree required that private elementary schools give 15

hours of courses in French each week.19
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Although theix advice was neglected in the formula

tion•of policy, Arabs and Berbers managed to block application

of the decree of November 27, 1944, requiring all private

elementary schools to teach French. Their strength stemmed

from the development of “free” schools encouraged by the

Association of Ulama since 19:30. By 1934—35, some 70 such

schools, each with one or two classes, had already been

established “to fight, concurrently with French schools,

against ignorance and to hasten the renaissance of Arab

Islamic culture in Algeria.”20 They often gave little more

than rudimentary instruction in Arabic and in religion, at

least during the 1930’s, but individual teachers might teach

other subjects if they felt qualified to do so. The adminis—

tration, which had always tolerated more or less willingly

the traditional Quranic schools, had begun to restrict the

reformist schools after 1936, and the French Committee of

National Liberation appeared to be extending this prewar

trend. But, as Lucien Paye, director of Muslim reforms in

Algeria from 1945 to 1948, has explained:

In fact, the decree remained a dead letter and the

administration, because of the inadequacy of official

school construction and for reasons of local politics,

abandoned application of the dispositions it contained.

The school effort of the Association of Ularna continued

• without real hindrance and the number of reformist

I II
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schools functioning at the end of 1947 was estimated

at about 100, of which about 60 were in the dpartement

of Constantine.2’

By May, 1955, there were some 193 free schools (mdersas)

with 511 teachers and 35,150 full-time pupils in Algeria,

and many pupils attended the mdersas part-time, outside

of French schools hours.22

This success in maintaining and even solidifying a

private educational system against the wishes of the admin

istration not only testifies to the influence of the

reforznists but also indicates that the Gaullist takeover

of Algerian politics, while it had temporarily bridged the

gap between colony and mother country, had done little to

close the gulf between formal impotence and informal influ

ence of Arabs and Berbers, The decrees of November 1944

were products of liberal metropolitan thinking, not of Muslim

desires. The one decree requiring native compliance, that

governing private schools, proved unenforceable. The system

had temporarily shifted against the settlers, but it had

not given Arabs and Berbers a significant role in decision.

making.

Four years later, however, Algeria had a new funda

mental law, a new governor general, and a new legislature.

These changes gave Arabs and Berbers greater representation

in regional politics. Noncitizens elected half the members
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of the assembly, and Muslims who were citizens could vote

in the election of the other,.first—colJ.ege delegates.

Almost immediately more than 1.3 million Muslims were

registered in the second, noncitizen college, and 64,000

were registered along with 470,000 Europeans in the first

college.23 In contrast, only about 100,000 Arabs and Berbers

had been able to vote in elections of the Financial Delega

tions before 1940.

It would be reasonable to expect, on these grounds,

that Arabs and Berbers had a greater voice in the formulation

of educational policy after 1948. But administrative inter

vention in second-college elections complicates analysis of

Muslim influence, making it impossible to define a single

Arab—Berber position. Between 1920 and 1930 native delegates

had most frequently been united in their support for, or

opposition to, the settler delegations. From 1948 to 1954

the normal voting pattern in the Algerian Assembly put the

nationalist parties and the Communist, first-college dele

gates on one side of the fence and other Arabs and Kabyles

along with the majority of the European delegates on the

other. In addition to the influence exerted by nationalist

parties from the opposition, therefore, it is possible that

the “moderate” Muslim delegates influenced educational policy

from within the majority.

The positions of the UDMA and the MTLD differed more

in emphasis than in substance on the.burning issues of
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educational policy, the school construction program and the

teaching of Arabic. The UDMA concentrated its criticism

on the school program of 1944, which it said was inadequate

and under-fulfilled. MTLD delegates spoke more frequently

of the Arabic issue. But the MTLD also wanted more primary

school construction, and the UDMA favored the extension of

Arabic instruction, Both parties regularly voted against

the Algerian budget in protest against Its conservative

approach to social needs, including education. The lone

Communist delegate, Rena Justrabo, a European from Sidi

bel—Abbes, joined them annually in this stance.

The Arabic issue caine up every year. In 1948

Benkhelil (UDMA) and Ferroukhi (MTLD) complained about the

situation. In 1949 Belhadj (MTLD) asked when the administra

tion was going to begin teaching Arabic in the primary

schools, and in 1950 both the UDMA and the MTLD protested

again. In fact, M’Barek Djilani (MTLD) attacked French

educational policies with such gusto he was cut off by the

presiding officer and removed from the assembly by

poiicemen.24 He renewed his protest in 1951 on a more moderate

tone: “Can one speak of Arab culture when the Arabic language

is almost proscribed and when Algerians are obliged to go

abroad to learn, it and when even the principle of a complete

modern education is not yet accepted?”25 Ahmed Boudaâ (MTLD)

supported Djilani, saying in Arabic that a Muslim Algerian
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might get half an hour a week, or two and a half hours a

month, or 19 hours a year or 180 hours of Arabic in his

entire educational career. Ten days later, Larbi

Demaghiatrous (MTLD) announced that he knew that the

administration had submitted a bill to extend the teaching

of Arabic and that the bill had been laid on the president’s

desk. The president, Marcel Flinois, said he had just

learned of the bill and promised it would be published at

the end of the week. He gave his word of honor that it

would be ready for consideration at the next session.26

In 1952 Mosetefa Ferroukhi (MTLD), in a long speech

on educational policy, touched on the Arabic problem, but

the assembly took no action. Ferroukhi came back to the

problem in 1953, noting that no commission had done anything

with the administration’s bill on the teaching of Arabic.

Evena “moderate” delegate, Cherif Benelhadj-Said, twitted

the rapoorteur of the commission on education for failing

to discuss the question.27 Larbi Demaghiatrous asked again

in 1954 why the Arabic bill was being held Hadj

Mohamed Tabani, who had prepared the report, indicated he

would be glad to lay it before the assembly immd’

but the president said it had to go thro..

The Communist, Rene Justrabo, noted that

passed since the Algerian statute was ado

nothing had been done to generalize the t
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The question had “already been treated in its technical

aspects”. by the professional associations of primary school

teachers, he said, but still the assembly would not budge.

From this rough sketch it is apparent that the

nationalist parties and the Communist delegate were the

principal champions of Arabic in the assembly and that

their influence on the assembly’s action was as small as

their numbers. They prodded the administration into pre-.

parIng a bill, advised the assembly president of its

existence, urged its quick examination in commission, com

plained about delay, but did not manage to get it adopted.

The nationalists and Justrabo stood isolated against the

.‘moderate Arab and Kabyle delegates and the European

representatives of the first college.

This pattern of cleavage within the assembly also

prevailed on questions of school construction. The national

ist parties were regularly defeated by a coalition of

non-nationalist Muslims and moderate Europeans. Would

administration support in an election have been sufficient

to guarantee such discipline, or is it necessary to suppose

that the administration also rewarded the most faithful

element, of its majority by shaping policies with them in

mind?

Two decisions taken by Governor Naegelen might be

cited as evidence of moderate influence. The first eliminated
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the long-standing distinction between European and native

primary schools. Governor General Naegelen has said his

sense of moral right dictated his decision,30 but Malan

argues that it was taken under Muslim pressure.31 The

measure provoked some protest from European parents, who

threatened to send their children to private schools.

However, since segregation in Algeria had been largely

de facto, the decision to “desegregate” Algerian schools,

as Naegelen calls it, must be regarded as one of symbolic,

but nonetheless secondary, importance.

Naegelen’s decision in 1951 to convert the three

• official mdersas into French-Muslim Jyces aroused even

• less controversy. These schools taught many more hours of

Arabic than other Algerian secondary institutions,32 while

offering a solid background in scientific fields that had

been lacking in the mdersas. They were undoubtedly an

admirable improvement in Algerian education, yet they did

not respond to the principal political demands of Arabs

and Berbers for mass schooling and mass instruction in

Arabic.

All in all, the pattern of Arab-Berber influence

over educational policy between 1944 and 1954 is remarkably

similar to what it had been between 1920 and 1930. In

neither period did native Algerians have much say in the

program of school construction. The krabs and Kabyles did
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not have significant influence, either, over the rate

of implementation, and on the question of Arabic, post

war efforts netted almost as few gains as had those of

the prewar era. T22e free mdersas of the refoxtdst

ulama did flourish after the war because the adminis

tration did not dare apply its own policies but this

was as much a reflection of continued impotence in the

policymaking process as a tribute to the reformists’

extra—legal influence. In both periods the Algerian

legislature oriented the school constz-otion programs

toward technical and professional education, whi&h

represented a settler preference.

What had increased in two and a half decades

were Muslim expectations. Lore and more Arabs and Ber—

bers had gone to school, moved to the cities, been ex

posed to modern thought and nationalist conceptions.

The war awakened hopes of independence. The postwar

period of French constitution—making aroused even

greater expectations of peaceful change. Although

the Statute of 1947 was supposed to fulfill some of

those expectations, the influence of Arabs and Berbers

after 1947, at least in educational policy, was not sig

nificantly greater than it had been in the 1920’s.
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From the partisan conflict between DeGaulle’s

provisional government and the settle’rs of Algeria there

emerged important reforms in educational policy and even

tually in the constitutional structure itself. These

changes reduced Algerian autonomy in the short run and

led to greater French involvement in educational policy

through 1954. However, informal patterns of political

interaction, continued to minimize the ability of Muslims

to utilize political parties as a means of influencing

decisions. Postwar administrators in Algeria revived

the old tradition of apoliticism in a new form: back

ing for thindependentu Muslim candidates and for the

alliance of European moderates and i1uslim uindependentsI

in the Algerian Assembly. The alliance prevented the

nationalist parties, the advocates of radical change,

from exerting any significant influence on educational

policy.

The disengagernet of metropolitan officials

from active participation in Algerian decisions after

1946 pushed decisio9aking back into the more parochial

arena, where defenders of the ‘tatus held the advan—

tage. The advocates of change naturally became increas

ingly discouraged, frustrated, persuaded that the new

system was as rigid as the old. Prom this position of

weakness, violence was the only escape.
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CHAPTER 7

UPRISING AND ?EPRESSION

May 8, 1945, was a turning point in Algerian history.

The violence that erupted in the deDarternent of Constantine

showed that Arab-Berber patience with peaceful change was

evaporating, and the French reaction left little doubt that

the colonial regime would seek to defend itself. In terms

of the distribution of power between Paris and Algiers,

however, the riots and the repression did not produce an

interruption of existing trends. Indeed, the violence

intensified feelings of ethnic identification in Algeria.

It reawakened the European instinct for solidarity in the

face of the Muslim majority. Even the Communist party,

which had begun a play for Muslim support, reacted first

as a European party and only later as a revolutionary one.

As a result, hope for an alliance of progressive

Muslim and European forces committed to central direction

of Algerian affairs diminished in 1945 and 1946, while the

prospects for an ‘apolitical” unity of conservative elements

improved The violence strengthened the hands of the

nationalists, on one hand, and of conservatives on the other

—-all of whom welcomed a return to greater autonomy for
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Algeria. The settlers longed for prewar politics, and the

nationalists saw autonomy as a step toward independence.

The intensification of the conflict between Europeans

and Muslims conditioned the balance of power between Paris

and Algiers. Progressive forces most favorable to central

control were weakened with respect to the extremes, but the

extremist forces that sought autonomy were not in a position

to profit equally. While the violence caused conservative

Europeans to band together politically under apolitical”

banners reminiscent of prewar Algerian politics, it divided

and weakened Muslim dissidents. A return to regional direc

tion of Algerian affairs thus represented, in effect, a boon

to conservative Europeans.

The Stif Crisis

On May 8, 1945, which was not only market day but

also Y-E Day, the Europeans of Stif organized one element

of a parade, the Arabs and Berbers another. Muslim Scouts,

closely linked to Messali’s Parti populaire algrien (PPA),

headed the native contingent of 8,000 to 15,000 persons,

and at least one of them, Sa Bouzid, carried the green and

white flag of independent Algeria.

The parade proceeded peacefully until the commissaire

de police of Stif asked Bouzid to take down the flag. He

refused, and in the ensuing confusion someone shot him.

4



Panic set in. Nonetheless, the parade was re-formed and

continued on to the Monument to the Dead. Then there was

more shooting, and bedlam ensued. Bands of armed Arabs

and Berbers roamed the streets attacking any Europeans

they saw. The settlers, the police, the gendarmerie,

and finally the army were not long in retaliating with an

equal lack of discrimination.1

From Stif, the rioting spread to the surrounding

countryside and towns. The pattern was not clear enough to

suggest it had been planned, though it was sufficiently

generalized to imply prior preparation. The revolt lasted

four days; by May 11 the army was able to get anywhere just

about as quickly as trouble broke out, and there were no

more attacks.2

The facts of the repression are more difficult to

establish, because wartime censorship still restrained both

the Algerian and French press. But.itsobvious enormity set

it apart from the original uprising and later gave it strong

propaganda value in the hands of the nationalists. At least

_lr5-O4abs and Berbers died—ten times the number of Euro

peans kied in the rioting—and estimates have ranged as

high as 85,000.3 In addition, more than 4,500 arrests were

made.

A bald economic interpretation of the uprising can

be ruled out, since it occurred in the more prosperous



187

districts of the dpartement of Constantine. However, the

undeniable hardships of the war years may have brought the

frustrations of many Arabs and Berbers closer to the surface.

It also seems clear that the Parti populaire algrien (PPA),

functioning clandestinely, urged Muslims to take up arms

and to prepare for violence in the spring of l945, then

attempted to head off violence on the morning of May 8. It

is unclear whether an order for revolt had been given and

then revoked, or whether violence erupted spontaneously in

tinder boxes the PPA had helped to construct. Where violence

actually occurred, it appears to have been a function of

official reaction to the PPA-plarined demonstrations. Where

the authofities were most adroit, the Bordj—Bou-Arridj and

Constantine, the demonstrations remained peaceful.5

However, polemics prevailed over analysis in the

immediate aftermath. Perhaps if censorship had not prevented

candid reporting, rumor would have won less ground at the

start. Perhaps if the double fight against Vichy and Germany

had been less fresh in everyone’s mind, there would have

been less talk of “fascist plots” and more attention to the

details of who had done what and why. In any case, European

reactions to the violence in the regions of Stif and Guelma

showed that apoliticism and unity were slogans of the past.

The Europeans blamed each other for the violence with as

much vigor as they blamed Arabs and Berbers. The Left
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accused the landed ‘fodalit” of conspiring to provoke

violence, while the farming interests replied with equally

scathing denunciations of leftist treachery. Those Muslim

politicians who escaped imprisonment assumed a moderate

stance notable for its prudence rather than its courage.

The verbal war between the Left and the conservative

settlers intensified despite government efforts to induce

calm, reaching a peak just before the municipal elections

of late July and early August. The Socialists and Communists

jointly denounced the resolution of the European delegations,

because it “demanded, in fact, the suppression of democratic

liberties and the creation of civic guards patterned after

the Hitlerian The Confderation rzrale d?s

agriculteurs of the dpartement of Algiers, on the other

hand, affirmed its support for the motion and denounced the

straying Frenchmen” and “Muslim parties” who were attacking

colonialism • 7

Although divided on what needed to be done, the

Europeans of both the Right and the Left agreed on one

fundamental aspect of the May violence: the guilt of the

nationalists. The Algerian Communist Party’s denunciation

of the nationalists was as prompt and unequivocal as its

accusations of colon complicity. It pinned the whole affair

on the PPA, calling its members false nationalists and false

Muslims and linking them to the Nazis.8 With the rioting
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dismissed as a fascist plot, colons and nationalists were

improbably lumped into the same basket of troublemakers.9

Ton-na-tionalist Arabs and Berbers stayed prudently

outside this debate. While the European delegates were pre

paring their resolution asking for militias, the us1im mem

bers of the Financial Delegations drew up their on motion.

They asked that the guilty be punished but refrained from pre-.

judgement of anyone. Instead, they called for an investigation

and proclaimed their determination,‘1conscious of the serious

ness of the times,’1 to callow no polemics to begin.”10

Alliance of the Left

Thiring the summer of 1945 the Algerian Ooumnmists

moved away from their antinationalist position. They joined

moderate uslim politicians and their Socialist allies in a

campaign to stop the ongoing trials of persons arrested after

the springt a rioting and to offer amnesty to those already

sentenced. In fact, the Communists spearheaded the movement

that ultimately won freedom for Ferhat Abbas and Messal

Eadj. For once a vast coalition of the European left and

ail :uslim factions appeared to dominate Algerian politics.

3ut it functioned effectively only in the cause of amnesty;

once t:aat objective had been achieved, the coalition collapsed.

This new position squared with Communist political

ambitions in Algeria. Since 1936 the Algerian Communist

Party had been nominally separate from the French Communist
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Party. It aspired to be a Muslim as well as a European

party. But to win a greater share of the Muslim vote, it

had to move toward the nationalists or find itself outbid.

The party was not organized to challenge the administration’s

supervisory role over electoral behavior in the villages,

especially in the heavily colonized dpartement of Oran, even

if a shift to the right had been ideologically acceptable to

the party. With any shift to the left in the second college,

however, the Communists stood to lose European votes in the

first. Thus the initial Communist denunciation of the

nationalists had been sensibles the party could only expect

to jeopardize its position in the first college by espousing

the cause of amnesty and appealing for Muslim votes. If

the gambit failed, and the Communists were not able to win

the confidence of the Arab and Berber electorate, the party

might well be reduced to insignificance in both colleges.

The Communists ignored the risks to snap up an easy

tactical success. Communist and Muslim members of the

General Council of the dartemént of Algiers proposed

resolutions favoring amnesty in early November. By the

end of the month committees were blooming all over the

country, asking that the work of the military courts be

halted, that death sentences be suspended, and that all

Muslim prisoners be freed. The Communist deputies presented

a bill to that effect in the Constituent Assembly’2 and met

with Interior Minister T.ixie?3 and Governor ChâtaignaaU.
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In the debate in the Constituent Assembly, Bendjelloul’s

group of moderate Algerians objected that the bill, even as

amended by the Communists, was too narrow. He wished to see

students reinstated in schools from which they had been

expelled, free schools reopened, Muslim functionaries who

had lost their jobs in the wake of the violence restored to

the public payrolls. The Mouvement rpublicain populaire

O4RP) was insisting that Europeans be included among those

receiving amnesty and that persons guilty of “reconstitution.

of dissolved leagues” and “atteinte to the security of the

state” not be eligible. Leaders of the PPA and the AML would

have remained in prison under the MRP plan. Unconditional

support for the amnesty bill came only from the Communist

and Socialist parties. This was enough to assure passage,

but within the Algerian delegation Bendjellou’s group of

seven votes was needed for a majority. Yet the future of

such a coalition depended not only on the continued success

of the Communists and the Socialists in Algeria but on the

success of moderate Muslim politicians as well.

The majority took a step toward insuring its future

success by modifying the electoral law. The Muslim

electorate was to be further expanded to include anyone

holding a primary school certificate. Moreover, Algeria

would elect 35 rather than 26 deputies to the National

Assembly—14 for the first college and 21 for the second—

if the draft constitution were approved by the voters.
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The very passage of the amnesty bill tended, however,

to undermine the conditions that would have perpetuated a

coalition of the European Left with moderate Muslim parties.

The amnesty put the nationalists back in circulation. Freed

about the middle of April, Ferhat Abbas put together a new

political party, the Union dmocratigue du Manifeste alerien

(UDMA), in phenomenally short time, quickly enough to win

11 of 13 second-college seats in the Second Constituent

Assembly elected June Li. Abbas charted an independent course,

calling for the establishment of an Algerian Republic—

something a government party like the Communists could hardly

do. His troop of eleven deputies proved to be a crucial

independent force in the Second Constituent Assembly, often

holding the balance of power between Left and Right.14

To this extent, the amnesty made the Left-Muslim

coalition less homogeneous. On the other hand, the amnesty

deepened the divisions between the majority and the minority.

It is difficult to determine what the great Algerian land

holders, who had traditionally dominated regional politics,

were thinking in the fall of 1945 and the spring of 1946.

One clue comes from Eugene Vallet’s book, Un drame a1rien

La vrjt sur les meutes de mai 19Li5,15 a series of essays

which was an indictment of the administration for its

leniency. In September 1945 Vallet wrote:
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The danger was great everywhere in Algeria before

the riots. It has increased everywhere as a result of

them. It has affirmed itself everywhere since the

trouble; it is increasing again, everywhere, with the

measures of pardon that are being taken. •
•

During the spring and summer of 1946 he deplored the amnesty,

saying the old political groups were reforming and papers

were circulating as early as April with the message:

“Frenchmen, prepare your suitcases or your coffinst”

Another spokesman for ultra-conservative European

Algeria was Paul Benazet, who wrote a series of scathing

editorials for the weekly Radical paper Dmocratie.1’7 He

heaped abuse on the Communist party and Communist newspapers,

on the nationalists, and on the administration, and hailed

victory in November 1946, when 11 of 13 first-college deputies

from Algeria conformed to his standards of conservatism.

This belied the conclusion drawn by Andre Marti, deputy and

secretary of the Frerch Communist Party:

Yes or no? Has the vote of amnesty for all the Muslims

picked up following the fascist plot of May, 1945,

created a basis for friendship between the people of

France and the Muslim population of Algeria? Obviously,

yes. There is thus something changed in Algeria as in

France?8
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The achievement of amnesty occasioned the breakup

of the coalition between the European Left and the Bendjelioul

assimilationists who had fought for and won the measure.

With the success of Abbas in the June elections, the

reappearance of Messali in the fall and the creation of his

new party, the Mouvement pour le triomphe des liberts

dmocratigues (MTLD), the unity of the Left with the Muslim

representatives became increasingly difficult. At the same

time, the amnesty widened the breach between the European

Left and Right in Algeria. The freeing of Abbas and Messali

added fuel to the European reaction. The MR?, the Radicals,

and the parties of the Right all gained in the elections

of the Second Constituent Assembly.

None of these political divisions originated in 19k5,

but the crisis exacerbated political tensions and contributed

to the fractionalization of Algerian politics. The uprising

served as a reminder that the cleavage between settlers and

natives—p-the oldest, most basic source of division—ran

deeper than the division among Europeans induced by the war.

The cleavage between Right and Left, which had long been

muted in Algeria as a result of ‘apoliticism” and the weakness

of the Left, was deepened by the Communist change of heart

and the Socialist role in obtaining an amnesty. The Arabs

and Berbers had been suspicious of the Communist Party at

least since the Popular Front days, but the Communist
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denunciation of the PPA and the AML immediately after the

uprising gave new weight to these suspicions. Mohamed

Beridjelloul, Ferhat Abbas, and Messali Hadj were already

headed in separate directions, and Messali’s advocacy of

violence in the spring of 1945, the imprisonment of Abbas

despite his apparent innocence, and the success of Bendjelloul

in avoiding prison made a raoprochement less likely than ever.

The temporary cooperation between Bendjelloul and the European

Left contained the seeds of its own termination, since its

only goal was amnesty.

Such fractionalization weakened the moderate forces

most sympathetic to centralized decisionmaking and strengthened

extremist groups eager to see Algeria’s traditional political

autonomy restored. The amnesty lent greater credibility to

the alarmist voices on the right and renewed organizational

capacity to the nationalists, whose leaders were freed. The

failure of the moderate Muslims and the European Left to

cement an alliance that would endure beyond the amnesty left

them incapable of sustaining a vigorous government guided

from Paris. In this sense, then, the security crisis con

tributed to the renewal of Algerian autonomy evident in the

study of educational policy between 1948 and 1954. Since

liberal policies were invariably identified with Parisian

initiative and pressure, the crisismay be said to have been.

detrimental to Muslim prospects of obtaining reform within

the system.

—.
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Centralized Govement

Between 1944 and 1948 the attitude of the

French government toward Algeria shifted from one

of domineering interest to one of virtual indif

ference. The rears 1945 and 1946 were crucial

to this transition. Partisan tension between

the Gaullists, who governed France, and the

local Algerian notables, who had shown their sup:

port for Ptain, was high at the outset but di

minished as normal political life was resumed.

The security crisis led De Gaulle to formalize

Parisian domination over Algerian affairs, but

decreasing partisan tension and imperfect party

discipline partially eroded his efforts and pro

duced an informal autonomy of action by regional

representatives, evident in the adoption of the

amnesty 2easure. Although Algeria did not re—

obtain formal autonomy until passage of the

Statute of 1947, that measure was merely the

capstone of a trend that can be discerned by

careful scrutiny of decisionmaking in the

security crisis



.197

In its vigorous reaction to the crisis, the French

central government paid little heed to local desires. The

Financial Delegations were simply informed of the government’s

intentions. When the settlers grumbled and talked of the

need for militias, De Gaulle announced he was uninterested

in local polemics. The Constituent Assembly debated the

government’s plan and endorsed it. The Algerian Financial

Delegations, which did not approve, were dissolved. In short,

from May until September the important decisions were taken

in Paris.

European members of the Financial Delegations,

meeting for fifteen minutes on May 15, recommended no less

than nine courses o± action. The most controversial was

the fifth:

• . the immediate, careful arming of all [population]

centers lacking military garrisons, notably small

localities and isolated farms, with the immediate

creation of civic guards, for which mayors and

administrators would be responsible, under penalty of

seeing a disturbed and terrorized population abandon

all the territories they inhabit.19

The government’s program of reform initiated by the ordinance

of March 7, 19L4.4, which had expanded Muslim suffrage and

extended citizenship to many more Arabs and Berbers, was not



198

mentioned. Neither was there praise for the governor general

or the government. In fact, the Europeans said that, while

high functionaries should be strengthened, the “incapable”

should be eliminated, if they were “unworthy to carry out

their mission.” The delegates probably had Governor

Chtaigneau in mind.

The government responded with a statement by minister

of the interior, Adrien Tixier, and a communique released

in Algiers. The first was a categoric denial that the

governor general would be replaced, and the communique was

more specific:

The minister of the interior, informed that certain

French elements in Algeria were propagating the idea

that the application of the ordinance of March 7,

1944, would be suspended or abandoned after the recent

incidents, confirms that the Government of the Republic,

while taking the necessary measures for the maintenance

of public order and French unity in Algeria, is unanimous

in its intention to put confidence in the vast majority

of French Muslims. The government is absolutely

resolved to pursue the policy of progressive accession

of French Muslims to French citizenship under the

conditions foreseen by the ordinance of March 7, 1944,

and to break all resistance to its policy.20
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Nonetheless, European elements continued to express

undisguised distrust of centralized decisionmaking. There

was obvious nostalgia for the iriterwar years, when European

Algeria settled its own problems without a Charles de Gaulle

to interfere. As Jacques Driand observed in Le monde, the

members of the resistance who dominated the Frencn Committee

of National Liberation had contempt for the colon element

in Algeria, which had welcomed Vichy. The Socialists and

Communists, who had been active in the Resistance and were

strong in the Constituent Assembly, had never had much

support in Algeria, while the Radical party, which had been

strong in Algeria before the war, was in disfavor.2’ Hence

conservative Algeria could only place its hopes in regional

institutions. It was the parties of the Left that extolled

the virtues of central control.

To induce calm, Governor General Yves Châtaigneau,

a Socialist whose career was diplomacy, first made a

conciliatory radio speech on June 13, blaming the uprising

on “Hitlerian agitators”—the term could offend neither

Right nor Left—and calling for reinforced solidarity,

renovation and progress. Then he traveled to Paris, where

he gave Tixier a “detailed account of the events of Stif

and of the measures taken to reestablish order.”22 On

June 20 Tixier announced he would go to Algeria.23
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Before embarking on his trip, the minister appeared

with the governor general before a joint meeting of the

Consultative Assemblys commissions for the interior and

for Muslim affairs. Tixier outlined a series of reforms

planned for Algeria: administrative subdivisions would be

created; the Algerian assemblies would be transformed; there

would be a “profound” reorganization of the Government General,

including the creation of a Directorate of Social Affairs and

Labor; and the administration would be “decentralized” to

give prefects and sub-prefects more authority.2 (One might

read “centralized” for “decentralized” here, since strong

prefects in Algeria would give the minister of the interior

a firmer handhold on regional affairs.) ¶Iiixier was believed

to favor the simple attachment of Algeria to France as

dpartements like the others.

Tixier’s arrival in Algeria occasioned less pomp and

ceremony than Marcel Rgnier had received in March 1935.

“But there was no one among those present, officials or

others, who did not feel the special gravity of the occasion,”

wrote Michel Rouz of A1er rpublicain,25 the Communist

daily. Throughout his five-day stay Tixier kept repeating

the familiar message: the ordinance of March 7, 1944, would

be applied.

I do not hesitate to repeat what I telegraphed to

Governor General Chtaigneau last May 9: all resistance

4
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will be broken, whether it comes for a certain Muslim

minority or from a few aberrant Frenchmen. Those who

oppose this dust and humane policy will suffer the

consequences of their attitudes.26

One might be tempted to think he was witch-hunting, were it

not for the Confdration gnrale des agrioulteurs du

dpartement d’Alger, which had brought together two hundred

Algerian farmers and adopted a pair of resolutions. The

mildest portions of its first motion—those that escaped

censorship—denounced “aberrant Frenchmen” and “Muslim

parties” who criticized French colonization, declared it

was impossible to govern Muslims by abdicating authority,

requested application of the measures recommended May 15

by the European members of the Financial Delegations, and

asked the government to put off all reforms until elections

were held,2’

Tixier’s radio speech of June 29, the eve of his

departure from Algeria, was uncompromising. Those who

harbored hopes that the March 7 ordinance would not be

applied were “deceiving themselves.” Moreover, contrary

to the wishes of European elected officials who had come

to see him in Paris, and to the desires of a group of

Muslim leaders who had approached the president of the

Consultative Assembly in his absence, municipal elections,

postponed because of the riots, would be held soon.28
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The results of Tixier’s trip were thus quite the

opposite of those produced by Rgñier’s 1934 voyage. No

elections had been held since the war, and although the

ordinance of March 7 had opened the door to citizenship for

some 60,000 Arabs and Berbers, settlers still constituted

the bulk of citizen-voters. Tixier could only assume that

his political enemies were dominant in Algeria. Therefore,

quite unlike Rgnier, he acted without reference to regional

politics, choosing instead to please the government’s

majority on the national level.

The government kept its word. The municipal elections

were held at the end of July and the beginning of August.

The Directorate of Native Affirs in the Government General

was replaced by a Directorate of Muslim Reforms. In September

the government abolished the Financial Delegations and set

up a Financial Assembly, elected indirectly through the

general councils. Finally, it began to create “municipal

centers” to replace the much detested communes mixtes.

These measures climaxed one of those rare moments

when Paris effectively governed Algeria. The system of

de facto regional autonomy had been overthrown and replaced

by centralized decisionmaking that approximated, for once,

the legal distribution of authority. However, the reforms

soon produced fresh impetus for decentralization.
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Algerians went to the polls about once a month between

July and November in July and August for the municipal

elections; in September for the cantonals to select general

councillors for the three dartements; in October for a

referendum on the question of a Constituent Assembly and an

interim government, and then for the election of such an

assembly. All these elections favored the disciplined parties

of the Left and the equally disciplined Mouvement rpublicain

populaire (MRP) in France and in Algeria. Then the Communist

success reached a new peak in the elections of the First

Constituent Assembly, October 21, 1945, when the party won

24 per cent of the vote in Algeria, passing the SF10, which

slipped to 21 per cent.29 European Algeria seemed to have

joined the progressive camp.

The government interpreted election results in the

second (non-citizens) college as a further endorsement of

its reform policies. After the first round of the municipal

elections, in which 63 per cent of registered, noncitizen

(second—college) voters went to the poiis, the Government

General issued a communique: “The Muslim population of

Algeria has thus given tangible proof of its approbation

of the reform policy inaugurated by the government of the

Republic, March 7, 1944.” The underground nationalists had

counseled abstention, as they did again in September and

October.

4 -
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The government could take further comfort from the

fact that “reasonable” Arab and Berber candidates were

elected. Of 68 general council seats filled in September,

47 went to candidates who called themselves “progressives”

or “traditionalists,” Only five “extreme reformists” were

elected, by the administration’s count.3° In the legislative

elections, with Ferhat Abbas and Messali Hadj still in prison,

the Union dmocratigue franco—musulmane headed by Mohamed

Bendjelloul won six of thirteen seats. Since Bendjelloul

persisted in his assimilationist views, he was not classified

as a nationalist by the administration.

Citing these results, the Gaullist government could

claim a majority in both France and Algeria. Progressive

alliances controlled the major cities, and the three largest

parties, who had shown their strength in France, appeared

to provide a majority for the Socialist governor, Yves

Chtaigneau. He also seemed to enjoy the support of

“reasonable” Muslims.

However, the government’s political position at the

local level was less secure than these facts suggest.

Although the cantonal elections in Algeria represented a

moral success for the Left, the parties of the Center and

the Right emerged with a majority of first-college seats

in the general councils. The Communists, who had received

19.5 per cent of the first—college vote in the cantonals,



held only seven of 100 seats after the second round. The

strength of the moderate and conservative uroeans in the

general councils assured them of predominance among first-.

college delegates to the new Financial Assembly, as

established by a decree of September 15. When the assembly

met for the first time in early December, it elected a

Socialist, Raymond Blanc, as president, but the majority

was conservative. The Communists held only two seats, and

there were a number of holdovers from the Financial Delega

tions. The assembly soon demonstrated itself faithful to

the financial doctrines of the Delegations.31

While the government obliged its followers on a

number of issues—such as the removal of a prefect,

Lestrade-Carbonnel, who was suspected of having favored

militia-style justice—and while Chtaigneaus repeated

visits to the rural areas showed great solicitude for

Muslims, it would have been foolhardy to accede to demands

for restoration of the regional assembly to its prewar

position of preeminence in the structure of Algerian gov

ernment. The September 15 ordinance imposed procedural

rules that gave the Financial Assembly less power than the

Financial Delegations had enjoyed. The president of the

assembly, Raymond Blanc, protested against this curb on

regional power;32 Raymond Laquière, the imperious mayor of

Saint Eugene, called it a “humiliating” situation; and

1
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even the Comnmist ico1as Zannetaci complained about the

assembly’s weakness. Understandably, however, the government

ignored these protests for, although it included representa

tives of all parties, it owed its existence to a tripartite

agreement uon,g Communists, Socialists, and the MB. m

have awarded the Financial Assembiy greater powers would

have been to reward the government’s most dubious friends,

the parties of the Right. In sum, the differences in party

strengths between the national and regional levels gave the

government an incentive to continue its practice of cen

tralized decisionmadng for Algeria.

Th the two months following De aulle’ a abiipt

departure from cower on January 20, 1946, the Algerian

crisis reached its apparent dnouement, Early in March

the Constituent Assembly approved an amnesty for all Arabs

and 3erbers involved in the Iay 1945 rioting. By the end

of the month erhat A’Dbas and 3achir el-lbrahirii were free,

and ‘y September even Iessali flad3 was back in Algeria.

genceofonalAutonomv

Eie first public evidence of a new emphasis on

reconciliation in government policy was the decision of

the tripartite coalition government headed by FIix ouin,

a Socialist, to send nterior iinister .Andr lie Troquer,

also a Socialist, for another assessment of the Algerian

situation. I’ress accounts of his visit, which lasted from

February 14 to 19, do not indicate that le Troquer referred

I
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to reform on any occasion. Unlike his predecessor, he seemed

more concerned about rallying disaffected settlers than about

pleasing the government’s closest friends. The key message

of the trip, stated explicitly in a speech at Constantine

and contained implicitly in everything he said, was that

Algerians were “good Frenchmen.”33 This contradicted what

the Communists had been saying about the landed settler

interests.

The chief props of the new government were the MRP

and the Socialists, who had together received 40 per cent

of the first—college votes in Algeria in November. In terms

of leadership, both of these parties were “progressive,” but

the MRP, in particular, could attribute its meteoric success

to the equally spectacular demise of the Radicals in Algeria

as in France. The party could not ignore the fact that the

Radical voices raised in the Financial Assembly and the

general councils in favor of renewed Algerian autonomy spoke

for many of the same people it did. Thus, as Paul Viard

correctly noted, something had to be done for the settlers

if the government was to maintain its support.34

Nevertheless, the Constituent Assembly’s two decisions

in March and April were slaps in the faces of the settlers.

Not only was the amnesty covering persons arrested for almost

every offense committed in May 1945 voted, but a new electoral

law was approved. The law, which would govern the first set
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of legislative elections if the constitution drafted by the

First Constituent Assembly were approved, increased Algeria’s

representation from 26 to 35 but gave all but one of the

new seats to the second, non—citizen college. Moreover,

the rules for entry to the first college were relaxed.

The draft constitution itself contained guarantees

of social and political equality for Muslims and a vague

outline of a French Union that seemed to promise looser

ties between France and its colonies.35 It is not surprising

therefore that the draft constitution was rejected in Algeria

—and the electoral law with it—just as it was rejected in

every French colony where Europeans constituted a majority

of the participating eiectorate.36 (Only citizen, first—

college voters were eligible.) The margin of defeat in

Algeria was roughly the same as in France as a whole (52 vs.

53 per cent). While the government’s Algerian policies can

hardly be said to have blitzed the constitution, it is clear

that the Left did not improve its position in the colony.

More specifically, since the MRP ultimately opposed the

draft, the Communist and Socialist parties became its

advocates. Yet these were the two parties most intensely

interested in pursuing Algerian policies that offended a

majority of first—college voters.

This apparent inconsistency stemmed from a decen

tralization of decisionmaking authority within even the most
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disciplined of the parties the Communist. All the major

parties, rather than extrapolating Algerian policy from

their basic positions on overriding constitutional issues,

tended to follow the advice of their own Algerian members

on Algerian problems. This advice may have been colored

more by a desire to damage their enemies at the local level

than by rational judgments about what would best insure

passage of the constitution.

The non-Algerian members of the Communist, Socialist,

and MRP majority in the assembly remained as indifferent

about Algerian policy as had been their more conservative,

less disciplined predecessors of the Third Republic. Only

about fifty deputies remained.37 The only persons besides

Interior Minister Tixier to speak in a December 1945 debate

on the Algerian budget were Algerians. Likewise, two months

later, the amnesty question was a side-issue for an assembly

preoccupied with finding a three—party compromise for a draft

constitution. After the amnesty was voted, two Algerians,

a European and a Muslim, began an interpe1ltion of the

government on economic policy in Algeria. Although discussion

carried over to the sessions of March 5 and March 12,38 it

was again mostly Algerians who participated. But the

majority members representing Algeria were just as jealous

of regional prerogatives as their more conservative prede

cessors.
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Thus there was a slippage of authority from the

executive branch of the central government to the legislative,

where the Algerian delegation—more specifically the majority

party members from Algeria—set the direction of Algerian

policy. These deputies were able to write a new electoral

law for Algeria, widening the qualifications for the citizen

college to include anyone with a primary school certificate

and giving the second, noncitizen college eight more deputies

in the National Assembly. The Left was trying for a knock

out of conservative forces in Algeria.

However, the strategy backfired. The new electoral

law never took effect because the first draft constitution

was defeated. A second Constituent Assembly had to be

elected under the old rules. The newly liberated Ferhat

Abbas and his new party, the Union dmocratigue du mariifeste

algrien (IJOMA) won 11 of 13 second—college seats, while

European Algeria, like metropolitan France, moved to the

right. The MRP profited from its opposition to the consti

tution to nose past the Communists and become the first

party of France.39 In France as a whole, the Communist

party maintained its share of the vote, but in Algeria it

dropped two of four first-college seats it had held since

November.40 The Communist deputy-mayor of Algiers, General

Tubert, was defeated.
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Conservatives were thus able to exploit the pattern

of parochial decisionmaking within the assembly that the

Left had resurrected. They used reconstituted regional

prerogatives to stall the question of an Algerian statute

until the Communists had quit.. the government and a Center—

Left coalition had been formed. When a statute was finally

voted in September 1947, the local autonomy it authorized

promised still further protection for the European minority

The slippage toward decentralization reconfirms

the importance of partisan tension as an independent variable

in explaining relations between center and periphery in a

unitary system. However, while strong tension between center

and periphery is a necessary condition for the centralization

of authority in a unitary system, effective government by the

central, authorities may be afleeting, fragile, unusual

phenomenon. In the case of France and Algeria, partisan

tension seems to have been an exception that neither the

colony nor the mother country could afford to sustain. It

arose only in extraordinary circumstances such as those

that swept De Gaulle to power. But even De Gaulle felt the

need for elections. And once those elections had shown

support for the forces of the Resistance and the Left, it

became difficult to argue that Algiers was yet disaffected

from the government in Paris.
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Although shortlived, centralized direction of Algerian
affairs proved relativel:,r advantageous to Muslims,, as the
hypothesis linking autonomy with informality would lead one
to expect. Despite violence more severe than that which

occurred in 1934—35, the government moved ahead with plans
for reform and amnestied Arabs and Berbers who had been
arrested. In the thirties, the crisis had. started inaus
piciously for Muslims and ended just as badly, with the

F
Regnier decree. In 1945, once the repression had rim

its course, the prospects for Muslims became progressively
brighter.

However, it would be incorrect to conclude that
Huslims exercised greater influence in security decisions
after Ilay 1945 than they had ten years before. Their
leaders were in prisone The government proceeded with
reform because, as in the case of the school construction
program of 1944, General de Gaulle had decided what his
policy was to be and would not be deterred by local notables,
Muslim or European. Thus, while Muslim failure in 1934—1935
can best be explained in terms of the domination of the
center by the periphery, its relative success in 1945—1946
resulted from the domination of the periphery by the center.
Direct Muslim influence was not an important factor, since
in 1945 Algerian policy was being made by the central govern-

212
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Only an alliance of the European left with

nationalist forces might have been able to exploit

the possibilities for reform offered by the merger

of Algerian and French politics, K claim to repre

sent the uprogressive Eiropean elements as well as the

Iuslim masses carried weight in Paris, as evidenced by

the struggle over amnesty. A disciplined alliance

working through Paris might conceivably have sprung

Nuslims from their case: the parochial, informal

politics of Algiers. But the European reaction to the

events of flay, 1945, heightened nationalist sus

picions of the European Left; the alliance faltered

almost before it had been launched. Soon the nation

alists were seekinc more, not less, autonomy for

Algeria, and the Left was demonstrating its in

ability to sustain centralized direction of the

colony’s affairs.

After De Gaulle left power, the majority

consisted of the three most disciplined parties in

France, and yet there was a continuing erosion of

centralized decisioxmaking. This should not be re

garded as a conclusive finding against the use of dis

cipline as a variable, however, because the parties

revealed themselves as anything but centralized and

disciplined on Algerian questions, and because three
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highly disciplined parties may not add up to a coalition

goveriment that is highly disciplined. :ndeed, rivalry

among the parties in this instance may account for their

inconsistent policies of placating both uropeans and

uslims in Algeria. Perhaps a centralizing impulse

within a unitary system lacking partisan tension must

be based on a single highly disciplined party with no

important rivals in the region under study.

Of course, the distribution o± influence over

Algerian affairs remained more centralized in 1946 than

it had been before 1940. The continuation of centralized

rule through the governor general was a carryover from

the changes in formal structure and from the appoint

ments made when partisan tension was high. However, the

impulse was now toward the resurrection of Algerian au

tonomy. Informally, power was beginning to slip from

the hands of central authorities back into the open

arms of regional representatives. Formally, the new

ly emerging state of relations between Paris aid

Algiers could not be consecrated until Parliament had

been moved to pass a new statute for Algeria and until

,Yves Chataineau, the powerful governor general, had

been removed. Py 1948 both of these conditions had been

net, and Algeria once again enjoyed a measure of official

autonomy.
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TEE 954 BUDGET

The postwar reforms, in straightening out some of

the legal tangle, gave the Algerian Assembly full responsi

bility for the regional budget. However, members of the

Algerian Assembly complained more than once during the

1954 debates that there was nothing for them to decide.

Some claimed that Parisian officials had narrowed the

options to an unimportant few,1 and others insisted that

the governor general called all the shots.2 Both arguments

implied that the autonomy granted Algeria by the Statute

of 1947 was a sham and that power was effectively exercised

by the central governent.

There was some truth in these complaints. Although

the Algerian budget was no longer subject to review in

Parliament, the French contribution to Algerian revenues

had increased steadily since the war until it had become

essential to the Algerian program of economic and social

develooment. France :aow made loans to Algeria, and Parisian

economic lanrsrs c.o’id insist that the metropolitan money

be used Only for secified sorts cf economic and social

developnent :he. overnor genera could maintain in his

i..r-E.
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ne!otiations with the Algerian Assembly that his was the

only budget proposal that could satisfy the requirements

laid down by metropolitan officials. Therefore, while the

formal process of budget adoption had been decentralized

by the Algerian Statue of 1947, the decisionmaking power

was probably more centralized in 1954 than it had been

twenty years earlier.

I•:uslims ought to have profited from this combina

tion of developments. They had always fared better when

metropolitan authorities participated in decisions, and they

possessed half the seats in the new Algerian Assembly, com

pared with a mere three—fifths of the defunct Delegations.

whether the Statute of 1947 solidified genuine Algerian

autonomy or ‘.:hether increasing dependence on metropolitan

money tipped the balance of rower toward Paris, Iuslims

seemed sure to do better than they had in the budgetmaking

of the 1930’s.

iowever, the case of the 1954 budget shows that

I:uslim influence again suffered from informal manipulation

of the political system. To be sure, the new assembly had

rendered inoperative the apolitical alliance of settlers,

which had been effective in controlling the Financial Dele

gations. The settlers lacked a majority in the Assembly,

and even if they had been able to muster a few compliant

I:uslim votes for retrograde policies, they would have en

countered metropolitan resistance. Zut the settlers, if
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united, couldbloc]c an administration intitiative, and

the nationalists parties, if they had occupied all 60

second—college seats, could also have vetoed any measure.

How then could the administration rally a majority of the

assembly to policies that would be acceptable to the prin

cipal source of revenue, metropolitan France? !Iow could

increased financial autonomy for Algeria be reconciled with

the increased financial deendence of Algeria oxi the French

budget? The discrepancy between theory and reality had

to be bridged.

From the first application of the Statute, the re

gional administration responded to this dilemma by fashion

ing its own majorities at the expense of the nationalist

parties. Using a variety of tricks, the administration

rigged elections in the second, all—uslim college to favor

11iridependent11 candidates, who bec&ie dutiful supporters of

goverflment policies in the assembly. Together with a mod

erate minority of the Thropean members they constituted a

reliable, o’edient majority. Th return for modest con

cessions and percuisites, this majority stabilized the new

systei,nsulating it against the nationalists and against

the most reactionary o± the settlers. Once again, those

who spoke with authority and authenticity on behalf of

uslims found themselves pushed aside in favor of those who

would do the administration’s bidding.

i:uslims profited from their participation in the
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governor’s majorit:.r. In fact, a Iusiiri president of the

assembly, Abderralimane Fars, imitated the settler tactic

of going to Paris to seek better terms than the governor

general could offer. Ho embarrassed the governor but in

creased the influence of the regional alliance between the

administration and the assembly majority. Fe warded off

reductions in development expenditures that would have

been damaging to usiim interests. However, by using the

same tactics that had preserved settler rule, Fares helped

keep Algerian politics the parochial, informal, apolitical

gane it had always been. ]y helping to preserve the status

quo, such informal maneuvers pushed the protagonists of

radicl change outside the systsm. The nationalist parties

withered, and with them faded any remaining aura of leg•iti

macy the system my still have enjoyed in the eyes of Uus

urns. The informal maneuvers designed to reconcile apparent

ly contradictory aspects o’f the formal structure served to

imdercut constitutional legitimacy,

indsieet

In 1954 the basic budgetary roblem was a shortage

of resources for the social and economic program to which

Algeria had committed itself. Capital improvements had

been made and continued to be made on schedule, but once

completed these improvements imposed a heavier burden on

______



219

the current operations budget without neeeszarily creating

offsetting revenues. As more and more of Algeria’s tax money

was absorbed in the operations budget, less was a7ailable f-.r

capital spendinr, and it became necessary to depend on French

loans for an even larger percentage of the funds for capital

improvement.

The rrench Finance lanistry never supported this

trend sufficiently in the eyes of some Algerians. The

ministry resisted ‘rnflnited metropolitan assistance on the

ground that Algeria was not maicing adequate efforts to raise

the needed funds by taxation. The Finance ilinistry argued

Z)
that many Algerian tax rates were lower than in !?rance.

When, in the snmer and fall of 1953, the governor generals

director of finance, Claude Tixier, initiated conversations

in Paris about the 1954—55 budget, he received assurances

of greater metropolitan assistance than ever before. ut

the projected sum was inadequate to support Algerian develop

ment plans. Facing this problem sruarely, G-overnor C-e:-jeral

Ionard suggested at the opening session of the Algerian

Assembly in Feruary that taxes be raised to generate an

additional five billion francs in revenue.4 The personal

income and value—added taxes were among those to be increased.

There was an immediate outcry of protest when the

director of finance made his traditional appearance before
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the Algerian Assembly a week later. Delegates objected to

his suggestion that taxes on higher bracket incomes be

raised to permit an easing of burdens on lower brackets.

Farmers were already complaining of low prices, high costs,

lack of credit, and insufficient markets. Indeed, the

Algerian economy as a whole was showing signs of weakness,

and many delegates had promised to remedy these conditions

in their campaigns for reelection. Only the one Communist

delegate, Rene Justrabo, and Raymond Blanc, the Socialist,

spoke openly in favor of the taxes.

If the tax proposals failed, the investment budget

would have to be trimmed, and this would offend many of the

Arab and Berber delegates who had not expressed disapproval

of the tax increase. Therefore, the president of the

assembly, Abderrahmane Fares, decided to request more help

from Paris, even though the Governor General’s renewed

efforts had been to no avail.6 Fares apparently succeeded

where Lonard had failed by bringing home a loan of an

additional three billion francs.7 To the general public he

may have seemed to have achieved the impossible, but what

he had actually obtained was a treasury advance for four

years at 5 per cent interest. This he hoped to be able

to convert into a 25-year loan at one and a half per cent.8

The funds were earmarked for the capital budget, but it was

understood that Algeria would reduce its tax contribution
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to the capital budget by a similar amount and use the

liberated funds to balance its operations budget.

From that point budgetmaking went downhill. The

increases in the income and value-added taxes suggested by

thegovernor were quietly dropped. The Finance Commission

held fast against all amendments proposing higher expenditures,

but even without the Commission’s support, the farm interests

rammed through a 600-million-franc amendment to increase the

availability of agricultural credit. Other amendments,

together with small tax reductions in favor of the farmers,

brought the deficit to 3.1 billion francs even with the loan

Fars had negotiated.9 Many of the same delegates who had

been vigorous in their objections to new taxes had jumped

on the amendment bandwagon and contributed to the problem

of’ budget balancing.

The Finance Commission proposed a two-barrel solution:

increases in the stamp, gas, and alcohol taxes to raise

1.6 billions; and a reduction in the capital budget by a

uniform 3 per cent in every chapter to offset the overall

effect of the amendments adopted by the assembly.1° The

assembly accepted the commission’s suggestions and approved

the budget as a whole.

Unlike the 1935 case, initial approval of the budget

by the Financial Delegations was virtually the end of the

story. After an earthquake struck Algeria in October, the
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assembly met and approved budgetary revision to permit relief

and reconstruction without additional taxation. By November,

when it was customary to reassess the entire budget to allow

for changing price levels or unexpected and unpredictable

expenditures, it was too late to make major alterations in

either expenditures or receipts. Much of the money had

already been spent, and the taxes collected. In 1954, in

response to an outburst of violence, which proved to be the

beginning of revolution, the administration had to ask for

an additional 1.5 billion francs to reinforce the country’s

police protection, but it managed to find the money without

resorting to higher taxes.11 Money said to be left over in

the capital budget was temporarily transferred to cover the

added security expenditures.

Although the increasing dependence of Algeria on

French money for its prog’am of economic and social develop

ment endowed the metropolitan authorities with opportunities

to influence the course of decisionmaking that were at least

as great as they had been before 1940, when Parliamentary

approval for Algerian taxes had been required by law, neither

the Parliament nor the rvlinistry of the Interior took an

active part in this budgetmaking process. The Finance

Ministry did exert significant influence on the outcome,

but its concerns in 1954 remained largely financial rather

than political, and parliamentary action had only indirect
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impact. Most of the metropolitan assistance took the form

of long-term loans through the Fonds d’investissements pour

le developpement conomigue et social (FIDES), whose subsidies

were buried deep in the budget of the Ministry of the Interior.

If the government as a whole or the Parliament had

decided to take an interest in the Algerian budget, the

minister of the interior should theoretically have taken

the lead in defending or modifying it. But the responsibilities

of his Economic and Financial bureau, where three members

of the staff of seven in the Directorate of Algeria worked,

were so complex that it could not have afforded to study

the Algerian budget in depth.12

The Algerian director of financial services always

consulted the Ministry of the Interior as well as the planning

and development agencies about the budget. But the deepest

discussions and the most important work took place at the

Ministry of Finance.13 The level of metropolitan aid to

Algeria for a given year was usually worked out between the

Algerian director of financial services and the director of

the French budget.

The Algerian budget reached ministerial consideration

only when an issue arose that was clearly political, as it

did in 1954. Trie three-man Algerian delegation heacied by

Abderrahniane Fares talked with a long list of politicians

and functionaries. But Fares attributed much of the delega

tion’s success to Roger Goetze, director of the French budget.
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Thus, the undeniable influence of metropolitan France appears

to have been technically rather than politically inspired.

Although this influence might have been transmitted to the

French cabinet and brought to bear on the governor general,

it was actually exercised in direct negotiations between the

director of the French budget and the Algerian director of

financial services. Formally, metropolitan influence took

the form of pressure on the governor general, but in reality

the line of influence often circumvented his office.

One might expect that the growing pressure of metro

politan France on issues of Algerian finance combined with

the ever-present pressure from the Algerian Assembly on the

governor general would have enhanced his position as an

autonomous actor in the budgetmaking process. Without his

help the French government could not persuade the Algerian

Assembly to vote the higher taxes the Finance Ministry was

demanding for Algeria. Without his intervention, the

assembly could not ward off arbitrary metropolitan decisions

that might conceivably overturn their budgetary expectations.

Roger IAonard was by all appearances in the key seat.

But IAonard squandered his potential influence by a

series of maladroit actions that belied his comfort in a

political role., He left the negotiations with the Finance

Ministry and with the Algerian Assembly in Tixier’s lap and

cast doubts on his own intentions by saying that France
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could “do no more” than it was proposing to do and then,

when confronted by the assembly’s opposition to new taxes,

by going back to France in hopes that it would do more.

The coup de grace for his prestipe was the success in Paris

of AbderrahmaneFarès. From Lonard’s statement on returning

to Algiers, one may guess that he had paved the way for the

Fares delegation. It is nonetheless a fact that Fares came

back to Algeria with something in his pocket, after Lonard

had come home empty-handed.

The governor general maintained no control over

relations between the French ministries and Algeria. When

pressure was exerted from above, it passed from the Finance

.Ministry directly to the Algerian director of financial

services1 Lonard himself never seems to have been entirely

persuaded by those pressures. Me did not paint himself

into a position of no possible retreat from which he might

have bargained effectively with the Algerian Assembly. And

when pressure was also exerted from below, he caved in. He

attempted to renegotiate his bargain with Paris and failed.

•Then he relinquished center stage to the president of the

assembly, who proved a more capable intermediary.

The alternative means of access to the French purse

strengthened t1e Algerian Assembly, which otherwise would

have had to choose five billion francs in new taxes, a five

billion franc reduction in its development budget, or some
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combination of the twa. The president of the assembly offered

a direct appeal for assistance. as another option, which they

accepted. But a decision that is itself exemplary of an

institution’s autonomous power does not necessarily reflect

the.long-term capacity of the institution to exercise that

power. The assembly’s solution to the taxes-or-no-development

problem involved another, equally serious issue: the incom

patibility of metropolitan assistance with Algeria’s financial

independence.

For one group of Arab and Berber delegates this was

scarcely a dilemma. Abderrahmane Fares and a number of his

assimilationist colleagues contended that Algeria deserved

as much consideration as other dpartements of France. On

the other hand, nationalist delegates and representatives

of the European Left unhesitatingly favored higher taxes

(if those taxes were progressive) to promote development

and preserve Algerian autonomy. The Communist delegate,

Rene Justrabo, was the only member of the assembly to say

unequivocally in the wake of the governor’s speech: “The

taxes must be voted.”- The UDMA and MTLD delegates sought

to inject additional funds into the development budget, even

at the risk of higher taxes.

The delegates caught in the full force of the

subsidy-or-autonomy dilemma were the conservative Europeans

who abhorred the thought of higher taxes and shared the
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colonial prejudice against Paris—based decisiorimaking0

They were quick with the cliches about high taxes—taxpayer

was portrayed as “completely out of breath,”15 or “like a

llama, one more straw. . •“16—and yet only a few of them

were willing to see development sacrificed in the name of

autonomy.

Nevertheless, a majority of the 1954 assembly was

content to jeopardize its long-term decisionrnaking autonomy

for the promise of short-term gain. For Muslims the develop—

ment issue was overriding; for the Europeans, the number one

priority was to avoid higher taxation. Additional metro

politan assistance was the solution for all. One cannot

dismiss the possibility that some Europeans also took comfort

in the closer relationship with metropolitan France at a

time when the underlying menace was believed to be nationalism.

The augmented role of metropolitan France was thus

as much a product of local desires as of Parisian will. By

the free exercise of this discretion, the assembly chose to

trade future autonomy for increased financial aid. In the

1930’s, faced with a similar choice between money and autonomy,

the settlers had always preferred autonomy. However, this

distinction between budgetmaking in two time periods should

not obscure the basic similarity in patterns of decision

making. Although Algeria enjoyed “financial autonomy” in

the 1930’s, the French Parliament possessed powers of review
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that, if utilized to their fullest, could have curbed Algerian

independence. In 1954 the formal structure had been decen

tralized to correspond with pre-1940 practice, but the

increasing financial dependence of Algeria on France tended

to counteract the effects of this legislation. In both

cases, Parisian authorities held powers they were unable or

unwilling to use.

This discrepancy between the real and hypothetical

powers of the central authorities in budgetary affairs of

• the region resulted from the normal operation of a unitary

system in times when there was no significant partisan

tension between center and periphery. In both instances,

regional representatives capitalized on close political

V
rapport with the French government to establish lines of

communication and influence that paralleled the administra

V tive hierarchy. All in all, despite the impact of World

War II on Algeria, the growing importance of nationalism,

the resulting sense of insecurity among Europeans and their

growing willingness to depend on French money for economic

V and social development, the distribution of influence between

• France and Algeria over questions of Algerian finance changed

very little in the twenty years before revolution began.

A Muslim Maiority’

• In making the 1954 budget, the Algerian Assembly

tried for and succeeded in getting better terms than either
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the governor or his sibordinates could offer, but it is

difficult to determine which persons or groups within the

assembly wielded this power of choice. The body was not

organized along party lines. Apoliticism, a tradition of

the.Financial Delegations, had returned in force, and only

the Socialists showed discipline in their voting behavior.

Furthermore, few Assembly votes were recorded, only seven

in its session of February and March 1954.18 However,

since those votes did concern the budget, much of the

following discussion will be based on the outcome of the

seven roll-calls. In addition, although the budget as a

whole was approved by acclamation, a number of delegates

announced ahead of time that they would vote against it.

One cannot afford to neglect even such tiny bits of information.

The seven roll—calls divide easily into three Guttman

scales, one of three roll—calls, the otner two with a pair

of roll—calls each.19 Table 8—1 shows the content of each

scale together with the percentage of voting delegates who

supported the Finance Commission (government) position on

each.2° All 98 delegates who voted in two or more of the

roll—calls were placed on at least one of the three scales.

Two clusters of delegates—The European Left and

the Muslim nationalists on one side, and the conservative

European groups on the other—complained that the administra

tion exercised overbearing influence on the assembly. And
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TABLE 8-1

SCALL\G OF BUDGET VOTES

Percentage
No. Subjects of Roll-Calls for

Government

SCALE orr

1 De S&igny’s proposition
(blocking total of expenditures) 64*

2 Baretaud’s motion
(abjuring new taxes) 78*

3 Munek’s amendment
(600 million francs for agricultural loans) 314

• SC ALE TWO

4 Article 11 of ways and means bill
(raising tax on alcoholic beverages) 76

5 Article 12 of ways and means bill
. (increasing tax on gasoline) 52

SCALE T:-iREE

6 Justrabo’s amendment to article 21
C increasing basic exemption) 71

7 Justrabo’s amendment to article 21, line 2
(raising high bracket tax rates) 86

*The difference in positive percentages between De
Serigny’s and Baretaud’s proDosals on Scale One reflect a
larger number o absences for the voting on Baretaud’s.
Only one de1eate shifted his vote between the two roll—
calls. Thus the two votes will be treated as one.
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the comments of three administrators lend a certain credi

bility to their complaints. Roger Goetze, the director of

financial services from 1942 to 1949, said that he always

enjoyed good relations with the Financial Assembly because

“they always did just what I wanted.”21 Claude Tixier,

successor to Goetze, said he expected to make concessions

to the Finance Commission and always planned to have a few

additional resources at his disposal for this purpose. But

he aimed to have his way on the crucial points.22 Governor

General Lonard also believed that the administration could

get what it wanted if it persisted. Friends like Abderrahmane

Fares were very helpful, he said. To be sure, the governor’s

budget was always “overloaded” with amendments. “If I asked

for fifteen [million francs, for instance], I would get

eighteen,” he recalled. The assembly had its share of

fevers and demogogy. But then it would come time to find

a balance between receipts and expenditures, and the assembly

would come back to the governor’s propositions, only slightly

reworked, according to Lonard.23

The results of 1954 budgetmaking substantiate this

view of the administration’s effectiveness. After all their

early objections to higher taxes, the delegates raised taxes

on alcoholic beverages and gasoline to produce 1.6 billion

francs in additional revenue; only the proposed increases

in income and value-added taxes were definitively scuttled.

1 :J
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On the expenditure side, the assembly inflated selected

chapters of the governor’s investment budget by a total

1.34 billion francs. Then at the moment of truth the

Finance Commission resorted to its old practice of cutting

the capital budget across the board: the reduction was

three per cent in all chapters, or 1.04 billions. The net

effect of assembly action on the investment budget was an

• increase of about 300 millions, or less than one per cent.

On the operations budget, the net result of assembly delib—

erations was a reduction of 462 million francs, or slightly

more than one half a per cent. While the governor had suf

•fered a moral setback in his efforts to hit higher incomes

and to raise the value-added tax, his score for the budget

as a whole was rather high.

Analysis of the seven roll-calls suggests that this

success was .due to a majority composed of a few European

and most Arab and Berber delegates. The index in Table 8-2

represents roughly the number of times a delegate voted

against the Finance Commission. A maximum score of dissent

would be seven.24 An announcement of intent to vote against

the budget as a whole was also worth a unit of dissent0

Where delegates’ positions on more than one scale were

uncertain, minimum and maximum dissent scores were calculated

and averaged0

The table shows that a majority of the administra

tion’s most reliable supporters were Arabs and Berbers.
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TABLE 8-2

INDEX OF OPPOSITION TO FINANCE CONMISSION

Number of De1eates CumulativeIndex 1st Col1ere 2nd Col1ee Total
0 5 .9 14

1/2
. 0 5 . 19

1 4 6 29
1-1/2 3 11

. 43
2 •1• .3 . 47
2-1/2 3 2 52

*

3
. 7. 3. 62

3-1/2 3 6 71
4 •1O 1 82
4-1/2 5 4 91

3 .. 0 94
5-1/2 4 0.

TOTALS 48 50 98
Absentees** 12 9 119
Pres. Fares 0 1 120

‘ Dotted line divides assembly approximately in half,into one group that tended to favor the Finance Commissionposition and anotier that tended to oppose. The line willbe the basis for subsequent distinctions between “government”and‘1opposition” delegates.

** Delegates who voted on no more than one of sevenroll—calls are classified as absentees.
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rearly 70 per cent of the governor’s most faithful support

was uslim. The only Arabs and er’oers who voted at least

three tines in the opposition and who stood outside the

governor’s majority were six members of the UD, four

members of the yTD, and three delegates who aPpear to have

been closer in attitude to the :uropean than to the nation

alist opposition.

One explanation for this phenomenon is the adminis

tration’s effectiveness in influencing second—college elec

tions, which had become notorious by 1954. Although it may

be te that neither Taegelen nor Ieonard sought specific

electoral outcomes, as they stoutly maintain, the electoral

fortunes of the nationalist parties, which had seemed

brilliant in the fall of 1947, underent reversal in the

first elections to the Algerian Assembly in 1948 and never

recovered. Out of those elections and those renewing the

assembly in 1951 and 1954 cane strane stories of nation

alist candidates arrested just before the ballotting and

enormous turnouts in villages where storms had prevented

many persons from voting.25 The administration surely

influenced electoral results in a number of more

subtle ways, too. ifl metropolitan rrance, a

cooperative prefect is said to be worth several
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thousand votes to a party or coalition. His control of

billboards, election meetings, security forces and his

capacity to encourage turnout are not negligible factors.26

In Algeria, sub-prefects and administrators of communes

mixtes enjoyed similar advantages.

Whether or not they were elected by the administra

tion, a number of Arab and ]3erber delegates probably believed

that they were defending the best interests of their con

stituencies by supporting the government. In 1954, a number

of the settlers wished to reduce the program of capital

spending that many Muslims regarded as essential. The

administration wanted the program maintained. If moderate

Arabs and Berbers had backed nationalist propositions for

more rapid development, the European forces of opposition

would have been solidified and the administration’s position

undercut. As it was, a majority of European delegates

opposed the administration-backed Finance Commission on four

of seven roll-calls, and on a fifth, European delegates who

voted were evenly divided. Yet the Commission prevailed

in four of the five cases, thanks to a solid majority among

the second—college delegates.

The defeat of Alain de Srigny’s proposition is one

example. iDe Srigny, conservative editor of the Echo d’Alg,

wished to foreclose any possibility that taxes would be

raised by having the assembly decide how large would be its



receipts before it voted on any proposed expenditures. (See

Table 8-3.) The Finance Commission recommended defeat of

the proposal, but first—college delegates voted 23 to 13 in

its favor. The Commission, reflecting the views of the

administration, prevailed only because 23 moderate Arab and

Berber delegates voted against De S&igny. A similar pro

posal sponsored by Henri Baretaud was likewide defeated by

Muslim votes.

TABLE 8-3

STRENGTHS OF VOTING GROUPS IN ASSEMBLY

. Percentage Percentage
Groups Delegates of College of Assembly

. FIRST COLLEGE (European)

Conservative 27 56,3 27.6
Government 16 33.3 16.3

Left (Soc.—Cornm,) 10.4

TOTALS 48 100.0 49.0

. SECOND COLLEGE (Muslim)

Conservative 3 6.0 3,1

Government 36 72.0 36.8

UDMA 7 14.0 7.1

MTLD 8.0

TOTALS 50 100.0 51.1

Source: Table 8-2.
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Yet the efforts of Abderrahmane Fars to resolve the
tax dilemma clearly indicate that the Muslim majority did
not fit the ideal “beni—oui-oui” type. Fares must have
sensed either that there was mutiny in the Muslim element
of the majority or that the European resistance extended
even to the administration’s most trusted allies in the
first college. In that case, the assembly’s leadership
would have been forced to depend on what was regarded as
the opposition, the European Left and the nationalists, for
passage of its tax measures. While such a maneuver would,
in theory, have been possible, it would undoubtedly have

embarrassed the administration. Dependence on the Left

and the nationalists would have given the conservative

European deputies and senators an .excuse to intervene with

the minister of the interior. The Algerian majority would

have been incongruent with that of Premier Joseph Laniel,

and the central authorities would have had an incentive to

replace the governor general with a man still less acceptable

to Muslims, Herice,Farès gently shoved the administration

proposal to one side and set out for France in search of

the needed funds. His mission was as a reflection of

majority power over, or independence from, the administra

tion, and should be seen as an effort to save that majority

from splitting over the taxation issue.

But whether the moderate Muslims who made up the

largest coherent bloc of votes in the assembly were
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constituencies is a separate question. Itis possible that

the nationalist parties were the legitimate representatives

of majority opinion among Muslims. Moreover, it is fact

that the governing coalition did not represent a majority

of European voters. Only a third of the European delegates

were to be counted among the reliable supporters of the

administration. An examination of minority influence over

budgetary decisions is thus more important, in some respects,

than analysis of majority effectiveness.

There was not, of course, any single, united opposition

to administration policy. Even such labels as “the European

Left,” “the nationalists,” and the “European Right” obscure

important differences, so fragmented was the minority.

Because it represented an opposition of extremes against

the center, there was no prospect that it might be transformed

into a majority.

However, not all of the oppositions were equally

excluded from the governing coalition. The Communist and

nationalist delegates were avowed opponents of the colonial

regime. The four Socialist delegates also stand apart. On

the right, it is much more difficult to draw a line, largely

because most European delegates were elected without party

label. Thus it was possible for individual delegates to

move into and out of the majority, though a number of

conservative Europeans preferred to stay outside.

238



239

It would be seasonable to expect from such a system
of group relations within a legislature that the leftist
minority, purposefully isolated from a majority role,
would offer the more systematic, unconstructive opposition,
while the minority on the right, as potential participants
in the majority, would be a ‘loya1” opposition. However,
the inverse of the proposition is more accurate. Whatever
irresponsible opposition there was came from the European
Right and the lone Communist delegate. The nationalist
delegates of the second—college, to the contrary, supported
the administration when to have opposed it would have lent
strength to rightist designs. Not even the Communist Justrabo,
much less the Socialists, can be taxed with systematic
opposition.

The most intransigent, obstreperous and inflexible
opposition to 1954 budget decisions came from conservative
Europeans who represented the jpartements of Algiers and
Constantine. Voting patterns show that the conservative
Europeans split into four overlapping groups within the

minority: those whose chief interest was to keep taxes

from going up, even if development or agriculture had to

be sacrificed; those who wished to see taxes reduced for

the benefit of low income families, even if development or

agriculture had to be sacrificed; those who believed the

interests of agricult.ure superseded even the need to keep

I



taxes down (Gratien Faure and Pierre Vignau were the members

of this group who belonged to neither of the first two); and,

finally, those who shared the basic antipathy of the European

opposition to new taxes but accepted the Finance Commission’s

judgment that new revenues were needed. The most intransigent

Europeans, Jacques de Calan and Eugene Segond, did not let

inconsistency of attitudes deter their opposition to the

administration and voted with three of these four groups

within the dissident minority.

Such a lack of solidarity would have been unthinkable

for the European members of the Financial Delegations, for

they would have opened themselves to influence by the Arab

and Kabyle sections, which might have cast the deciding

votes. But in 1954 even unity would not have changed the

outcome of the voting on any specific issue. The Europeans

did in fact achieve solidarity on one issue. Except for

the Socialists and the Communist, they all opposed increases

in the income and value-added taxes and blocked administra

tion attempts to raise these levies. But, while this victory

cannot be minimized, it was won because the governor general

let himself be intimidated and because the industrious

Abderrahmane Fares found a loophole through which the

administration ‘could jettison its proposal without too much

loss of face. Whether the Europeans could have achieved the

same result in a showdown vote of the assembly is difficult

to say.

240
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The uroroan farmers also ron significant concessions.
They wrote an additional 100 million francs into the opera
tions bidget and 600 millions into the investment budget,
despite opposition from the finance Coinmision. 2urthermore,
the basic te.: ::cmtion for farmers ‘r.c incrDased at a cost
of 450 millions.

The confinaration of the majority necessitated such
concessions. Eccause the ,oveiinent could not or would not
depend on nationalist suport, it needed to hold at least a
few conservative uropean otes. It needed to bid for the
votes of moderate conservatives lihe aurice flaou:, Gratien
raure, mat, flen3orders and Charles rincat, all
friends of agriculture whose voting records put them at
the bo’.ndary of a raininuri winnin coalition. such conces
sions Pro’Dabl prevented other :uroreans from joining De
Calan, raretad and egond in voting açainst the final
version of the budget, since such a large proportion of the

• european opposition was sensitive to rural COflCeI’flS.

(uite clearly, however, the domination of the
najorit:- had assed from Thiropean to ::usnm hands.

• breahdown of old—style aDoliticism, the continued presence
of some .uropean represcntatves of the ±eft in the assembly,
the analEamation of the three Einancial )elsgations into a
ningle leislatüre, and the Statute of 1947 had contributed to
this change in power relations within the assembly and between
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the assembly and the Government General. But these factors

are not a sufficient explanation. In the light of the

interwar experience, one would have expected the conservative

Europeans to win over enough “beni—oui-oui” votes to

reconstitute any strength lost to the European Left and to

form a majority the administration would have been hard

pressed to control.

Rens points out that the first session of the Algerian

Assembly contained such a majority, conspicuously European,

held together by opposition to the nationalists.27 But the

administration had already begun to intervene in the electoral

process. The nationalist threat was small within the assembly

from the start, and it diminished still further after the

elections of 1951. The antinationalist motive for solidarity

lost intensity, and the governing coalition gradually came

apart. in response, the administration fashioned a minimal

winning coalition from those delegates to whom it had always

been closest, the Muslims and liberal Europeans. As a

result, it achieved a control over the assembly that it had

never had in the Financial Delegations. The political

ineptitude of Roger Lonard prevented him from exercising

personal power over the assembly but did not alter, the basic

dependence of the assembly on the administration.

Both Lonard and Naegelen before him wished to push

ahead with development in order to keep Algeria in the French
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sphere. They subdued the political machinery in their

pursuit of this goal, and thus subverted the Algerian

Assembly, rendering it representative of only the administra

tion viewpoint. Instead of serving as an arena for conflict

and bringing Muslims and Europeans face to face to resolve

their differences, the assembly’s artificial majority

suppressed conflict and pushed it outside, where it would

eventually be resolved by force.

The resulting calm lulled metropolitan France into

a false belief that all was well. Neither Naegelen nor

Lonard could attract the attention of harried French

officials, precisely because Algeria was quiet while

Morocco, Tunisia, and Indochina were not. The governors

fashioned their own isolation from Algerian opinion on one

haid and from France on the other. Their self-charted path

eroded the legitimacy of Algerian institutions in the eyes

of both the Arab-Berber and the European populations.

One result was increased fragmentation of both the

Muslim and European political elites. The UDMA and the

MTLD were undermined in their efforts to carry on the struggle

within existing institutions. Furthermore, a majority of

Europeans also began to doubt that the system would protect

their interests. A minority became more systematic in its

opposition to the administration than either the nationalists

or the European Left. As Jacques Soustelle and Robert Lacoste



were soon to discover, it was increasingly difficult to

lead such a fragmented policy in any direction whatsoever

244



245

c: 9

‘i-E :zxs or AUCO:Y AND C?:A1I

Althouh colonial Algeria was often considered an

integral part of rrance, it exercised substantial political

antonori3r as a result of a emissive legal structure, a

favorable anvirontient, and an rformal systeti of power

relations • Shrewd Duroije an :‘iotales utilized carefully

collected to prevent successive ninisters from tadng

an active pa:’t in Algerian affairs and from haching reform

ninded, innovative governor generals. Without direction

fron Paris, or even support, governors could choose between

huniliating disnissal and compromise with the local notables,

who ultimately controlled the reaction of the central

authorities. iost governors chose to curry the favor of

Euroean notables and acçuiesce in a system of virtual

self—government for the colony.

The e facto sliage of power fron Paris to Algiers

occasioned infoalit:r in decisiorrnadng. Within the smaller

arena, rrench nultipartism eeeried irrelevant to the princi

pal issues dividing the settlers from native Algerians The

structure of the rinancial Delegation, fornialj entrusted

with supervision of the budget, tended to discourage al—
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liancos across the ethiüc frontier and to leave ::usliras

isolated in the face of settler unity. ven after 1947,

when political parties had demonstrated their effectiveness

in mobilizing the Iuslim masses, French governor generals

“saved” Algeria from partisan politics by promoting the

election of indeoendent uslim candidates. TogeTher with

a group of uropean moderates, these men of the administra—

tionts na1:ing dominated the assembly and minimized the im

pact of the nationalist parties. Autonomy detached Algeria

from the partisan political strnggle in ‘rance, separating

i:uslims from possible allies and reducing the utility of

their own efforts at political organization.

lioreover, administrators acc!uired great power in

Algeria as a result of the inability or unwillingness of

central authorities to govern the colony. Although forced

to share power ‘ore World ?ar Ii with the settler—domi

nated Delegations,- administrators held important preroga

tives in educational, security and budgetary policy. After

the war, increased Algerian dependence on ‘rench money fur

ther magnified the importance of the regional administratic..

In many matters, only the administration could step into the

breach between de re authority, which lay unused in France,

and do facto power, which rested illegitimately with the

settlers. Onlythe administration could add the stamp of

legitimacy to settler decisions Te bureaucracy in Algiers

swelled •into a monster, as a result, and the gnvernor gen—
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eral and his advisors came to reserai)le a prime minister

and his cabinet, if not a hin.g and his court. ut the

was
governorneitiier hing nor Dririe minister. Unlike the

:-‘rench cabinet, the rovernor and his advisers were not poli

tical representatives of a sovereign leis1ative ‘oody. The

governor o;red his job to Parliament, but tenure did not de

pend on the survival of a majority or a government. Few

governors were even politicians. Algeria lived under ad—

ministrative rather than Parliamentary government as a con—

seouence of the do facto autonoDr accorded the regional

authorities.

It is true that iuslims always preferred bureaucra

tic to political decisions. They would ta:e a chance even

on an ‘..rnsrmpathetic governor rather than confront a settler

majority in the Financial Delegations. However, their mod

est successes with the bureaucracy barely justified the pre

ference. dithout fiia direction from Paris, administrators

needed to please the settlers, if they wished to keep their

positions. Furtheore, settler politicians shared an eth

nic identity, c’.’ltural background, and family ties with the

bureaucrats; htropeans could he assured of a hearing no

matter how strident their complaints, whereas iuslims risked

failure for demanding too little, for demanding too much,

and for not demanding whatever they were demanding in a
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proper, uropean way. O say that ::uslims received better

treatment by the bureaucracy than by the settler—dominated

asseiblies is to cay little. It is tore important to note

that informality, whether of the legislative or bureaucratic

variety, hurt native Algerians by ta2ing from them the wea—

poii of the disadvantaged: political organization.1

Thus the case studies apPear to confirm the three

propositions advanced at the beginning of this book: that

a region may achieve autonomy within a unitary system under

conditions of low partisan tension between center and pen

phery; that autonomy, by reducing the size of the consti

tuency in which decisions are t&.:en, tends to produce relaz—

ation of these .ru.les, exemplified by‘1apolitical” approaches

to politics and administrative encroacnent on the legis—

lative domain, works to the detriment of disadvantaged

groups. And yet, although most of the evidence conforms

to these propositions, not all of it fits equally well and

not all the h:-otheses have been equally well tested in all

of their aspects. verywhere there are bumps and cracks

and holes and roh spots around the areas where the fit

between model and evidence is relatively smooth.

The ability of regional notables to accept or re—

ject the mediation of the governor general enabled them to

exercise more influence in Algerian politics than either

I I
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the law of 1 DO r;ramti:.g :incial ao:o::y or the Alrerian

Statute of 1947 seemed to guarantee. :hei power of choice

represented a he: element in the political process by which

structural and environnemtal possibilities were transformed

into effective olitica1 autonomy. It enabled them to ex

ploit their economic and social predominance within Algeria

and to prevent Arabs and erbers from capitalizing on their

numerical advantages. The losers were metropolitan prance,

which was generally too preocc:uied with its own problems

to care, and the i:uslim Algerians, who were perpetually

underrepresented at the regional level and who depended on

metropolitan rotection from t:e settlers.

In general the Algerian legislature possessed this

capacity to choose. Zy rejecting sugestions of the Finance

Iinistry and the governor, the inancial Delegations forced

arbitration of the budget in 2arlianent in 1934. y con

testing Governor Viollette’s right to mahe policy for Al

geria, they virtually obliged the Algerian deputies and

senators to see:: his recall0 rejecting Governor leonard’s

tax proposals in 1954, the Algerian Assen’oly showed confi

dence that a better agreement could be ne:otiated with a

different intermediary. In those areas where neither the

governor nor the central government imposed directives, as

in the cases ofeducational policy between 1020 and 1930

(with the exception of the Viollette years) and between

1948 and 1054, the legislature elaborated what little policy
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was made. Occasionally individuals attempted to upstage

the assemblies and establish autonomous positions for them

selves. For example, in 1954 Abderrajrniane Fars returned

from Paris with more financial assistance than the governor

general had obtained. But the outstanding instance of in

dividual influence was Emile performance in the

security crisis of 1934. As mayor of Constantine, general

councillor and deputy, he possessed the credentials to move

along either the normal administrative path, using the gov

ernor general as an intermediary, or the alternative route

through Parliament. I•iorinaud personally opted to outflank

the governor in an appeal to the metropolitan ministries.

This strategy altered the course of decisionrnaking.

One might be tempted to dismiss iorinaud as an

unusual personality of unusual influence. In the light of

findings &oout French local politics, however, it

is perhaps more reasonable to associate his success with his

position as deputy-mayor. Gremion’s reputational studies

of French doartements found that deputy-mayors of large

cities were often mentioned as rivaling the prefect in

importance.2 I submit that this may be a result of the

deputy—mayor’s freedom to choose between the arbitration of

the prefect and direct negotiations with Paris.

Iost Algerian membezs o± Parliament do not seem to

have played important roles in regional decisionniaking.

Even in the security crisis of 1934—35, most of them took



FE
251

a .rait_and_see attitude. They helped shape the outcome of

the 1935 budget, because Parliament had formal powers of

review; but in 1954, when Parliament no longer enjoyed those

powers, they were uninvolved. ITor was educational policy

of any concern to them. Although several were general

councillors, and thus local notables, they were not the

notables with whom the governor general had to deal regular

ly. They did not have the freedom to choose how decisions

would be made.

Individually Algerian legislators were in an analo

gous position. Although many of them traveled frequently

to Paris, they lacked the solid metropolitan footings that

would have enabled them to become individual mediators.

Nembers of the Financial Delegations and of the Algerian

Assembly were legally unable to sit in Parliament. They

needed the help of the parliamentary delegation if they

wished to bypass the governor general, and that route was

slow and costly. i:emberâ of the Algerian legislature were

not necessarily close friends of their representatives in

Parliament. Deputies and senators were reluctant to ex

pend their influence to obtain the recall of a governor

general who was not absolutely unacceptable to them, es

pecially since his successor might have other policy pre

ferences distasteful to the settlers. Consequently, the

Algerian legislators were obliged to move collectively.

However, the regional legislature would not have
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disposed of this critical freedom to disregard the governor

general without the protection of the Algerian delegation

in Parliament. On every issue besides the budget9 the cen—

traJ. government might have reversed the Financial Delegations

on the ground that the budget alone was a raatter of local

discretion. The idea of autonomy required constant defense.

IIoreover, because the risk of suppression increased with

the level of partisan tension between Paris and Algiers,

the local notables needed help in fending off or taming un

friendly governments. Finally, they needed assurance that

a governor general who did not accept the guidance of the

Algerian legislature would be disciplined, not supported,

by his Parisian suDerior.

• The defense of autonomy proved less difficult in

fact than it was in theory. Although the local exercise of

political power in a unitary system lacked any sanction in

the law, this fact was seldom thrown up to the settlers,

probably because such a comment would have applied to local

politics north as well as south of the editerranean. In

every dartement of France there were questions that could

be settled by the elected representatives of t1ie dDartement

in consultation with the local prefecture. If these special,

local issues were broader in Algeria than elsewhere, the

settlers said it was because Algeria was enormous and be

cause it contained millions of Arab and Berber inhabitants.

They argued that these characteristics rendered it unlike
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other arteents. Only those familiar with its special

flavor, therefore, had a legitimate role in deciding even

the broadest questions, such as native policy and economic

development. The opinions of metropolitan deputies were

welcomed, as long as they coincided with those of the

European Algerian5•Dissenters were scorned and harassed.

The fact that the French government tolerated these

attitudes can be explained partly by indifference, but the

Algerian salesmanship deserves credit, and so does the

plausibility of their case. The similarity between French

politics at the departmental level and Algerian politics at

the regional level wa taken for granted. As defenders of

their districts, French deputies influenced the retention

or dismissal of prefects; they played strong roles in local

as well as national politics and used one position to bol—

ste.r the other. Peculiar as the pattern of Algerian pali—

tics nay have been, it was imderstandable in the light of

French erDerience. The Algerian deputies had only to argue

that local1tadministrative11 autonomy could legitimately be

broader in Algeria than in France, not that something should

exist in Algeria for which there was no precedent in France.

The defense against hostile governments also proved

somewhat less difficult in fact than in theory. The settlers

feared hostility from the Popular Front goverment headed by

Leon Blurn in 1936, but the dreaded outcome, passage of the

Plum—Viollette proposal on Muslim citizenship, never materi—

:
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alized. Among the six.cases examined here, only two provide

examples of a French govern.inent imposing its will on Algeria

despite settler opposition. Both examples, the decision on

school construction in 1944 and the reaction to the securi

ty crisis of 1945, involved the government of General de

Gaulle. In 1944 and 1945 the Resistance and Left groups

backing De Gaulle were openly hostile to most European no

tables in Algeria. Even after the Financial Delegations had

been replaced by the Financial Assembly, elected by the Gen

eral Councils, the regional majority was clearly more con

servative than De Gaulle’s. The three most disciplined

French parties, the Cornmirnists, the Socialist and the 11RP,

monopolized power, but even these parties eventually showed

a willingness to follow the inclinations of their Algerian

supporters in questions of Algerian policy. A cabinet that

wished to cçovern Algeria from Paris to effect partisan ideals

or t improve its partisan position was the exception rather

than the rule.

Nonetheless, the settlers may have helped make it

the exception. Ferhaps Algerian voters were largely respon

sible, since they repeatedly returned deputies and senators

from the center of the political spectrum. Algeria elected

more Radicals than members of any other political group,

although it moved to the right or left with the French na

tion as a whole. Europeans of Algeria voted for parties

that supported French governments, and the men they elected

did in fact vote with virtually every government to hold
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power between 1920 and 1954.

Indeed, the relative unity of the Algerian delega

tion and its rather extraordinary fidelity to government

after government makes one wonder whether these were not

consequences of strategy as well as of the ballot box, at

least in the interwar period. A contemporary observer called

the Algerians Itministerialists,113and detailed examiniation

of their voting records bears him out. For example, a ma—
of

iorityAlgerian deputies supported every ministry at its

inception, between 1932 and 1936, and left the ranks of

government troops on only three confidence votes in a sam

ple of 39——all three of them votes that toppled governments.4

The settlers did not prove, a perfect bellwether for the move

ment of the majority, sticking with Albert Sarraut on I7ovem-

ber 23, 1933, and with Pierre—tienne Flandin, IIarch 15,

1935, in their momenta of defeat. But these failures to

join the wimi.ing side would appear to have been neither

miscalculation nor genuine partisanship in French politics.

A senator from the Aude, Sarraut had been minister of the

colonies from 1920 until 1924 and again in 1932 and 1933.

Moreover, he had written a book on colonial :)olicy. Plandin

was a former resident general of Tunisia who had spent

four years of his childhood in Algeria; he had seen Algeria

through the difficult times of late 1934 and 1935 without

bending even slightly to Muslim demands for reform. It is

comprehensible that the settlers should have demonstrated
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special loyalty to these men, even at the risk of falling

temporarily out of step with the majority. Otherwise, their

record of running with the majority, whether it was led by

Edward Herriot or Pierre Iaval, suggests that ministerialism

may have been an Algerian strategy. xtensive but as yet

incomplete analysis of the rest of the interwar period lends

further substance to the speculation. Algerian deputies

behaved as if it were important that they work from within

a governing majority.

Whether strategic or accidental, adherence to the

majority of the day helred the settler deputies defend Al

geria against overzealous administrators. The ultimate de

terrent to independent action by a governor general such as

Vlollette or Chtaigneau, was recall to Paris. But recall

required government recommendation and parliamentary ap

proval. It is difficult to see how the settlers could have
A

acted effectively against either iollette or Chataigneau

from the banks of the opobsition.

On a short—term basis the defense against adminis

trators could be successful only with the help of the minis

ter of the interior, charged with supervising Algerian a:—

fairs. The actions of the minister influenced the course

of decision in the security crisis of 1934, the budget—

making decision of that year, and in the security crisis

of 1945. In other matters he affected outcomes by his in

action. It was as impotant to European Algeria that the

I
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minister do nothing on issues where the governor general

was “right’ as it was that he rectify a “mistake” in the

governor’s behavior. Membership in the majority coalition

gave Algerians privileged access to the minister’s office

and made it difficult for him to uphold a governor general

whom they opposed.

The Algerian defense against hostile administrators

faltered only in the case of the Finance Ministry, which

remained beyond the reach of Algerian deputies in 1934 and

again in 1954. Finance Ministry decisions on the 1934 budget

withstood settler objections. Because the minister of

finance was not responsible for Algeria and no section of

his ministry devoted itself exclusively to Algerian affairs,

he did not have to deal with the Algerian deputies on a

regular basis. Furthermore, the Finance Commission of the

Chamber was less weighted with Algerian deputies than the

Commission of the Interior, Algeria and the Colonies.

The governor general pleaded the Algerian case, but the

minister of finance, invoking technical budgetary con

siderations, could and did insist on his point of view.

In 1954 the Algerian deputies were even less successful

in bringing pressure to bear on Finance, Parliament no

longer had the right to examine the Algerian budget in even

its prewar, cursory fashion. There was no longer an oppor-.

tunity to berate the Finance Ministry’s “irresponsible” arid

“arbitrary” actions. Thus when Abderrahmane Fars, presi—

dent of the Algerian Assembly, decided that the terms worked



258

out between the governo general and the Finance Ministry

had to be renegotiated, he was obliged to construct an ad

line of influence to carry his appeal. He himself ieit

to Paris to reac.h the isolated Finance Ministry.

The difference between Finance Ministry coldness

to the Algerian advances and Interior Ministry warmth was

the difference between central decision making based on

national considerations and regional decision making en

dorsed by central authorities. Under conditions of low

partisan tension, the minister of the interior needed the

support of Algerian deputies as much as they needed his.

Concessions to the settlers cost him little in terms of

metropolitan support, whereas the Finance Ministry could

give ground to one region only by taking it from another.

Since the governor general took his instructions from the

minister of the interior, he found himself subject to the

weight of settler opinion, exerted from above and below.

Rather than a representative o± the national will, the gov

ernor of Algeria became a partner of the Algerian legisla

ture in the exercise of regional autonomy.

I argued at the outset that a ‘eversal of this au

tonomy would occur under two sorts of conditions, both re

flective of partisan tensions: when a party or coalition

of parties in power at the national level lacks majority

status at the regional level, or when a single, highly dis

ciplined party dominates both levels of governient, and its

national leaders alienate local notables by dictating local and
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national poLicies. The evidence from the case studies sun—

ports one part of the hypothesis. For e::ample, the gradual

decentralization of decisionrnai:ing in the security crisis

of 1945 went hand in hand with lessening political tensions

between Paris and Algiers. But even the increasing domina

tion of politics by the three highly disciplined parties

did not offset this trend. C2uite to the contrary, these par

ties showed a growing willingness to follow the inclina

tions of their Algerian supporters in questions of Algeri

an policies, and to hasten, as a result, the return to a

more decentralized pattern of decision. One must thus

either reject party discipline as a cause of centralized,

administrative government in a unitary system or e)-t least

suggest that party competition offsets the effect of disci

pline. Ferhe:s party discipline would be sufficient to

maintain tension between center and periphery if a single

party dominated the system at both levels. Since there is

no example of such a situation in Algeria, however, the

difference in party strengths between levels of govexnent

must be regarded as the crucial variable.

Informal contacts between settler deputies and the

Ministry of the nterior helped to preserve Algerian autono

my, and autonomy promoted the development of even greater

informality in the form of apoliticism and administrative
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decisionmaking. As pedicted, these patterns diminished

the influence of Arabs and Berbers, who lacked the resources

to compete with Europeans in the politics of consensus,

negotiation and pressure. What is more, the deemphasis

on partisan politics and majority decision reduced the in

fluence of the least advantaged among the uropeans.

In prewar Algeria Arabs and Berbers had held a sig

nificant minority of the seats in the Fainancial Delegations.

Had they voted as a bloc, as they usually did, and had the

Europeans been as divided among themselves as were deputies

in the French Chamber, Iuslims should have been frequent

partners in winning coalitions. But the European delegates

shut them out by declaring that the business of the Dele

gations was aDolitical. They papered over their o’.rn politi

cal differences to achieve unity and defeat the Iuslim minori

ty on a regular basis.

A bit of this aooliticism was built into the Finan

cial Delegations. Each of the four sections——colon, non—

colon, Arab, and Eabyle--deliberated separately, on the

theory that each represented a different sort of taxpayer.

In fact, the landed interests were represented in the non—

colon and native delegations as well as in the colon.5

R.ther than serving as protection for any but farmer—tax

payers, the scheme merely facilitated European efforts

to reconcile their own positions before confronting the

Arabs and Berbers. Hence the. 30 per cent share of the
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seats hold by iuslims was worth much less.

ore than a feature of structure, apoliticism was

so successful a strategy for preserving European domination

in Algeria that it bacame an empirical description of reality.

The European Algerians reasoned that they would be defeated

and driven out of Algeria if they permitted themselves to

be divided in the face of the Arab and Berber majority.

Uflited, they could prevent Arabs and Berbers from joining

a wimiing coalition a from increasing their minority posi

tion in elected assemblies.

The strategy was most effective in the realm of

security policy, which was the nubbin of it all as far as

the settlers were concerned. :uslim influence probably never

fell lower than in the security crisis of 1934—1935. At

first iorinaud seemed to split with his friends and colleagues,

demanding a more radical solution than they thouh4dvisable.

But Inerior Linister Regnier found common denominator on

which everyone—-he claimed even ilusliris——could agree: the

authority of the governor general should be aumented. This

was an apolitical solution as far as the settlers were con

cerned, but it was, of course, political defeat for the Arab

and Berber dissidents who had pinned their hopes on reform.

In the security crisis of 1945 the initial Communist

reaction, which condemned the nationalists as well as tifascist

plotters,r showed that the apolitical approach to security

was not dead, even though the war had rent terrible gaps in
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European unity. Those splits began to reappear by the end

of the summer of 1945, much to the distress of conservative

Europeans, who believed the Socialists and the Communists

were traitors to the cause of French Algeria, because they

had broken ranks on native policy. For the moment, the

moral standing of the conservatives was so low in the eyes

of the Left, and the Left’s position so traitorous in the

eyes of the Right, that apoliticisrn was impossible. The

amnesty bill was passed in that fleeting moment. But in

the legislative elections of the fall of 1946 multiparty

tickets in defense of French sovereignty were victorious

in Algeria. Apoliticism had been revived.

• A united front was maintained more easily in the

field of educational policy. Between 1920 and 1930 Arab and

Berber influence was minimal, because the Europeans could *

not be divided on such questions. Thanks to the bureaucracy,

and especially to Mauric,e Viollette, they were able to

protect their small share of school construction funds.

But they got nowhere with reouests that Arabic be taught

more widely and that private schools be looked upon with *

official favor.

After World War II the Muslims met with little more

success, altho’igh Arabs and Berbers held half the seats in

the Algerian Assembly. They had had as small a part as

the settlers in the elaboration of the school construction
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plan of 1944, which was the work of De Gaulle and his staff.

After 1948 they still were unable to promote the cause of

Arabic or gain subsidies for private schools. Apoliticism

again prevailed, but apoliticism of a sort that now included

moderate, independent Muslim delegates as well as non-leftist

Europeans, The attitude was no longer anti-Muslim; it was

more precisely anti-nationalist, anti-separatist. And since

the separatists (the nationalists and the Left2 were the most

vocal partisans of educational reform, apoliticism helped

frustrate those efforts.

If one excepts the 1945 security debacle, wnich

occurred in a climate of high tensions within the European

community, apoliticisrn failed as a strategy in only one

domain: the budget. Perhaps the Europeans could not convince

even themselves that taxes were not politics, for they allowed

themselves to be split on the issue in 1934 and again in

1954. As one would expect, Arabs and Berbers were most

influential in that area.

In 1934 the defeat of the sugar tax at the fall session

of the Financial Delegations was a partial victory, later

nullified, and led to no others. Had the Europeans been

attentive, they would surely never have permitted it. But

it was a victory nevertheless, and one of the few for Muslims

in the interwar period.

In 1954 apoliticism again collapsed, this time because

of European opposition to any new taxes. The Muslim portion
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of the governinp coalition was probably opposed to new taxes,

too, but Muslims put maintenance of the development program

highest on their scale of values. They were willing to

vote some new taxes if necessary. In the ensuing mele, the

Europeans were so divided among themselves that even the

nationalist UDMA was at one point able to cast the deciding

votes. The Muslim majority and the nationalists together

helped defeat the most extreme proposals of the European

conservatives.

These breakdowns in European solidarity—one of them

fleeting, the other longer-lasting—call attention to the

shifting distribution of benefits among categories of the

.European population. In 1934 the urban, commercially

oriented members of the non-colon delegation had broken

ranks to join Muslims in opposition to the head tax; to rejoin

their European colleagues and prevent Muslims from achieving

further victories, theyhad to agree to an increase in the

tax on sugar, wnich they had also opposed in separate session.

Apoliticism served the colon delegation and its allies among

the non-colons, many of whom were also owners of agricultural

land, as a tool of persuasion against more liberal, urban-

based members of the non-colon body, especially those

representing he dpartement of Oran.

The conflict between a majority of the Europeans and

Governor Maurice Viollette seven years earlier had revealed
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the existence of such a cleavage. The conflict reached crisis

proportions in June 1927, over administration proposals to

build an ammunition factory in Algeria and to increase

Algeria’s contribution to the French military budget. On

a pair of crucial votes, which sent against Viollette 35—30

and 34-30, all Arabs and Kabyles voted for the governor.

They were joined in the minority by seven non—colon and

three colon delegates. Six of the seven non—colons and

one of the three colons came from the dóoartement of Oran.6

The majority against Viollette might be seen as a

union of those delegates and regions who benefited from

the malapportionment of seats in the Financial Delegations.

All colon constitutencies had a stake in the system, since

they held half the European seats with only a fifth of the

electorate.7 Moreover, the darternent of Oran recieved no

bonuses in recognition of its larger European population.

Thus underrepresented from two points of view, the non-colons

from Oran should naturally have been the most favorable toward

reform. They suffered less than Muslims from the de facto

promotion of the Financial Delegations from consultative

assembly to legislative body, but they suffered all the same.

Apoliticism did not die with the Financial Delegations.

In fact, the tenuous alliance between progressive settlers

and non-nationalist Muslims, evident in the budgetary

discussion of 1954, depended on a new variant of apoliticism,

fostered this time by the administration rather
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than settler rcpresentativos. ‘.L1ho administration had hepun

using every means at its disposal to persuade !uslims to es

chew the genuinely Muslim political movements and to sup.-.

port instead a course of non-partisan economic and social

development within the boundaries established by the Statute

of 1947. By 000DtingArabs and Berbers into the majority,

the administration hoped to avoid any real conce:ssion to the

partisans of chaxire:8 the reactionary settlers, who wished

nothing.more than a return to the old—style, apolitical

alliance against Muslims; the Th.zropean Ieft, which had been

seeking either complete integration or meaningful autonomy;

and the nationalists, who were increasingly bent on indepen

dence. The new apoliticism, like the old, served the status

quo.

The new style of apoliticism also resembled the pre

war variety in its dependence on Algerian autonomy. It is

inconceivable that the electoral manipulation on which the

new majority depended could have been accomplished north of

the Mediterranean, or even that the Fz’ench administration

in France would have dreamed of such massive intervention.

It is difficult to imagine an administration so opposed to

the nationalist parties in a context other than the Algerian,

where it hadbeen considered vital to keep the unative

question” out of politics. The old apoliticiso fostered a

mentality conducive to the new. But the new apoliticism

must also be understood in the long—standing Algerian tra—
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dition of collaboratior. bet’recn politicians and administra

tors.

This collaboration assumed special importance in

Algeria as a result of the stark, unrealistic distinction

between the political responsibilities of the administra

tion and the financial powers of the Algerian Assemblies.

Formally nothing prevented all—out war and stalemate, since

the assemblies could not remove the governor general or

eliminate jobs in the Goveriment G-eneral and since the gov

ernor general could not dissolve the assemblies. iothing

prevented the governor from tursuing administrative policies

offensive to the settlers in areas such as native policy,

where he was formally the sole source of legislation (by

delegation from the president of the Republic and the minis

ter of the interior), and nothing stood in the way of an

all—out assault by the assemblies on any program the adminis

tration proposed: no new expenditures could be undertaken

without the consent of the assemblies. In theory, the cen

tral govenent might have intervened as arbiter9 bolstering

the administration and overturning the judgements .f the

assemblies, but in reality it seldom intervened in Algerian

affairs, as the case studies have sho•rn. Hence the extra

ordinary need for informal links between politicians and

administrators in Algeria.

A single c:ample illustrates the power of these

informal relations. 1 originally expected that the cleavage

I



268

between politicians and administrators might be significant
for an understanding of Algerian politics. As an initial
test if the hypothesis, I began searching for evidence of
mutual hostilit:r in decisionmaking on the 1935 budget. The
results vitiated the hypothesis. Far from attacking one
another, politicians fought first in Algeria and then in
France to protect the colonial supplements paid Algerian
functionaries from the salary deductions the French govern
ment had imposed on all of its emDloyees——at a cost to the
Algerian budget of some 12 million francs. And the bureau
crats obligingly listened to the perenni&.. railing of the
assembly against administrative excesses. The governor
geieral told the Financial Delegations: “1 am the enemy
of. inflated and complex organisms, which have all too ftn
given cause to quite ustified criticism.9 He even sug
gested the elimination of two members of the Conseildu
Gouveement, a body of administrative official whose duties
were mainly foxal but also included adjudication of land
disputes. The two positions the governor proposed to elimi
nate were from a pooi of seven eouncillor-reporters., who pre
pared reports for the council on such disputes. They had long
enjoyed the distrust of the settlers for their reputed fa
voritism of !uslirn interests.10 Thus the Finance Commission
of the Financial Delegations not only accepted the governor’s
proposal but urged him to eliminate yet a third councillor
reporter. The administration was as eater to ilease the
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delegates as the clelorates, esocially the non—colons, wore

anxious to protect tho special privilccs of Algerian func

tionaries (We all defend thcm here; we are hero for that.11)

As one would expect, such transactions often occurred

at the expense of Iuslirns. After the initiation of a school

construction program in the 1920’s, school officials directed

more money toward European than toward native primary schools,
although an identical amount of money was programmed for each.

Governor Maurice Viollette was appalled to find that both the

Delegations and his mm director of agriculture oposed his

efforts to encourage improvement in farming methods of small
farmers, European and Muslim.12 In the security crisis of

1934 the upshot of negotiations between -overnment General,

central administration and Financial Delegations was that

no !Iuslims were included in the mobile guard. In 1954,
the informal contact between the administration and the fi

nance commission of the Algerian Assembly deprived nation
alists of the influence they might otherwise have had on

fellow iiu51i2s Lurfrg floor debate.

Virtually no Arabs and Berbers had penetrated the

higher levels of the Government Gerneral of Algeria by 1954.13

Before World War II there were none above the level of native
assistant to mayors in communes do Diem e::ercice and to ad—

ministratorz of gomrnunes rnimte, The settlers, particularly

those of French stock, dominated the administration, which

numbered 26,000 in 1934. Two—thirds of these persons were
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classified as cadres troolitins, as opposed to cadres
colonlaux, but even many of the cadrcs mt1itains who
manned the postal service, the endaorie, the French sys
tem of justice, 2uropean schools, and half the posts in Li
nanciaJ services, became permanent residents of Algeria.
All the native affairs personnel and about 90 per cent of
the central and prefectoral administrative corps were cadres
coloniaux. Settler politicians had friends and relatives
everywhere within the administration.

For all of that, Arabs and 3erhers invariably pre
ferred settler burcaucrats to settler politicians. Some
administrators earned iuslim respect for their impartiality.
Others obviously thought all liuslims should approach on
bended lmee. How else can one explain Rgnier’s objection
to the tone and manner of some of those Arabs and Berbers
he encountered on his trip to Algeria in 1935 and his con
tention that others, presumably those who had been less
frank, had concurred in his observation that French authori
ty needed to be restored? The administration’s differential
attitude toward llohamed endjelloul and Ferhat Abbas further
substantiates this tendency to accept or reject for reasons
of style rather than substance. Racism in an infinite vari
ety of forms and degrees doubtless improved uropean chances
for a fair hearing before the administration and diminished
those of Muslims, even if the Weberian ethic made bureau
crats more responsive than settler politicians to !uslim
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demands.

The informality of Algerian politics tended to brake

political adaptation to the economic and social changes that

were transforming the inert Muslim majority into an active

political force. It rewarded those who already enjoyed high

status within the system——the wine growers, the functionaries,

the citizens of French stock, and settlers in general——rather

than farmers, shopkeepers, recent immigrants, and Arabs and.

Berbers. It minimized the effectiveness of political organi

zation and, as a conseQuence, reduced the impact of numbers,

at least in the short run.

The LirJz

• This political iobility at the regional level would

have been less decisive had the central government possessed

a desire to innovate and the power to impose its vision o±

the future. However, as a result of the informal pattern

of relations by which settler notables told Paris what it

should tell Algiers, this avenue toward change proved a

culde sac. Thus the argument seems to have come full circle:

informality in the ties between Paris and Algiers protected

regional autonomy, which permitted the operation of an

informal pattern of regional politics injuious to Muslims.

Actually, the system must be seen as a single integrated,

settler response to the challenge of governing Algeria from

a minority position. If theapolitical” settler front had

collapsed in the ?inancial Delegations and the Muslims had

I
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been dra’,n into the majority, disaffected settlers would

probably have sought to govern the colony through Paris,

reducing the autonomous subsystem they had helped create.

f, on the other hand metropolitan France had suddenly

seized the initiative and, in an unusual burst of interest,

assumed close direction of affairs in the colony, the utili

ty to the settlers of their dominance of the Financial Dele

gations and even of their informal contacts within the ad

ministration would have diminished1 Autonomy and. inform

ality were but two dimensions of political response to

problems of minority rule within a subunit of a unitary

system.

This interdependence of the two dimensions makes it

reasonable to speak of them asasystem——or a subsystem of

the French system——capable of enormous resistance to change

from the inside. The system blunted the force of national—

jet agitation and metropolitan liberalism by coopting both

and providing neither with significant influence. The most

enduring political changes to occur in Algeria between 1920

and 1954 followed a temporary dismantling of the system from

the outside, by the C-ermans in France and by De Gaulle in

Algiers. Yet it reappeared, and by 1954 its inertia seemed

as great as it had been in the 1930’s. :t should not be

surprising that Arabs and Berbers felt obliged to go outside

the system to achieve independence.

Of course, a measure o± autonomy for Algeria probably
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prevented the settlers from taking their independence from

France fifty or sixty years earlier and maintaining it irnder

conditions that would probably have been even less favorable

to Arabs and Barbers. But that fact only reinforces the

contention that autonomy, whatever its other virtues, is

en instrunent for those with a stake in the preservation

of the status quo.15 By 1954 it was cutting both ways,

against the reactionary settlers unhappy with the rapidity

of postwar refon and against the nationalists who deplored

the slowness of change. An understanding of this inertia

may help to explain the violence of the ensuing conflict.

s
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APPENDIX A

GOVERNOR GENERALS OF ALGERIA, 1920-1954

Jean-Baptiste Abel 1919-1921

Thodore Steeg 1921-1924
An eminent Radical senator, former minister and future
president of the Council.

Maurice Viollette 1925-1927
A social democrat who earned himself the hatred of
European Algerian by championing modest reform pro
posals on behalf of Mus1ims.

Pierre Bordes 1927-1930
A functionary whose long experience in Algeria made
him a welcome, reliable replacement for Viollette in
the eyes of the settlers.

Jules Carde 1930-1935
A career functionary, born in Algeria, with experience
elsewhere in French Africa, who identified himself
with settler interests.

Georges Le Beau 1935-1940

Admiral Abrial 1940-1941

Maxime Weygand 1941

Ives-Charles Ch&tel 1941-1943
Marcel Peyrouton 1943

Georges Catroux 1943-1944
An experienced North African hand who moved with
firmness aair-ist nationalist initiatives while at
the same tim initiating a Gaullist program of reforms.

Ives Chtaigneau 1944-1948
A Socialist diplomat appointed by De Gaulle to pursue
a program of i.uslim reforms. Like Viollette, he became
unpopular with the settlers.

11



Marcel-Edrnond Naeelen 1948-1951
A former minister of education wrio, as an Alsatian
ocia1ist, favored reform and opposed separatism.
When the aims proved incompatible, his hostility to
the nationalist movement overrode his desire for
reform,

Roger Lonard 1951-1954
A former prefect of police in Paris who was identified
with the Radical party. He lacked politicalfinesse
to match administrative skills,



276

APPENDIX B

FRENCH PREMIERS, 1920-1954

ELECTIONS--November 16, 1919--Victory of the Bloc National.

Alexandre Millerand, non-ir.scrit (January 20--February
18, 1920) (February lB--September 23, 1920)

Georges Leyues, Rpub1icain de Gauche (September 25,
.1920--January 12, 1921)

Aristide Briand, Roublicain Socialiste (January 16,
1921--January 12, 1922)

Raymond Poincar, Union Roublicairie (January 15, 1922--
March 26, 1924) (March 29--June 1, 1924)

ELECTIONS--May 11, 1924--Victory of the Cartel des Gauches.

François-Marsal, Union Rublicaine (June 9--13, 1924)

Edouard 1-lerriot, Radical Socialiste (June 15, 1924--
April 10, 1925)

Paul Painlev, Re’nublicain Socialiste (April 17--
October 27, 1925) (October 29--November 22, 1925)

Aristide Briand, Rub1icain Socialiste (November 28,
1925--iIarch 6, 1926) (Iarch 9--June 15, 1926)
(June 24--July 17, 1926)

Edouard Herriot, Radical Socialiste (July 20-21, 1926)

Raymond Poincar, Union Rnub1icaine (July 23, 1926--
November 6, l9T(Noveraber 11, 1928--July 27, 1929)

ELECTIONS--April 22-29, 1928--Approval for Poincar.

Aristide Briand, Roublicain Socialiste (July 29--
October 22, 1929)
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Andr Tardieu, Rpublicajn de Gauche (November 2, 1929--
February 17, 193

Camille Chautemps, Radical Socialiste (February 21-—
February 25, 1930)

V

Andre Tardieu, Ipublicajn de Gauche (March 2-—December
4, 1930)

The’odore Steeg, Gauche De’mocratique (December 13, 1930-—
January 22, 1931)

Pierre Laval, non-inscrjt (January 27--June 13, 1931)
(June 13, l931--January 12, 1932) (January 14—-
February 16, 1932)

Andre’ Tardieu, RDublicain de Gauche (February 20--
May 10, 1932T

ELECTIONS--May 1-8, 1932——Success for the Left.

Edouard Herriot, Radical Socialiste (June 3--December 14,
1932)

Paul-Bancour, non-inscrit (December 18, 1932--January 28,
1.933)

Edouard Daladier, Radical Socialiste (January 31--October
24, 1933)

Albert Sarraut, Gauche Drnocratiaue (October 26—--
November 23, 1933

Camille Chauternps, Radical Socialiste (November 26, 1933
--January 27, 1934)

Edouard Daladier, Radical Soc ialiste (January 30-—
February 7, 1934)

Gaston Doumergue, former president of Republic
(February 9--November 8, 1934)

P. -E. Flandjn, Rnub1icain de Gauche (November 8, 1934
——May 31, 1935)

Fernand Bouisson, rion-inscrit (June 1--June 4, 1935)

Pierre Laval, non—inscrit (June 7, 1935-—January 22,
1936)

I
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Albert Sarraut, Gauche Drnocratiaue (January 24--June 4,
1936)

ELECTIONS--April 26, May 3, 1936—-Victory of the Front Pou
laire

Le’on Blum, SF10 (June 4, 1936--June 22, 1937)

Camille Chautemps, Gauche D&nocratiaue (June 22, 1937--
January 13, 1938) (January 17--iiarch 101 1938)

Lion Blum, SF10 (March 17--April 8, 1938).

Edouard Daladier, Radical Socialiste (April 10, 1938-—
March 20, 1940)

Paul Reynaud (March 21--May 10, 1940) (May 10--May 18,
1940) (May 18--June 5, 1940)

Philippe Ptain (June 16--July 12, 1940)

VICHY STATE

Charles de Gaulle (September 10, 1944--November 13, 1945)
(November 21, 1945--January 20, 1946)

ELECTIONS--October 21q 1945--First Constituent Assembly.
• F1ix Gouin, SF10 (January 26--June 12, 1946)

ELECTIONS--June 2, 1946--Second Constituent Assembly.

Georges Bidault, MRP (June 23--November 28, 1946)

ELECTIONS--Noveer 10, 1946--First Legislature, Fourth
Republic.

Lon Slum, SF10 (December 16, 1946--January 16, 1947)

Paul Rarnadier, SF10 (January 22--May 9, 1947)
(May 9-—October 22, 1947)
(October 22--November 19, 1947)

Robert Schirnan, iRP (November 24, 1947--July 19, 1948)

Henri Queuille, Radical (September 18, 1948--October 6,
1949)
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Georges Bidault, NRP (October 28, 1949--February 7,1950) (February 7--June 24, 1950)
Henri Queuille, Radical (July 2--July 4,1950)
Rena Eleven, tJDSR (July 12, 1950--February 28, 1951)
Henri Queuille, Radical (March 10—-July 10, 1951)

ELECTIONS--June 17, 1951--Second Legislature, FourthRepublic.

Rene Eleven, UDSR (August 10, 1951--January 7, 1952)
Edgar Faure, Radical (January 20--February 29, 1952)
Antoine Pinay, Re’publicain Independent (March 8—-December 23, 1952)

Rene IbIayer, Radical (January 8--May 21, 1953)
Joseph Laniel, Conservateur (June 27, 1953--June 12,1954)

Pierre Mendes—France, Radical (June 19-—September 3,1954) (September 3, 1954--January 20, 1955)(January 20--February 5, 1955)
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GLOSSARY

Algerian Assembly Legislative body established by the
Algerian Statute of 1947 to replace the Financial Assem
bly. Delegates elected in two colleges, citizen and
non—citizen.

AML Amis du Manifeste et de la Libert. Party bringing
together followers of Ferhat Abbas and Messali Hadj in
1944 and early 1945.

Arabs Arabic-speaking peoples and their representatives
in the Financial Delegations.

beni-oui-oui Colloquial expression for Muslims who sup
ported French government.

Berbers Indigenous people of North Africa, identified
in this study as Algerians speaking Berber languages.

bureaux arabes Military offices for handling Arab and
Berber affairs, originally established by Marshal
Bugeaud.

caid (‘id) Originally a tribal leader; under the
French, a local administrative official.

commune de lein exerc ice Unit of local government
organized according to French law. Governed by elected
council and mayor.

commune mixte Subdivision of Algerian territory where
the population was overwhelmingly Muslim. Governed by
administrator with consultative council.

colons European landholders in Algeria; by extension,
their elected representatives in .the Financial Delega
tions. Sometimes used (but not in this study) to refer
to all Europeans in Algeria.

d’partement Subdivision of French government.

fellah Farmer.
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Financial Assembly Legislative body established inSeptember, 1945, to replace the Financial Delegations.Elected by members of the three departmental councils.Replaced by the Algerian Assembly under the Statute of1947.

Financial Delegations Legislative body created in 1898and composed of colon, non-colon and native delegations.Abolished in 1945,

Higher Council Legislative body composed largely ofgovernment officials; played a minor role in adoptionof Algerian budgets between 1900 and 1945.

Higher primary school (Ecole prirnarie suorieure)Technically oriented school ,accepting elementary schoolgraduates not bound for ycees.

Kabyles Inhabitants of the mountainous regions east ofAlgiers known as Greater and Lesser Kabylia. By exten• sion, all Berber-speaking peoples of Algeria and theirrepresentatives in the Financial Delegations.

Law of 1900 French law granting financial autonomy toAlgeria.

1yce French high school,

marabout (murabit) Saintly religious figure prominentin rural areas.

me’dersa (nadrasa) School of higher Islamic educationbefore tie French conquest. Later, French-establishedschools for the training of Muslim jurists, interpretersand religious personnel.

mouderrs (mudarris) Teacher in a medersa.

!IRP Mouverent Roublicain Potulaire French politicalparty created in 1945.

MTLD Mouvenent is Triornhe des Liberts DmocratiouesParty organized by Iiessali Madj in 19’+à from the remnantsof his PPA.

non—colons A1erian settlers who were not agriculturallandholders; by extension, their representatives in theFinancial Delegations.
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PPA Parti Ppp1aire A1urin arty organized byMessalj }tadj after 19:37 and driven underground by theVichy regime.

gtachernent A system of administration used in thel880s, givjr French mini3-ters direct control over
Algerian affairs and reducing the governor general’srole to one of coordination.

Statute of 1947 French law superseding the Law of 1900,which created the Algerian Assembly and modified the
COfldjtjos of Algerian autonomy.

tolbas (tuulabaa) Teachers in Quranic schools
(sinEIjb.

UDMA Union Dmocratiaue du i.!anifeste Algerian Partyorganized by Ferhat Abbas in the spring of 1946.

ama Religious scholars; learned men (sing. aiim).

zaouia (zawy) Center of religious instruction and
place of worship headed by marabout.
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CHAPTER 8
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18France, Government General of Algeria, Journal

officie1dePA1rje, 1954, pp. 140, 141, 531, 642-644,

190n scaling see Duncan MacRae, Jr., “A Method for
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is .36; for 3 and 6 it is .08. MacRae required that all
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21lnterview, May 15, 1970.

22lnterview, April 15, 1970.

23lnterview, April 15, 1970,

24The index may be conceived as the spatial
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say that roll-calls one and two were regarded as a single
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*
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could not be reliably placed in a single group, he was

placed on the border between two of them, if this was

possible from the information, and given an average of the

dissidence scores assigned the two groups. For this reason,

not all dissidence. scores are integers.

25For the 1954 variations on these themes, see

La rpub1ioue alrienne, February and March, 1954.

26jeanne Siwek-Pouydesseau, Le corps prfectoral

sous la Troisième et la Quatrième Rpub1igue (Paris: Arman

Cohn, 1969), pp. 109—124.

271vo Rens, L’Assemb1e alg,rienne (Paris: A.
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FCOTT0TES

Chapter 9

1Key, 2. cit., p. 307.

20-remion, La structuration duDouvoir, p. 31.

3Yinnacker, oo. cit., pp. 261—277.

4For a niore detailed report on voting of the Al—

gerian deputies in the French parliai:ient, see Pobert D.

I,ee, The Unintended Conseq,uences of ndamental Law in

Colonial Algeria,” paper delivered at the annual meeting

of the i:iddle ast Studies Association, Boston, Nov. 6—9,

1974.

5Viollette, cit., p. 303.

F. A., Ordinary Session, 1927, Financial Dele

gations, ?lenary, pp. 503-504.

7See Chapter 1, note 18.

becomes necessary to insure that the

coopted elements do not get out of hand, do not take ad

vantage of their fromal position to encroach upon the

actual arena of decision. Conseq,uently, formal cooptation
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requires informa]. control over the coopted elements lest

the unity of commend and decision be imperiled.11 Phillip

Selzniok, 2VA and the GrassRoots: AStud the Sooiolq

of Formal Organization (New York: Harper and Row, 1966),

p. 261.

9A.F.A., Ordinary Session, 1934, Financial Delega

tions, Plenary, p. 290.

10See Agron, riensmusulrnans, II, 750—775.

Settler deuties sought in 1918 to require by law that

coimciilor—reporters have 10 years prior administrative

experience in Algeria. Presumably this period would assure

socialization into the settler mentality. Paul Cuttoli,

deuty from Constantine, introduced a bill with the require

ment cut to five years. It was reported out of committee,

but never adopted. Interestingly enough, of six councillor—

reporters named between 1923 and 1930, all would have met
9-

the 10—year rule. From France, Ministere de l’Interieur,

Association de l’administration prfectorale, Annuairedes

membre,3O ars 1930 (Paris: Charles I,avauzelle, n. d.).

11Marcel Duclos, A.F.A., Ordinary Session, 1934,

Financial Delegations, Non—colons, p. 870.

12Viollette, OD. p. 49.
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133oe Saiiir Amin, L’conomie du Iaphreb (Paris:
Editions de Iiniiit, 1966), I, 153.

IA —Rene Borderes, xpose—--tude sur les budgets
a1griens de 1900 ‘a 1934,” A.?.A., Ordinary Session, 1954,
p. 8.

15See cConne11, oo. cit., Chap. 4, for a discussion
of the virtues associated with small, autonomous units of
goverament in the United States.
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