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ABSTRACT
Julia Osman, The Citizen Army of Old Regime France
(Under the Direction of Jay M. Smith)
While the creation of the French citizen army is often attributed to thelFRewlution,
| argue that it is a product of the old regime. In the seventeenth century,’§rance
aristocratic army began to crumble when Louis XIV first created gamyilbureaucracy
that eventually ceased to effectively regulate army matters. Dinen§dven Years’ War
in the mid-eighteenth century, French officers’ apathetic attitudesdsvighting in
Canada proved that French warfare had become only a vehicle for noble advancement.
In the context of crisis and reform that followed, both educated society atarynili
circles looked to the citizen armies of ancient Greece and Rome forrynitispiration.
French representations of the army and militias of the American Revolsgtion a
contemporary embodiments of ancient citizen armies supported reformess$ tiati
patriotism would revitalize the French army. In 1789, the National Guard
institutionalized these ideas, making the French citizen army a forerurtherferench

Revolution.
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Introduction
By conventional wisdom, the citizen army of France arose in 1793 with the famed
Levée en Mass&nhich intended to put the entire Nation of France under arms in order to
defend against foreign threats from Austria and other liberty-crushing maredrstates.
In contrast to the recruiting habits of the old regime Léhete en Masseould enforce
equal service throughout the realm that neither wealth nor class could corupt. A
unmarried men between the ages of eighteen and twenty-five were to séevaimy,
but all citoyensandcitoyennesere provided the opportunity to turn their patriotism into
action. As the National Convention proclaimed on August 23, 1793,
From this moment on . . . all Frenchmen are in permanent requisttioting
service of the armies. The young men will go to combat;ietamen will forge
weapons and transport food; women will make tents and uniforms ancewi s
in the hospitals; children will make bandages from old linen; old miipresent
themselves at public places to excite the courage of the vgart@preach the
hatred of kings and the unity of the Republic.
These words, while striking and inspiring, were not realized in the activitibe éfrench
army. ThelLevée en Masgdid raise over 100,000 men, but to quote Alan Forrest, it “was
hardly a glittering succes$."Despite the Convention’s initial decision not to exempt

anyone from the service, people found ways of escaping military duty. Young men, for

example, could work as valets to the Generals, and be safe from the range of the

! Simon SchamaGitizens: A Chronicle of the French Revolutidfew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1989), 762.

2 Alan ForrestThe Soldiers of the French Revoluti@urham: Duke University Press, 1990), 75.



muskets’ Understandably, the Convention excused individuals who were ill or disabled,
which, according to Simon Schama, “naturally provoked an immediate epidemic of
mutilations.” Others found more open means of protesting the universal conscription by
overthrowing recruitment booths or refusing to serve. These protestersredrtipa
patriotic call to arms to the hatedlice of the old regime that had forced untrained and
unwilling young men into service for the French army as cannon fadder.

Historians evidently know of the problems with ttevée en Masséhat while it
fully intended to stoke the fires of patriotism in the hearts of all citizesscceeded
only in being a mass conscription army that many joined reluctantly or mamaged t
evade. | would argue that thevée en Massefar from announcing the birth of a citizen
army—only built on and perverted an earlier ideal of a citizen army that had lsseh ba
on patriotism, not conscription, and arose from the initiative of the soldiers and citizens
alike. This dissertation traces the development of that earlier ideal oveuitse of the
eighteenth century and shows how the aristocratic army of the old regime,ingreist
noble officers and “scoundrel” soldiers, gradually gave way to the idealitidencarmy.
This ideal had been meticulously defined in military manuscripts and published texts
alike, both among military officers and interested civilians, and wasyinahifested in
the form of the National Guard, created from the initiative of citizens and soldier

| first examine the army of Louis XIV, its growth, and its institutioratlan as an

aristocratic force. |then show how problems inherent in the aristocraticecaoftthe

% Jean-Paul Bertauéfrom Citizen-soldiers to Instrument of Pow&rans. R.R. Palmer (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1988),107-110.

4 Schamacitizens 762.

® ForrestThe Soldiers of the French Revolutidi, 73.



army led to the loss of the Seven Years’ War in Canada in 1763, an event that prompted
the French army not just to reform its system, but to reinvent it. Taking inspifistm
the ancients, these reforms placed the French army on a trajectory tdveacdizén
army. | argue that the American Revolution provided a contemporary example of a
victorious citizen army, and allowed the French army an opportunity to reimésgife i
as an institution that defended freemen and protected citizens. Finally, thtatisse
examines the long-standing contradictions working against the emergence @artie Fr
citizen army, and how mounting tensions surrounding the army’s reform efforts dupture
the aristocratic army of the old regime, making way for the citizey.arm

The narrative | present of the creation of a citizen army on the cusp of Revolution
finds support in Tocqueville’s thesis that the French Revolution represented a cpntinuit
with old regime methods, ideas, and principles, rather than a sharp break with.the past
As Tocqueville stated, Revolutionaries “took over from the old régime not only most of
its customs, conventions, and modes of thought, but . . . they used the debris of the old
order for building up the new.” By exploring the old regime’s propensity towards a
citizen army and revealing the cultural and institutional mechanisms through thic
ideal came to be realized, | provide a military example to support Tocqisuilkerall
thesis®

This dissertation contributes to the emerging literature that preserisntiveg of
the French Revolution in a more global context, looking outside of France for forces and
pressures that spelled doom for the old regime. Bailey Stone has placed thenend of t

old regime and the French Revolution in a global historical perspective, and has

® Alexis de TocquevilleThe Old Regime and the French Revolutivans. Stuart Gilbert (New York:
Anchor Books, 1983), vii.



suggested that the Revolution resulted from France’s desire to keep up with tlesgprogr
of the nations surrounding’it Tom Kaiser analyzed France’s complicated relations with
Austria, and has demonstrated how fear and hatred of this nation explains popular
hostility towards Marie Antoinette and the royal court on the eve of the Revolation a
motivated the French government and people to resort to terror during the Revblution.
Laurent Dubois has studied the dynamic between the French Revolutionary ideologies
and developments in the French Caribbedrhis dissertation further widens the
parameters for study of the French Revolution by exploring North Americalsauand
military contributions to the end of the old regime army.

During the eighteenth century, France engaged in two wars in North damine
Seven Years’ War, fought mostly in present-day eastern Canada and WesteYioik,
Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts; and the American Revolution. This dissertation
explores how French involvement in these two wars effected changes in tble &nery
during and after the fighting. Previous studies have argued that the SevenWaars’
and its loss, increased patriotism in France and made reform necessaryg but thi

dissertation examines the specific military reforms that responded to shef libés war,

" Bailey StoneThe Genesis of the French Revolution: A Globaldisal Interpretation(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994; Bailey StdReinterpreting the French Revolution: A Global-
Historical PerspectivédCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002).

® Thomas E. Kaiser, “From the Austrian Committe¢hi® Foreign Plot: Marie Antoinette, Austrophobia,
and the Terror,French Historical Studie26:4, Fall 2003: 579-617; 579-588. He also hadietl the

effect of the Ottoman Empire, as an example optréect despotic government, on French views of
governance. Thomas Kaiser, “The Evil Empire? Tleb&e on Turkish Despotism in Eighteenth-Century
French Political Culure,Journal of Modern History2 (2000): 6-34.

% Laurent DuboisA Colony of Citizens: Revolution and Slave Emart@pan the French Caribbean,
1787-1804(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Preg§04); Laurent Dubois, “Citoyens et Amis!’
Esclavage, citoyenneté et République dans leslésifilangaises a I'époque révolutionnaifeinaless8
(2003): 281-304.



as well as the larger discussions on the importance of patritti§irench presence in
America during the American Revolution has spawned many works on the French army’
activities in America, as well as the French army’s potentially recolaty behavior
upon returning to France. Gilbert Bodinier and Sam Scott in particular have looked at t
French army before, during, and after the American Revolution, but found it had little
effect on individual French officers. This dissertation gauges the impact of the
American Revolution by focusing not on the actions of the few officers who served i
America, but on how it struck the non-participants in mainland France: the mafjorit
French officers and interested civilians. | argue that the French Renaletnorced the
trajectory of military reform already in progress, and that it confirnxestieg ideas
about the necessity of patriotism in France’s evolving army.

My argument concerning the changing relationship between soldier and citizen
challenges a recent characterization of the French army by DavidlA VBleen
discussing the creation of the citizen army during the Revolution, Bell argudiseha
“military came enduringly to be defined as a separate sphere of somigblyldistinct
from the ‘civilian’ one.” Bell bases his argument on the fact that the waviida” did

not exist in the French language until the era of the Revolution, signifying thatwthe

19 David A. Bell, “Jumonville’s Death: War Propagaratad National Identity in Eighteenth-Century
France,” inThe Age of Cultural Revolutions: Britain and Frandé&50-1820eds. Colin Jones and Dror
Wahrman (Berkeley: University of California Pre2602), 33-61; Linda Colle\Britons: Forging the
Nation 1707-1837London: Vintage, 1996); Edmund Dziembowdli nouveau patriotisme francais,
1750-1770: la France face a la puissance anglai$égoque de la guerre de Sept Axford: Voltaire
Foundation, 1998).

! Gilbert Bodinier Les Officiers de L’Armée Royale : combattants dguarre d’Indépendance des Etats-
Unis de Yorktown a I'an I{Vincennes : Service Historique de L'armée de &€1083); Samuel Scott,
From Yorktown to Valm{Colorado: University Press of Colorado, 1998).



now a new, separate, non-military sphere in society that did not previous|y/eRisil.
sees the creation of the National Guard as a reinforcement of his notion thditéng m
and civilian worlds operated in separate spheres, arguing that it “served ¢éonewat
distinctions between things military and civilian.” Concerning service inrthg,8ell
contends that while men “generally accepted service as a patrioticitygteassas also
“a distinct and extraordinary” part of their lives that “they would eventuedye
behind.**

Bell has a point in claiming that military experience acquired new imperianc
the Revolutionary era, but in this dissertation, | reveal a process that makies
opposite direction from his main argument. | argue that during the old regime, the
military and civilian worlds had been very separate, but that they had melddtetdyet
the beginning of the French Revolution. During the old regime, military and naasmnili
worlds rarely mixed. Officers operated in their own distinct culture as ptre dirench
aristocracy, and the honor of serving the king separated them from the @sebf.s
Soldiers, once they joined the army, became wholly unwelcome in the civilian worlds, as
they preyed on the people of France and their resources. By the age of the Revolution,
however, soldiers had come to think of themselves as citizens, and they joined in the
efforts of civilians to recover food and property from the government; civilikewise
began to behave as soldiers in an organized military force. The centralhiehthe
citizen army in France was that all citizens, regardless of wealthss, could

participate in the defense of their country. By 1789 soldiers and civilians had become

2 pavid A. Bell, The First Total War: Napoleon’s Europe and the Biof Warfare as We Know |t
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2007), 11.

13 bid., 125.



largely indistinguishable. | argue that the creation of the word “awitigd not reflect

the emergence of two separate spheres, but indicates that the two worldsiinaidghed

to the point where distinguishing terminology became necessary; there wakta bee

able to verbally differentiate between the two intertwined aspects of Ergrech

society, as citizens had become soldiers and soldiers had become citizens.
Methodologically, this dissertation argues for a closer relationship eéetwe

cultural and military history. Clausewitz’'s famous maxim that “war ¢®ntinuation of

politics by other means” does not mean that wanlg politics by other means. While

there is a predisposition in some circles of academia to view warfare as the

uncomplicated expression of more consequential political and economic conflicts, wher

a nation’s military is deployed and how it conducts war have broad implications for al

realms of society. As with the French army in North America, this is edlyecue

when troops engage with different military cultures that force them todcabwgh their

tactics and their attitudes towards military structure and command. Rahdreing

unproblematic extensions of pre-existing political aims, war and the militatyvages it

interact meaningfully with a nation’s character, society, and culturets®noadest

level, | hope this dissertation speaks to the value of using cultural methodology for

military history, as well as military institutions as valuable sitesultural analysis?

14 Recently, self-labeled military and cultural hisams have taken more notice of cultural and nmifita
history, respectively. In French history, Bell g cultural methodology to use in studying the
Revolutionary and Napoleonic French army whilertitary historian John Lynn has considered the
relationship between combat and culture: David &ll,B'he First Total Warand John LynnBattle: A
History of Combat and Culture from Ancient Greez&todern AmericdCambridge: Westview Press,
2003). While both books were problematic, botadrio bridge the mutually-reinforced gap between
military and cultural history. Military historiaria particular have been discussing the incorpomnaif
new methodologies. See Wayne Lee, “Mind and Mateultural Analysis in American Military History:
A Look at the State of the FieldJournal of American Histor93 (2007), 1116-1142.



The first chapter examines the French army during the reign of LouistXIV, i
aristocratic nature, its performance on the battlefield, and its relationghipiwlian
society. Using recent scholarship on the French army from 1660-1750, | reveal the
French noble officer corps as dependent on constant warfare. Because nolske office
received their high status in society by right of birth, they needed to patticipcombat
in order to justify their position in society, maintain their reputations for geusad self-
sacrifice, and win glory for the king, their families, and themselves. Theiesgldin
the other hand, lived in miserable conditions and had little motivation to fight other than
plunder and the theoretical promise of regular food, shelter and clothing. Thesisoff
and soldiers practiced a type of warfare that was “limited” in rhetoricjdrgefand
partisan on campaign. Soldiers could be ruthless in their attacks, and officerslgurpose
employed them against civilians, both in foreign states and to quell domestinggris
convert protestants, and collect taxes. The use of the army as an instrumentlagains
civilian populace fostered a hatred between soldiers and civilians in France. Even the
militia could not create a common ground between civilians and soldiers.

In the second chapter, all of the weaknesses inherent in the aristocrgtmoanm
to the forefront as attention shifts to the French army’s experience fjght@anada.

From 1754-1760, French and Canadian forces allied with Amerindian nations and
repulsed British advancement into New France. French and Canadian officers’
correspondence with the ministers of war and marine in France, reveal thadrtble F
officers exhibited more concern with gaining glory than achievingions. Because
officers prioritized garnering medals, promotions and pensions from the war ever th

ultimate aim of defeating Britain, they dismissed the Amerindian wastibecshad been



integral to defending New France. Most officers refused even to coasiopting
successful Canadian tactics, because such tactics would compromise tichibara
structure so necessary to the French army. The resulting loss of the SereMhea
sounded the death-knell for the aristocratic army, and alerted officersvdiahsialike
to the need for a complete reform of French military forces.

Chapter three considers the reforms proposed from the 1760s until 1781 that were
intended to improve the condition of the soldier. While the loss of the Seven Years’ War
can be attributed to many military failings, most reformers agreedhi&rench soldiers
desperately needed to feel more patriotism to be effective in their dutsgsret by
Greek and Roman examples, French reformers, and civilians interestedaryraffairs,
proposed improvements for the soldiers’ living conditions and morale. Militargrarit
such as Jacques Antoine-Hippolyte, the comte de Guibert and Joseph Servan seriously
envisioned a new army that would practice citizen warfare. Using both publmirees
on ancient warfare and refoimmémoiresaddressed to the minister of war, this chapter
argues that by the 1780s, reformers had “citizen-ized” their soldiers.

The American Revolution and its effect on this citizen-ization process is the
subject of chapter four, which considers how the American Revolution was portrayed in
France, and what meaning French writers invested in it. Most people in France
learned of the American Revolution from Fremazetteswhich overflowed with news
of the American army and militias. The newspapers portrayed Americaarynibrces
as composed of citizens whose patriotism compelled them to fight and who subcessful
defeated highly disciplined British forces. French literature, poemss,@ayg material

culture continued and exaggerated this image, indicating that French readershgdra



desire to learn more about this contemporary citizen army, and were, pexeaps, e
warming to the idea of citizens being soldiers themselves. The Amerigatuten also
provided the French army with the opportunity to reclaim its reputation as a virulent
fighting force and to redefine itself as holding values consistent witizarcarmy. This
new French army fought to defend citizens from tyrannical kings, and mangt-r
readers embraced this new image of the army enthusiastically.

The desire to create a citizen army met with resistance from somédsasfche
officer corps, as long-standing commitments to noble privilege in the army iwghibite
attempts at lasting modifications. Reformers tried to professionalizdfiber corps by
providing equal opportunities for promotion, emphasizing talent and merit, and
discouraging the corrupting influence of wealth, while also maintaining nablkges.
Such reforms proved nearly impossible as competing pressures for a masitafficer
corps stood in complete opposition to the privileges that court nobles expected to
maintain. This last chapter examines the contradictions working agaimeshérgence
of a French citizen army at the end of the old regime and the building tensions that
eventually made way for a citizen army born of the initiative of citizens @dgess.

This dissertation challenges long-held notions that that the French armajeope
as a consistently aristocratic force until the French Revolution introduced wto ne
revolutionary practices andceurs | argue that the revolutionary changes in military
thinking began in the wake of defeat in 1763, and they contributed to the outbreak of
revolution of 1789. In an effort to make their soldiers more effective on the leddt|efi
French officers began to discuss ideas about citizen armies that would ¢rartslat

realties for the French army. While the fall of the Bastille rightlyk®ighe beginning of

10



the French Revolution, the army’s role in the coming of that Revolution began in 1763
and evolved during the final decades of the old regime. When the French army doncede
defeat at the end of the Seven Years’ War, it began an intellectual and culturas proce
that would enable soldiers, citizens, and provincial nobles to overthrow an aristocratic
model of warfare and with it the old regime itself. As Roger Chartier lgagayr

“revolution” first has to become “conceivable” before it can be translateddtitna®

It was during the three decades between the loss of the Seven Years’ War alhdfthe fa
the Bastille that a revolution in military thinking occurred, both in the officggscand in

the civilian world. To quote Alexis de Tocqueville, “the old régime provided the

Revolution with many of its methods,” including its citizen arfhy.

!5 Roger ChartierThe Cultural Origins of the French RevolutiBurham: Duke University Press, 1991),
2.

% Tocqueville,The Old Regime and the French Revolutib®2.
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Chapter 1
Poised to Perish: The French Army, 1661-1755

This dissertation will show how the French army transformed from an@ast
army to a citizen army between 1660 and 1790. Whereas existing historiography has
pinpointed this transformation as an outcome of the French Revolution, | see this change
as a phenomenon of the old regime, and argue that the creation of the firet Frenc
“citizen-army,” the National Guard, was a smooth continuation of the reformthéhat
French army had begun in the 1760s. These reforms began with the disastrous loss of the
Seven Years’ War, when most French officers realized that their eygtesrsof warfare
required drastic change. In the era of reform that followed, officers bedainkmt
their soldiers in citizen-like terms, and non-military readers begamconseler their
relationship with the army, as well as their role in military affairspe€ially during the
era of the American Revolution, the French army began to think of itself not as an
aristocratic army of conquest, but an army of liberation for the defense ohdéree The
provocative ordinances of the Council of War of 1787-88, and the violence in Paris and
the provinces in 1789, confirmed that the French army had redefined itself aRisgmet
that closely resembled a citizen army, and the creation of the Nationa Buhat
followed merely institutionalized changes that had already occurred.

In order to assess the drastic changes that transpired during this time, one must

first understand the nature of the French army in the seventeenth and eargnéighte



centuries, principally during the reign of Louis XIV and Louis XV. In thisqurthe
French army represented the paragon of a European aristocratic aemgseav often
relied on unconventional methods far from the aristocratic ideal. This chalpter
discuss the nature of the French army in three principal areas: its saltievfficers, its
style of combat, and its relationship with the rest of society. These afesexddhe
character, parameters, and purpose of the French army, and all thredrasteally
changed during the latter half of the eighteenth century.

The French army consisted of two main groups: officers (almost all n@ipiés)
soldiers. The French nobility, which primarily served the king as the officer frps
army, operated under the ideals of honor and glory on the battlefield and received muc
of its education from stories derived from ancient Greek and Roman warfarg. The
fought primarily to win glory for the king, for their distinguished familiesd &or
themselves. The soldiers who carried out their orders, on the other hand, could not
expect to win glory or “noble” accolade$hey had either been pressed into service or
had joined the army for the promise of shelter and plunder that the army provided. This
dynamic reinforced the difference in class that separated soldiergteir officers
Additionally, soldiers had little opportunity to advance from their position to an pffice
rank, regardless of their length of service or merit in battle. Becauseatumseor
going to war in the seventeenth and early eighteenth century were largasgicym
mercantile, neither group knew, or even cared, about having an over-arching calise fo
war. Rather than fighting for a patriotic or otherwise meaningful “calmseh officers
and soldiers found motivation in how the war would benefit themselves personally,

professionally, or economically.
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In combat, the French army maintained a very strict code of conduct that honored
the enemy and contrasted with the chaotic religious wars of the previouseseniiter
Europe had endured a series of religious wars between Catholics and Protestants
which hundreds of thousands of people—including civilians, women, and children of all
social classes—had been slaughtered in large wars and smaller domessticatfare
took on a more “limited” appearance. No longer fueled by religious zealotry &red,ha
monarchs and officers reasoned that they could fight in an enlightened, civilized,
disciplined manner that spared civilians, and encouraged honorable surrenders that
conserved the lives of soldiers and officers alike. At the same time, howeresh F
officers and the king often ordered their soldiers to terrorize civilians ad o raids
or scorched earth tactics to clinch a victory. These partisan tacticsegpfreguentlyn
the Dutch Wars, the Nine Years’ War, and the War of the Austrian Succession. This
crudely violent partisan warfare undermined the official “limited waifgolicy, but it
did maintain the ordered hierarchical structure of the French Army.

These dichotomies inherent within the philosophy and actual operations of the
French army not only gave it a paradoxical edge, but over time rendered the Fneynich a
less and less effective, until its nadir during the Seven Years’ War. Plaet i@fason for
the gradual decline of French efficiency was Louis XIV’s decision to unistitalize the
French army and make it an instrument of the state. Before 1650, the French army
consisted of a loosely united collection of regiments that trained independent from any
state regulation, but were deployed together when France went to war. Astpert of
institutionalizing process, Louis XIV, with the help of his ministers of war, Laugod

LeTellier, designated high ranks as rewards for nobles who served him well orrtor cou
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favorites. Over the next century, a side effect of this institutionaliz@tiocess would be
increasing the size of the officer corps to the breaking point, creatingaias where
many officers were not qualified for their responsibilities and the aemied only as a
means for them to refresh their reputations and obtain advancement.

Probably the most drastic change that would occur between the seventeenth
century, and the late eighteenth century was the relationship, or the development of one,
between military and civilian spheres. When considering the relationshipevetinee
French army and the rest of sociddgvid A. Bell has argued that the two overlapped to
such an extent during the old regime, that the word “civilian” was not even iduamiie
the French Revolutioh. While Bell is correct that officers could glide between military
and civilian life fairly easily, the common soldier and the ordinary citizems eatirely
separate from, and even hostile to, each other. From 1660 until 1789, no one could have
failed to understand who served the king as an army officer, which was the most
prestigious social position and who was a hopeful member of the “noblesse de robe,”
who worked in the bureaucratic realm of the French government. On the level of the
soldiers and members of the third estate, the separation proved even starker@s soldi
preyed on civilians either as part of tbgementwhen they stayed in a town or village
for the winter and resided in the homes of its residents, or as part of the rogahiair
extracted taxes or converted protestants. Until the mid eighteenth centuegisabg
soldiers considered each other enemies, and officers and ministers considarether

rivals. Indeed, the separation between the army and the civilian worlde w&@sls that

" David A. Bell, The First Total War: Napoleon’s Europe and the Biof Total WarfargBoston:
Houghton Mifflin, 2007), 11.
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the word “civilian” was not necessary until military and non-militgsieres became
nearly indistinguishable during the French Revolution.

While the French army sufficed in defending French borders and conquering
beyond them during the reign of Louis X1V, the contradictions between its ideals and
operations would eventually doom the army as an ineffective military fonsejtable
for completing missions in wartime. Even at its aristocratic zenith, the afr Louis

XIV contained the seeds of its own destruction.

l. An Aristocratic Army

Understanding the officers of Louis XIV’s army requires understanding the
prerogatives of Louis XIV, for the needs of the monarch and the needs of theatsstoc
who constituted his officer corps built on one another, even after Louis XIV’s reigsan cam
to an end in 1715. While France had had an army for centuries, Louis XIV united it,
structured it, and placed it solely under his control, and therefore the control of¢he stat
Indeed, Louis XIV’s army succeeded as an institution largely becausel tbeamajority
of the nobles who made up his officers corps seemed to meet each others’ needs. Louis
XIV's army provided young, hot-blooded nobles with opportunities to establish and
maintain their reputations according to their sense of honor, while at the same tim
uniting them under the king's service, where they could be under royal control. Louis
XIV not only cultivated a strong army, but regulated his noble officers’ act\stethat
they would not waste France’s resources on inter-noble squabbles or dare to chHadlenge t

monarch.
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Louis XIV came to the throne in 1661 during a time of peace, thanks to his regent
Mazarin’s effective diplomacy. For a young king who had been taught thatagidr
greatness came through victory in warfare, inheriting a state durimg afirelative
peace caused great frustration. His adult life confirmed this teachingrasvemen at
court advertised their preferences for “soldiers” above all other men, fortoloe
believed that the highest attainment of glory came through waffaks.Joél Cornette
put it, “the king was thus invested in a formidable responsibility: to incarnateuthere
of war.” . . . [FJrom his birth, the prince was raised with the idea of being the fkituy
of war . . . He assume|d] these duties for his own glory, but also, and most of all, for the
glory of the state® Louis XIV needed to prove himself as an able monarch both to his
subjects and to his European neighbors, and the most culturally accepted way to do so,
especially in France, was through warfate.

Louis XIV’s need for war also suited his officer corps, which almost exclysivel
consisted of men from the nobility. They, too, had been schooled in war and needed an
outlet that would allow them to prove themselves and to justify the privileges they
received by right of birth. Foroble officers, courage, self-sacrifice, and honor were
qualities that they needed to cultivate and display publicly in order to maintain the
status. These qualities determined their reputation and acceptance in sotiptgved
difficult to gain and easy to lose. Officers had to continuously challengeséhera and

overcome new obstacles in order to display their courage and honor before their peers

18 John B. WolfLouis XIV(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1968), 182.

19 Jo&l Cornettel.e Roi de Guerre : Essai sur la souveraineté darfsrance du Grande Siéc{@aris:
Bibliotheque Historique de Payot, 1993), 149.

%0 Stuart CarrollBlood and Violence in Early Modern Fran(@xford: Oxford University Press, 2006),
333.
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Missteps in society or on the battlefield resulted in ridicule, disgrace, sigdiicant
drop in social standing from which some nobles would never reéb\gefore the reign
of Louis XIV, officers and nobles kept their honor and courage intact by participating i
France’s wars, but also through duels and personal confrontations outside the realm of
warfare. Louis XIV harnessed their pre-existing desire for glogutyin violent
confrontation and gave them a newly-organized venue in which to demonstrate it: a
unified French army.

There had long been an army in France, but Louis XIV created a workitayynil
structure that tightened the organization srudeased efficiency while further cultivating
the officers’ thirst foigloire. Because the purpose of the noble class for centuries had
been to shed blood for the king, officers already based their self-worth on their
performance as warriors. As servants of the king, noble officers had the ibiippn$
building and maintaining their reputations and winning glory for king and country. As
Louis explained in hismémoires“the name ‘French’ had acquired dignity, | do not
consider it proper to leave my successor less than | had receifddbilis felt pressure
to bring glory to France and maintain its ‘dignity’, and he passed this priority lus t
nobles. When Louis XIV banned duels from his realm, he made it clear that the courage
and honor derived from dueling must now be performed on the battlefield, as a part of his

army®

2L Christopher Duffy;The Military Experience in the Age of Reagbiew York: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1987), 77.

22 \Wolf, Louis XIV, 186.
23 Smith, Culture of Merit: Nobility, Royal Service, and thiaking of Absolute Monarchy in France, 1600-
1789(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996},;Also seeArmstrong StarkeyWar in the Age of
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French nobles prepared for these duties from a young age by studying the warfa
and glory of ancient Greeks and Romans as well as their own family histDueisig
the reign of Louis XIV, and continuing until the mid-eighteenth century, noble and
military education consisted of a combination of book study and practical military
experience. As young boys, officers-to-be either attended a Jesuitawllszreived
private tutoring at home and learned their letters and morals Iéyrthkationof the
heroes of antiquity. This Jesuit-founded pedagogy emphasized a learndtjemit
approach by having students copy Latin and Greek texts, thereby absorbingjtiagéan
and writing style, while reveling in the laudable values of Caesar andCaitxording
to educator Charles Rollin, who published a multi-volume series chronicling thetexploi
and virtues of ancient civilizations, studying the ancients naturallywatétd students’
critical reasoning, judgment, inquisitiveness, and good taste, while immdrsimgrt the
heroic deeds of the ancients, teaching them to love glory and %irtue.

By the mid-eighteenth century, the number of military schools had increased,
including Louis XV’sEcole Militaire, which provided instruction for poorer families of
thenoblesse d’épéand emphasized mathematics and military engineering. In turn, the
study of Latin and languages decreased for noble officers, but the enghtdss
ancients remained. Officers were expected to understand tactical marsduedsern-
day generals and mathematics as well as have a thorough knowledge of astmgnt hi

Studying the ancients provided French noble officers with a solid foundation farevarf

Enlightenment, 1700-178%Vestport: Praeger Publishers, 2003), 41. Heacltarizes Louis XIV'’s
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while also teaching them military virtues. They drew directly on thetlias of Sparta
and Caesar in organizing and maintaining their regiments and in making &lattlefi
decisions® Because of the general belief that military and political principles remai
absolute, studying ancient warriors provided useful information and exaraples f
contemporarynilitaires. Military lessons, such as “distress[ing] the enemy more by
famine than the sword” to achieve victory could best be learned by studyiegtanci
authors and exploits, not accounts of more contemporary battle®m their earliest
days, nobles learned that their duty in life was to imitate the ancients’ aoal@land to
use warfare as their primary means to achieve glory for the king and thesnse
Studying family histories contributed to this calling by providing monaédiate
examples of heroic deeds, self-sacrifice, and feats of glory. The#g fiéstories served
two principal purposes in the education of young nobles. On one hand, they had
examples before them of the “fine and glorious actions” for instruction on how #drey w
to conduct themselves battle, in court, and as a member of the farffilyt the same
time, the fact that these stories came from young nobles’ ancestoredns@m, to
“excite their nature and make them aspire to elevated things,” simpthéy “
contemplation of the fountain from which they deri¢&.These family histories further
solidified the noble officer’s place in the continually unfolding story of his faamd
gave him a sense of his family’s expectations for his own life. Stories@t lu=eds

from his ancestors, whether true, fabricated, or exaggerated, served toecaltilesgp

%Jonathan Dewaldyristocratic Experience and the Origins of Moderuli@re (Berkley: University of
California Press, 1993), 57-8.

" Duffy, The Military Experience52-54.
% Jay M. SmithCulture of Merit 70.

% Claude de Maroid,e Gentilhomme Parfaictjuoted in SmithCulture of Merit 71.

20



sense of pride and even destiny in a young man of noble birth challenged to heofyorth
or even add to, his family’s name and leg&ty.

In order to obtaimloire, noble officers relied on large, structured battles that
allowed them to demonstrate military acumen and personal bravery. Evenrtillesy,a
more than the sword, became the primary means of incurring casualties onléfieldat
officers found ways to exhibit individual heroism by exposing themselves to diremy
During the battle of Fontenoy, for example, 384 of the 5,161 casualties weresdffice
These acts of courage only gained glory, howgf/ére officers’ peers witnessed the
heroic deed, and if the officer achieved his mission. As Vauban explained giomee .

.. is only acquired by real and solid actioffs.Officers gained glory by demonstrating
their courage and exposing themselves to danger, but were not encouraged to do so
lightly, or if doing so would gain little. These acts of bravery also had to be uigible
their fellow officers—and most French officers considered their appeaia battle as

no insignificant detail. They made themselves visible (and beautiful) by kgisgme

of the comforts of the court with them on campaign. Even in combat, an officer’s dress
and wig always properly adhered to the standards of his rank. Their appearance
accentuated the glory they won on the battlefield by maintaining theifidtyn

appearance while winning¥. Even though the world of war and the world of the court
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seem to occupy opposite ends of the spectrum, the noble officers occupied both, and
while on campaign two cultures intersected.

One of the officers who distinguished himself early in Louis XIV’s reigthas
ideal exemplar of noble qualities was Henri Viscomte de Turenne, a MbdécReance
whom officers of all ranksespected highly until his death in 1675. Though Turenne
came from a relatively humble Calvinist family, he possessed a tremeiatentsar
warfare, and from his early days as a student, he showed great promise asran aspi
officer.

Turenne excelled at the warfare of his time, both by making wisediactic
decisions and through his presence on the battlefield. He experienced one of his most
glorious victories in théattle at Dunkirk, where he exhibited timely tactical maneuvers
in the taking of Saint-Venant and demonstrated his bravery by exposing himself o enem
fire in the trenches that had been dug parallel to Durikife was personally involved in
the battle by directing the siege, encouraging his soldiers, and instrilngimghow to
advance under great stress and artillery fire. While he performed well is,diege
personally preferred battles of maneuver, and became quite adept at either avoiding
conflict or by outmaneuvering his enemy before fully engaging him. Hgeshj@
reputation for being a “father” to his men by ensuring that they never wanted for food or
other necessitie¥.

As Turenne exemplified, the principles that governed France’s offices dut

lead to success in warfare. Turenne had the talent and education necessary to be an

3 “Marshal Turenne, a Great Soldier"Tine New York Timegpril 18, 1908, 80-84.
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effective officer. He dedicated himself to the glory of the king, and thenadwsent of
the king'’s interests, not his own personal gain. To cultivate the most effectiye ar
possible, Turenne provided his men with sufficient supplies, meaningful training, and
direct instructions during battle. Turenne kept himself in a continual state afessadi
for battle by spending a great deal of time with his men and shunning the excekses of
French court. The principles of nobility were, therefore, conducive to the mainéemfanc
a strong officer corps, and therefore an effective army. Few othegrsffltowever,
embodied them so perfectly.

The soldiers who carried out French officers’ commands occupied and operated in
a wholly distinct sphere at the opposite end of the social spectrum from the noble-
dominated officer corps. They were, according to officers, derived fromvex brder of
human being. Maurice de Saxe faulted recuriters for their “odious” custom ohtput
money in [a young man’s] pocket and telling him that he is a soltfiefdcques Antoine
Hippolyte, comte de Guibert, an eighteenth-century tactician, referred soldhers with
pity as “the most vile and miserable clads.” While some scholarship can present
isolated incidents indicating that there may have existed, despite these niseraa
more polished and professional soldier, the impression that officers had of thenssoldie
remained poot® While nobles fought for honor and glory for the king and themselves,

soldiers joined the army for other, baser reasons.
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Many soldiers joined the army to escape debt, experience travel and adventure
and enrich themselves with pillage. The army offered, at least in principle, thes
opportunities plus regular food, drink, clothes, and some form of shelter. These offerings
often proved less than ideal or nonexistent, and should a soldier become sick or wounded,
he was more likely to meet his death in an army “hospital” than on the battféfield.
Soldiers also garnered little respect from serving in battle. Guibartedahat “the
soldier, under his flags, continues to be unhappy and desps@&ktause soldiers did
not have any personal investment in the outcome of the war, and because they had little
hope of advancement through the ranks, soldiers had little opportunity to attgioitbe
that was reserved exclusively for the officers. The lack of an appareettbatigustified
the soldiers’ sufferings, which often included lack of food and common necessities,
frequently led to desertion, which the Sieur de la Balme considered thecturges of
the army.” Deserters not only robbed the French army of well-trained sofftier
training could take up to two years to complete), but were likely to “enricbldloe” of
enemy armies, and be used against Fréh&uch actions only confirmed the disdainful
view most officers had of their soldiers.

Even though both officers and soldiers belonged to the same army, their interests
and values remained utterly polarized, rather than united in a common causers'Office
contempt for their own soldiers may have been part of the noble officers’ at&tocr

“warrior mentality” that “presented the foot soldier, if at all, as crugkwaolent more
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often than courageoué® By deeming the soldiers as ‘crude and violent,’ officers were
able to cast themselves as the army’s only source of courage, honor, and ifiek;sacr
made more apparent by the direct contrast with their troops. Some officevetdaie
heatrtily in the vile nature of soldiers that they did not even wish to share theiskahaes f
the very men they commanded, often disdaining drill during peacetime and preterri
reside at cout® Turenne’s treatment of his men—providing them with sufficient
suppliesand training and then accompanying them into battle—had made his campaigns
largely successful, but few officers followed his example.

In fact, few officers possessed Turenne’s “je ne sais quoi” that made him such a
successful military officer. Turenne perfectly embodied the ideals afistocratic
officer, but he also possessed other traits that made those ideals flourishXIMowied
to harness those qualities that made for honorable and victorious military otbicers
instead he institutionalized a set of norms without capturing the noble essémiadka
those norms successful. In institutionalizing the army, Louis XIV betrayeatbthle
ethos, by creating a set of standards that nearly anyone could achieve. Althsugh thi
brought a level of standardization to the army, something seen as a positive stefp in mos
military institutions, in this case it would reduce the French army froraudtseoriented
institution to a process-oriented one. Eventually, so long as an individual met the
requirements, he could receive high rank and accolades without achieving success on or

off the battlefield or replicating Turenne’s victories. Because taedirarmy became
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more like an orderly machine, people who would usually not be considered qualified
could complete a series of steps to advance a career in the army.

This institutionalization of the officer corps proved to be its undoing. By the
death of Louis XIV, the number of soldiers had grown to 100,000, but the officer corps
had ballooned to over 20,000 officers creating a great deal of disruption and tension in
the army. In regulating and creating standards for the army that neeasusenal
gloire, the king had also made it possible for members of the nobility with little talent in
military duties, but great wealth, to obtain a place, and even senior rank, in thie Fren
army. The likelihood of having wealthy if unprepared officers became moaetaittr
(and destructive) as armies grew in size and expense. Because officers haoito pay
their regiments, wealthy nobles were more likely to obtain rank than theirpoore
counterparts. By the 1700s, it was not uncommon for officers from old, distinguished
families who had held rank in the army for generations to go into such great deipt tryin
to supply and maintain their regiments, that they had to eventually sell theraltbywe
financiers’ sons, whose recently ennobled families lacked the prestige, rastory,
upbringing believed to be so essential in creating a worthy officehile Louis XIV
did not perceive any problems within the officer corps between old and weattiiies,
his codification of aristocratic values would make this a problem in the enghtee

century.

[l. Limited Rhetoric, Partisan Tactics

4 Jean ChagnioGuerre et société a I'époque mode(Rearis, Presses Universitaires de France, 2001),
135.

26



The period from 1650 through 1789 consisted of a unique time when political,
economic, and intellectual trends conspired to make the warfare of this period one where
combatants “shoot each other politefy.’Unlike the bloody and passionate Wars of
Religion that preceded and Wars of Revolution that followed, the military culture of
honor, reputation, and discipline of this era was intended to be consistent with the style of
warfare of the period, which most historians classify as ‘limited.’ févain the
eighteenth century had specific and achievable goals usually involvingtibeality of
a sliver of land, or determininghich monarch would have access to certain trade routes.
Monarchs of the time respected the ‘balance of power’ in Europe, and did not want to
overturn it by unseating a ruler or completely overtaking a codhtihe logistical
difficulties of providing for the large armies of the seventeenth and eighteenturies
restricted the campaign season to a period of about five months. Battles asdcigde
be costly affairs in both men and money, meaning that generals avoided cattméat if
could, and preferred to maneuver the enemy into a corner that would prompt immediate
surrendef’’

Beyond these practical matters, historians have presented this period o aarfa
‘limited’ because it coincided with the enlightenment, and enlightenment reasoning

supposedly affected the very means of making war. Beginning with the era sf Loui
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XIV, and lasting through the eighteenth century, monarchs and officers adopted
“enlightened” ideas of moderation and reason. They discouraged violence against
civilians, and had stringent rules to prevent their soldiers from plundering towns in their
path. Officers even agreed with Voltaire that the continued use of cannon and shot to
settle disagreements between powers was obsolete in an enlightefitdf agar. was to
be waged, it had to be waged as humanely as possible.

War during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is also often represanted as
‘gentlemanly game’ between aristocrats, who supposedly felt more conrneetmcht
other through class and status than to their ‘nations.’ Officers of similal sodia did
believe in an obligation to treat each other with respect and chivalry. Frenchglish E
officers in particular sought to outdo each other in polite conduct on the battlefield. The
religious wars had brought on a “growing distaste for violence” that, until the Hationa
fervor of the French Revolution, demanded the lessening of violence during arfare

In spite of the prevailing mores of aristocratic culture and “limitedfava,
officers still inflicted brutal violence against civilians and often usesihesiorable,
visible forms of warfare to obtain the victories necessary for obtagionge. Even
historians who study war in this time period and characterize battle agdipgannot
agree on the exact parameters of it, or which aspects reined in the violence. 8&ipporte
this paradigm admit that civilians often got caught in a vicious crossfidethat war,

even ‘limited’ war, was still “hell,” suggesting that perhaps warfare irséventeenth
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and eighteenth centuries was not as “limited” as some historians of the perioditeul
to believe’® Even Turenne, the archetype of military honor and ability, consistently and
plentifully supplied his men by preying on foreign civilians, allowing his soldeers
pillage and feed off undefended townspeople and village@ften unmentioned in this
discussion of ‘limited warfare’ is the fact that there existed, alongside thg battles

and sieges that inspired paintings and tapestries hanging in Versailleat deal of
partisan warfare that necessitated extreme, murderous violence. Althougbffiobte
generally conducted honorable warfare that fulfilled their obligations tdyfamd king,
they also would not hesitate to put aside those ideals in order to ensure a victory or
solidify a defense. While officers conducted their sieges and large-stids ba
‘gentlemanly terms’, small warfare petite guerredisplayed an entirely opposite picture
of war, one of surprising brutality.

While Louis XIV cultivated an army of honor in search of glory, he, his minjsters
and his officers did not shrink from conducting warfare that went counter to their
aristocratic values. Partisan warfare, “petite guerre,” or snaafewe, in which a handful
of soldiers and an officer or sergeant would conduct small raids or brief violent
encounters to harass the enemy, was employed for practical purposes and ulsed bruta
tactics. The Dutch Wars present a plethora of examples when partisare wantaded
supplies, handicapped the Dutch army, prepared terrain for sieges, and pushed the
country toward surrender. While this use of partisan warfare was integriairtimgvthe
Dutch War, as George Satterfield argued, it also involved pure brutality. None of the

activity in the Dutch War, however, could compare with the unprovoked furor that Louis
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XIV and his army unleashed against the German Palatinate at the beginninlimfethe
Years’ War. In large European sieges and battles, Louis XIV upheld the idea of
‘gentlemanly war’, but in small warfare, Louis XIV encouraged brutality, and even
though officers emphasized discipline, they also encouraged their soldiersiter @yl
pillage when it suited the army’s needs. A clear discrepancy betweendredral ideals
reveals the unique sense of morality that the French applied to warfare. tRathan
‘enlightened’ European army, the French partisan tactics resemblethsgmaost
Europeans would associate with the atrocities of the Thirty Years War orheven t
brutality found in the New World.

Unlike Louis XIV’s first war, the War of Devolution, which lasted only aryea
and won territory and glory for the young monarch, the Dutch Wars, while proraising
the outset to be similarly short and glorious, turned into a prolonged, bloody, expensive
entanglement, in which Louis XIV would have to outlast rather than squarely efeat
slippery Dutch enemy. The reasons for the Dutch Wars are diplomaticallyecqrinpt
in short, Louis X1V, and the majority of his ministers, agreed that obtaining theesout
areas of the low countries would benefit France militarily and economiciilyn Wolf
downplays the pursuit afloire in Louis XIV’s decision to go to war, but the fact that
Louis XIV was a bellicose young king in search of a means to prove himself on the
battlefield played no small roll in his decision to attack. Louis XIV also interaled t
‘punish’ the Dutch for challenging France economically and politically.qgdote Paul
Sonnino, they “had preempted the position of his kingdom in commerce, blown up his

navy, and suppressed the authority of his kindred house of Orange in theit’state.”

*2 paul Sonninal.ouis XIV and the origins of the Dutch W&ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1988), 45.
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The Dutch Wars saw small warfare and brief but forceful moments of vicdance
decisive in the overall conflict. While the monumental and bloody sieges typtialedi
center stage in histories of the Dutch Wars, such as Vauban’'s masterfulfSiege o
Maastracht, partisan warfare paved the way for French success inargary
encounters, and ensured French superiority in supply and communication. These small
raids, partisan fighting, and violent actions against non-combatants weretheref
necessary for French victory. The type of violence most effectively employed by Louis
XIV's army resembled something from the religious wars, but with a moretelraim.
Violence during the Wars of Religion and the Thirty Years’ War featured @aogities
that were the work of undisciplined soldiers on a rampage, or religious zealatg vent
their passions. During the Dutch Wars, however, French officers harnessgpehat t
violence for their own purpose, and used partisan warfare for logisticalrateb
purposes.

Partisan activity in enemy villages employed brutal measuresnergaoney or
supplies. Thanks to the ‘bureau of contributions’ that Louis XIV established during the
War of Devolution, non-combatants of the Spanish Netherlands shouldered part of the
burden to supply and fund French troops. French dragoons threatened to burn and pillage
a community if the residents did not pay the required ‘contribution’ consisting of money
and supplies—a prospect frightening enough to ensure that most villages would pay their
enemies to invade and occupy their territory. In addition to supplying thehFaiemy,

these ‘war taxes’ sapped resources that otherwise would have supplied the‘enemy

*3 George SatterfieldPrinces, Posts, and Partisans: the army of Loul¢ Xhd partisan warfare in the
Netherlands, 1673-167@oston: Brill Leiden, 2003).
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Another means of obtaining lodging, money, and supply from non-combatants
consisted of sending ‘safe-guards’ to protect the village from wandeoogst Even if a
village was not singled out for paying a war tax, it could still come to adayif it fell
in the path of a wandering band of troops in search of supplies and plunder. French ‘safe
guards’ consisted of small collections of French troops sworn to protect towng agains
wandering groups of soldiers—for a priceThis price included quartering the safe-
guarding troops, a universally unpleasant task, and providing for the necessities every
soldier required of his host for his upkeep: wood for fire, vinegar, candles, access to a
bowl and cooking pot, and decent beddifiginfortunately for the hosts, most troops—
even those sworn to protect the town or village—also stole food and animals, sold their
hosts’ possessions, and preyed on the town’s women. Safe guarding, therefore, not only
consumed supplies that could have gone to the Spanish army, but it also sapped the
morale of the populace. The “bureau of contributions” and “safe-guards” provided two
means for the French army to not only supply itself, but to consume its enemy’s supplies
—all under the sanction of the French government.

French partisans further targeted civilians by conducting raidsaged adjacent
to future battle sites in order to weaken the area so as to render it incapabistiviy
any French action before anticipated battles or sieges. Even though the goadarfy
raids was to weaken an area before a larger battle by pillaging and btineyngiere not
conducted haphazardly by plunder-hungry troops. Each band of partisan troops fought

under the watchful eye and direction of an officer, and commanders strategicadly chos

%5 bid., 70.
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the sites for raiding. Any soldier who strayed from the exact location charisen f
destruction, or who departed from established means of destruction and partook in
unauthorized plunder, faced dire punishments, including hangihguvois directly
ordered an increase in the frequency and intensity of the raids on villages in 1675 and
1676, when he was pushing the war to a close. He reasoned that if Dutch civilians
reached their threshold of suffering, they would demand that their government end the
war, whatever the cost. Calculated suffering of civilians therefore comprised part of the
overall French strategy to bring long or costly wars to a close.

The partisans who carried out this effective, irregular, warfare wereanwedrby
the French army to raid, burn, and terrorize. Instead, the French army hired or
incorporated highwaymen, criminals, or deserters from either the French ostSpani
armies who were practiced at this kind of attcK-hese unsavory characters already
possessed many of the skills requireddetite guerrebased on their previous devious
dealings, which made them especially suited for raids and ambushes. Once itedrpora
into the French army, they fought in small groups. Operating away from theamay,
they sought cover and concealment during their raids, behind walls, barns, or bushes t
stay hidden as long as possible and then be protected from retiPndiree they
achieved their missions, they retreated back to the main army. Thes#sstgned to
direct their activities did come from the regular line army, however, andttewvere

often chosen for their abilities to lead small-scale missions. Even if thehFaemy did

5 bid., 132-141.
%8 |bid., 265.
*bid., 110.
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not yet teach this style of warfare, officers from the highesting commanders to
novice lieutenants knew how to use it for their larger purposes.

While the Dutch wars provide an excellent laboratory in which to observe the
practical uses of French partisan warfare, the Nine Years’ War dentesstoav
destructive Louis XIV’s army could be on a large scale. Louis XIV’'sdgre
miscalculation” in this war was that he intended for it to conclude after four mdths
it stretched from 1688 to 1697. While Louis XIV’s intentions in this war were purely
defensive—he wanted to fortify the borderlands between France and the Getem#-sta
the rest of Europe read his initial actions as offensive, trying to gobble upandrarid
power, a view that was not inconsistent with Louis XIV’s earlier conquests. Tikd Al
response against France proved to be quite forceful, and as France found itselfa&entangle
in a long, expensive war, it increased in savagery to force a peace.

The initial actions of the French army in the Nine Years’ War were notiahus
though they were little-mentioned in the seventeenth century. When on campaigs, armie
would purposely turn the area around them into “belts of waste” not only as a means of
supplying their own armies from the surrounding countryside, but also to make sure that
enemy armies could not encroach on their newly-won terrifofyot only would this
support their own advance, but protect their bordering provinces from having to undergo
the same treatment by enemy forces. It is important to note, howevehetbabireas
would not be entirely destroyed and burned to the ground, but weakened and sapped of

resources only to the point where the area would be incapable of hosting another army.

1 Ronald Thomas Ferguson, “Blood and Fire: ContiisuPolicy of the French Armies in Germany,
1668-1715,” (Ph.D. diss. University of Minnesotay0), 16.
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While some level of devastation of occupied territory was customary @réatic
European armies—even the French treatment of the Dutch during the Dutch Wars wa
considered acceptable practice—the devastation of the German Patdmatied a
particularly strong reaction of horror from European contemporaries. ThehFaeng
did not just destroy the targeted towns and lay waste to the surrounding countryside, but
it terrorized the populace in particularly brutal ways that had not been seethsince
Wars of Religiorf? In this instance, however, it was not the fury of religious zeal that lay
at the root of this bloodshed, but according to Louis XIV’s senior military advisors,
military necessity® Even this ‘military necessity’ has been questioned by
contemporaries and scholars alike, as Louis XIV was not responding to an “immediate
precise ‘necessity’, but used strategy [that had been] decided upon and perfealgd in c
blood far from the places of combat, and [as] a ‘defensive strategy’ appliedrfathie
borders.®*

Louis XIV declared war on the German states Mémoire des Raisonwhich
he released for circulation in September of 1688, then promptly began his campaign the
following day, before thiMémoirewould have even had the opportunity to arrive in
German territory. Louis XIV did not believe the war could possibly last more hihe@ t
or four months, and foresaw ‘preemptive’ invasion of the German states as a way to
further expedite the process. His initial actions consisted only of takinga@édants

directly on the French/German border: Philippsburg, Mannheim, and Frankenthal, which,

62 John Lynn, “A Brutal Necessity? The Devastationhaf Palatinate, 1688-1689,” @ivilians in the Path
of Wareds. Mark Grimsley and Clifford Rogers (Lincolmildersity of Nebraska Press, 2002), 88.
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surprised by the unforeseen French invasion, surrendered to the French army with
relatively little conflict. Over a dozen neighboring towns surrendered asamdlthe
fortress of Mainz conceded to the garrisoning of French troops. Louis XIV's aetny m
with resistance, however, at Koblenz, which refused to surrender. In response, Louis
XIV ordered it to be bombed into submission, then gutted and burned. The French
monarch had expected that the German states would have surrendered by this point and
the war would be over. Instead, several German princes had allied againstiMyuis
and the Imperial Diet officially declared war on France in January of 1689. The quic
and dirty war that Louis had projected had now become a long and tedious affair.

Earlier in October of 1688, one of Louvois’ senior military advisors, Chamlay,
had suggested entirely destroying the city of Mannheim, not just destrbgingatls and
using the buildings and homes to garrison soldiers during the winter, but to “put it to the
sword and plow it under,” obliterating its existence complételiow that the war
looked to be a long one, Louvois and King Louis XIV himself agreed. This destruction
would consist of more than the usual collection of contributions from the local
inhabitants, but of complete obliteration. By laying waste to some of the regiontladong
Rhine, Louis XIV would protect France from any possibility of being invade@daynan
forces and also punish the Germans for their obstinacy. Louis XIV even plotted out the
precise cities slated for destruction on a map, then unleashed his army.

The French army began with the town of Heidelberg on March 2, 1689, where
they chased out all of the inhabitants and burned to the ground all but five buildings, an
oversight which made Louvois furious. They then turned their attention to Mannheim,

where French officers gave the residents four days to remove their belomgiogate to

% bid., 83.
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Alsace, and, for efficiency’s sake, set their own homes on fire as theyetep@his last
order the Mannheim residents refused to do, and on March 8, the French troops burned
the town to the ground themselves. The French army further forced some of kthe loca
young men to stay behind to help with the destruction of every building, from hut to
mansion, so that the German armies would later be entirely incapable of finglikioped

of shelter. To complete this ‘belt of destruction’, senior commanders then ordered t
obliteration of all towns within ten miles of Mannheim, over twenty towns in all. Some
of these towns, such as Oppenheim and Worms, had already surrendered to the French,
and had had all of their fortifications destroyed, but complete destruction aallidne f

razing of every barn and hut in the village, and the villagers displaced to French
provinces. In some areas where the French army had demanded tribute, seprsr off
commanded, as a way to increase the rate of payments, burning of all the nilgsircas
the area until the money was paid in full.

During this destruction, officers of course made an effort to keep their troops
under control, but soldiers could not very well be told to burn down an entire house
without first helping themselves to whatever plunder might still be inside. In one
infamous episode, a band of soldiers saved all the wine in the cellar of a doomed mansion
by consuming it on the spBt. Their subsequent condition did not, of course, lend itself
to orderly conduct while razing the town. The residents of these towns who had not had
the time or opportunity to abandon their homes received appalling abuse. One writer in
particular recounted how French soldiers found vent for their “evil passions” in the

women of the towns, not stopping at gang-raping pregnant women in the streets or in the

% John Lynn;The Wars of Louis XI\V198.
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cellars of their homes, evéorcing the victims’ husbands to watth.These actions, and
many more of their kind, of course led to brutal reprisals from the victimized e
further inspiring French troops to excessive violence, resulting in a cycletofadies
that lasted until the entire area had been laid waste.

French officers must have been conscious of what havoc their soldiers would
wreak on the unfortunate populace; even if they offered token commands to maintain
discipline and order, pillaging and assaults inevitably occurred. Yet this did notsee
perturb the senior officers, who had proposed these very measures for the protection of
French borders. The entire event struck Europe as excessive, for evennggeekets
of uninhabitable land had become a typical measure for all European armiegyetetitar
brutal violence against the populace, the size of the ‘belts’ of waste, and thg tbtal
destruction seemed to have overstepped the rules for warfare in the late s¢iventee
century. Europe had not seen anything like it in scope and intensity since the Thirty
Years War, and pamphlets condemned French conduct as worse than that of “Turks and
Devils” combined®® Even though Europe witnessed similar violence in the Dutch wars,
the extremity of the violence struck an ominous chord that reverberated throughout
Europe.

These examples of French actions in the Dutch Wars and the Nine Years’ War
characterize the extent to which the French army was willing to bryttdizerize and
demoralize their enemies to achieve military goals. The French arnrpotas in
contradiction. Their military culture emphasized honor and obtaining gloseff) king,

and country through the use of stringently disciplined troops. They practiced war in an

67 John Lynn, “A Brutal Necessity?”, 86.
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era that promoted reason above violence and the protection of civilians. When
conducting large sieges or battles, in a ‘public’ arena, French officers exhibése
values of honor and restraint. In much of the small warfare they conducted, however,
when they were not directly pitted against the opposing army, but against smadler ba
of troops or civilians, officers ordered their soldiers to commit atrocitiesyedl them to
pillage and burn in chosen areas, and planned the wholesale obliteration of targesed t
for limited gains.

The French army did not cease to use partisan warfare and scorched-gesth tac
with the death of Louis XIV. Another stunning example of succepstite guerre
appeared in the War of the Austrian succession, which Louis XV waged from 1740 to
1748. The French army attacked the Netherlands with fury, recalling tiaek an the
same area during the Dutch W&tsHere again, the French hacked and pillaged their
way through the Netherlands, committing the worst atrocities at Bergeoap;Zhe
principal fortress of Dutch Brabant.

After having weakened the defenses of the fortress, French troops carmgburst
through the walls and over the ramparts on the night of September 15-16, 1747. Dutch
guards, sleepy and ill-prepared for the unexpected onslaught, tried to picknui Fre
troops as they entered the fort, but could not present a united front against the invasion.
French soldiers took advantage of the lack of preparation to utterly destwtyth®ne

French narrator described them as “lions in fury . . . They massacred, rapedaaysdi pill

%9 M.S. AndersonThe War of the Austrian Succession, 1740-1(N&8v York: Logman, 1995), 172.
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the town . . .*® The next morning, the same narrator noted that camp followers bought
up what remained of the plunder and immediately began to sell it as legitimate goods
The French army at Bergen-op-Zoom in the aftermath of the attack prkaente
conflicting image of the French officers regretting the carnage, whtlee same time
accepting it for its benefit to the French army and its advances in the waas o
secret among the French officers that “our troops are crueler and harphiaging than
any others,” yet they did not seem perturbed by this incidebieutenant General
Lowendahl, the second in command to General Choiseul by the end of the war, expressed
a token regret over having been unable “to guarantee this wretched town frga.’pilla
He then immediately acknowledged that the ruin of Bergen-op-Zoom “has entehed t
army prodigiously, and | hope that it will render it as audacious as it will laienthat of
the enemy.” From looking at the French reaction to their handy-work, it is clear that
they were both sickened by it while simultaneously resigned to its rgaasd not too
eager to find alternate means to enrich their army and weaken the enemghtOutri
destruction appeared to achieve their goals sufficiently. Both junior and sergerff
had come to accept the bloody broken eggs that were necessary to make a victorious
French omelet.
The known success of partisan warfare was also expressed in French
incorporation of light troops into its standard units of soldiers. The Marshale de Saxe ha

introduced a more regimented use of light troops to the French army based on his

9 Edmond-Jean-Francois Barbier, quoted in RohareB@hoiseul: Father and Son, 1719-17&2axford:
Clarendon Press, 1980), 707.
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experiences with the Hapsburg armies fighting the Turks in earlist wdter 1743,
both Hapsburg and French armies regularly used light and irregular troops, even in
pitched battles, to harass enemy flanks, disrupt communication, and aid with
reconnaissanc€. While the French had used partisan troops for similar purposes during
the Dutch Wars seventy years prior, by the 1740s, the use of partisans had been
institutionalized. French officers could receive special training and pyqpepare
French troops for partisan warfare, which was employed more regul#hnin farger
operations, as opposed to outside or just before a major battle or siege.

From these three inspections of the Dutch Wars, the Nine Years’ War, and the
War of Austrian succession, it is evident that the French army had a tradition of using
partisan tactics and targeting civilians to achieve their ends. Theseanaihe other
three major wars that occurred during this time period (the War of Devolution, thef War
Spanish Succession, and the War of Polish succession), certainly featurgeghemrare
impressive battles and sieges that are typically showcased in the Qistpohp. More
recent studies, however, are uncovering unconventional forms of fighting dugrgtéi
period that suggest that European armies continued to use the extreme violence
associated with the execution of battles during the religious wars, suppalsadtjoned
for more ‘enlightened’ or ‘limited’ means of making war. These types of violesteot
be blamed on soldiers running amok, literally drunk with plunder and disorderliness,
because the officers planned this type of violence, ordered it, and did veny Iitkrain
troops. As Hervé Dévillon observed, “These cruel operations in Holland and in the
Palatinate show the emergence of a new form of war-time violence.” imikiar

modes of destruction during the Thirty Years’ War, which were acts of hungry and

3 Anderson;The War of the Austrian Successiga3.
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poorly disciplined soldiers, “the recourse to destruction was . . . premeditated and made
to serve a larger strategy. The assumed necessity and the eventua béretih

operations proceeded directly from a calculation effected by the centratigut’ The

study of these forms of violence is relatively new in European militargriography,

and no doubt there are many more such instances that remain to be studied.

The War of the Polish Succession (1733-1738), a little studied event that offers
more to the diplomatic historian than one interested in battle, may be the ondeegam
an ‘enlightened’ war. As John Sutton states, “this war was perhaps the dreplepf
all” for limited warfare, because “the diplomatic and military conwengiof the time . . .
were observed with great care,” and these restraints, “kept the war within béunds.”
That this war is singled out as unique in its limited nature again proves thatureafat
European warfare from 1648-1763 was typically bloody and untamed. In the Age of

Limited Warfare, there was only one limited war.

[I. French Amy and French Society in Conflict

France’s use of partisan warfare in a ‘limited age’ could be intechastan
example of the extreme lengths the French monarch was willing to go in ordetetct pr
his people from outside invasion. The burning of the German Palatinate was, at its core
a defensive, preemptive action to secure French borders. Louis XIV's useaoith&o
protect French territory was consistent, however, with the way he deployadihe a

against his own subjects. In addition to protecting or extending French borders, the

" Hervé DrevillonL'imp6t de Sang: Le Métier des Armes sous Louis(R&fis, 2005), 35-6.

S John L. SuttorThe King’s honor and the King's Cardinal: The wdrtlee Polish Successid¢hexington:
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French army also operated as a “federal” police force. When French seldiezred in
civilian villages or towns, and especially when they used coercive meas@dsatct
taxes or conversions from the French populace, they used the same kinds of partisan
violence as they did against Dutch or German subjects. Even though the word “civilian”
did not come into common usage until the Revolutionary era, civilians and soldiers
operated in entirely different, and wholly conflicting spheres throughout thereadgrn
period’® While soldiers and civilians often intermingled in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, they considered themselves as different peoplesand we
endemically hostile to each other. This use of French soldiers against Frerdtssubj
and the entirely different cultures of these two groups, meant that the French civil
military relations were abysmal.

Unlike officers, French soldiers operated outside the sphere of honor and glory.
Even if officers, war ministers, or the king himself ordered soldiers to enachtious
violence against civilians, it would not necessarily darken their honor, becausessoldier
were expected to act on a more violent, less restrained plane than thed, tedimer-
bound officers. Officers used the soldiers’ reputation as a means to perpetiexice
against civilians in foreign wars and especially in domestic conflicts. aVisised his
soldiers against his own subjects to collect taxes, convert reluctant prtsteatal quell
any domestic revolts. Soldiers and civilians therefore viewed each otheuiad nat
enemies, a view that was constantly confirmed in violent exchanges hetveetsvo.

One of the more common ways in which soldiers and citizens of France irderacte
was through quartering. Before and during the reign of Louis X1V, when offindidéary

barracks were few and far between, soldiers would lodge in homes in small towns or

® David A. Bell, Total War 11.
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villages. The government regulated tllgementarefully, but this practice nearly
always imposed a heavy burden on the shoulders of the unfortunate hosts. Hosts had to
provide for the basic food and shelter needs of the soldiers, but often soldiers demanded
more and became destructive: demanding that families entertain and serfresticsy
stealing food, selling the family’s possessions when they felt they wereingt be
properly fed or housed, and preying on the women. Severity in these crimes depended on
the individual soldier and the circumstances ofitgementbut citizens regarded
guartering with universal fear and aversion, to the point where towns would gato gre
lengths to avoid having to quarter soldiers, and women reportedly trembled at their very
approach.” Louis XIV could use quartering therefore as a means of coercing his people
into paying unpopular taxes or converting Protestants. Because soldiers had a
frightening, violent reputation, they could coerce people usicigniques that even Louis
XIV would deem excessive, especially in the case of converting stubborn &ntgest

Louis XIV had considered the Protestants of France residing in the southern
regions to be a blemish on his reign. Before revoking the Edict of Nantes thatgatote
protestant strongholds, Louis XIV wanted to force the conversion of as manyéhtstes
as possible without appearing to be targeting them specifically. He thevedered
troops to lodge with protestant households until they converted. Louis XIV never
planned to convert or eradicate all of the protestants in 1681 when he sent the first batch
of troops. He planned to diminish the number of protestants in the area to a small enough
minority (2 or 3 to 1) so that if and when he decided that he no longer wanted protestants
in his kingdom, he could eradicate them without much resistance. Louis feareasepris

from neighboring protestant nations, such as England, if they sensed his plan of
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exterminating the last wind of Protestantism in France. He consequentligiedtr
occupying troops to treat their protestant hosts well and to avoid all violence, butdcounte
on the officers to look the other way when troops made themselves particularly
unwelcome guests.

While staying with protestants, soldiers destroyed furniture, killed dsiavad
abused their hosts. In his journal chroniclingdregonnadeoccupation in Poitou and
his family’s eventual escape to Holland, Jean Migault recounted several in@tients
property destruction and personal abuse from the soldiers, especially against his poor
wife. In one instance, Migault recalled witnessing the soldiers destroig alooden
furniture to create a great bonfire in the house, then

believing they would win [his wife] over with their threats, swore and

blasphemed the name of God . . . saying that they would burn her if she

did not convert. And while these executioners took their turns torturing

her, they did not win over her soul . . . She was yet so weakened by this

great heat, that . . . she afterwards showed hardly any sign of feeling or

comprehensior®

According to Migault, the goal of the king was clear, for none offihpistes
were forced to host soldiers, and as soon as a family converted, the soldibesrleft t
house to prey on the neighbors. In the meantime, if a family resisted the conversion and
did not pay the occupier a daily allowance appropriate for their rank or officeotps
would sell the family’s belongings and animals to obtain their desired $alary

These actions did draw attention and protest from protestant princes in other

states, and Louvois had to recall the army for a short period. The coerced oorsversi

8 Jean Migaultles dragonnades en Poitou et Saintonge: le joudealean Migaulted. Nathanaél Weiss,
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continued at a steady rate, however, until 1685, when the majority of Protestants had
converted or managed, like Migault, to discreetly escape. There remained, howeve
enclaves of stubborn Protestants who withstood all of Louis XIV's coercivesgffort
especially in Languedoc, southwestern France, and the Alpine region. When Louvois
gave the order to “diminish as much as possible the number of Protestants in the region of
Bordeaux,” the resulting atrocities were apparently so horrendous that Lbadois
ensure that Louis never heard the worst of tA®ryven in cases when violence escalated
to the point where the king himself would object, war ministers, officers, the soldner
executed the violence, showed no compunction about executing violence against fellow
French subjects—protestant or not.

Beyond unpleasant occupatidmgementor the threat oiogementsometimes
resulted in civil war, in which soldiers and subjects engaged in actual combat. When
occupation or outright attacks occurred in towns or villages, civilians would take tip wha
weapons existed at their disposal to defend themselves against the soldigrsarCior
example, broke out in several places over the new tax policies of Colbert, which,
rendered temporary taxes, implemented solely for the purpose of raising fumgsadur
war, a permanent fixture for the provinces in 1661. This caused a great deal of upheaval
from the western region of Bordeaux—where the rebellion was quashed ratlkéy uic
the king's troops—to southern provincial towns, where the rebels made a more staunch
resistance to the hated taxes. Jean-Antoine du Roure, a petty noble withiktame m

experience in the local militia, gathered 4,000 armed men who attacked the homes of the
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wealthy nobility in the province as a protest against th&'tdr.response, an impressive

army of about 4,500 soldiers assembled just a small distance from du Roure and his men.
The soldiers and rebels never had the opportunity to fight an all-out battle, bé&ause t
royal troops attacked the rebels in the middle of the night, killing them inbtbebsf

In this situation, as with some of the other small tax rebellions in Bordeaux and
Boulonnais, French peasant bands proved little match for the royal soldiers. While the
rebels might have the upper hand for a short amount of time, the arrival of French troops
typically spelled doom for a rebellion, not necessarily because of anyauglelliin
fighting, but because French officers organized their troops’ attacks in coojuywth
militia forces and often outnumbered the reB2l$n several conflicts against the French
protestants the fighting between subjects and soldiers became longer, dnadid#rtier.

Here, the local protestants often had the advantage, for they fought in their gyn hill
mountainous territory, used small-war, guerilla tactics, and enjoyed the sapfie
populace.

In 1685, Louis XIV turned his attention to the Vaudois, a small community of
protestants living in the Piedmont region on the border between France and fialy. T
Piedmont was inhabited for the most part by Catholics, and for many years, thesvaudoi
had lived peaceably among them, paid their taxes to the king, and otherwise conducted
themselves as model subjects. Louis XIV viewed their religious securitgveoyas a

poor example to the protestants he had tried so earnestly to convert, and he sknt Frenc
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troops, led by the Duc of Savoie, to force the conversion of the entire community or
imprison those who refused. Savoie surrounded the region with small bands of troops,
making escape impossible. When governor Victor Amédée, offered to convert the
Protestants in his regions by “gentle methods,” Louis XIV replied that hedvgenld

national troops if Amédée would not use his own. Louis XIV was so committed to
preventing protestants from escaping into Italy, that those who were found on the other
side of the border would be brought back to either be converted or imprisoned.

Even after patrolling the borders and bringing in French troops, finding and
subjugating the Protestants of the mountainous Piedmont region was not easily done.
While the peasants could not fight an open battle against regular troops with much
success, they used their familiarity with the difficult terrain to thehaatage. French
troops had to reorganize themselves into small bands and fight in the uneven
mountainous terrain. Even after capturing 6,000 protestants, they did not know how
many remained, or if those hiding in the mountains would reappear. Unlike the
Protestants of some of the other regions, who faced abuse by occupying soldiers but
could stay in their homes, any armed Protestants of this region werarestaetly
hanged or imprisoned in such unbearable conditions that within a period of four months,
nearly fifty percent of the prisoners had died. By the time the French troops had swept
through the area, and the Catholic militias had finished off any remaining bppotie
area of the protestant Piedmont region had been utterly devd$tated.

The war against the Protestants reached its height at the dawn ohtiee g
century in Languedoc, where from 1702 to 1704 French forces concentrated on wiping

out the entire Protestant population. As in Piedmont, the terrain was tough, and French

8 Lynn, Wars of Louis XIy181.
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troops had to battle the entire population, not just an isolated group of seditious peasants.
Unlike the past campaigns against the protestants, however, the revolt of tisar@am

(so called because of the white shirts the rebels wore) became a imat aga
noncombatant® Civilians had surely suffered during coercive quartering, and had been
taken prisoner in Piedmont if caught trying to escape, but in Languedodo&iginaing

of the eighteenth century, French troops made war on civilians and targeted them
specifically. Not only was Louis XIV using French troops to subdue insurgents, but
eventually his officers systematically exterminated whole proteptgmilations

regardless of their part in the rebellion.

The revolt of the Camisards began shortly after the revocation of the Edict of
Nantes in 1685. In addition to the forced conversions brought on by the revocation, the
protestants of Languedoc also faced increasing hardship due to increased\thites
many families had formally converted, several of the youth declared thesisel
‘prophets’, increasing the religious fervor among the unconverted and converted-in-
name-only alike. Theatendantof the region, Lamoignon de Baville, in conjunction with
the fierce Catholics in the area, attempted to oppress the ‘prophets’ violently. SRumor
spread that one Catholic priest, the abbé Chayla, had a prison and torture chamber in his
basement awaiting reluctant converts. On the evening of July 24, Chayla captured two
protestant sisters trying to escape Languedoc and had them imprisoned iarh@igf
cellar. A group of about thirty protestants gathered to murder Chayla iatietali They
broke into his house, rescued the prisoners, and stabbed him to death.

From that point on, it was all out war between the French army and the

Protestants of Languedoc. The Protestants divided themselves into independent bands,

8 bid., 277.
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and would attack French forces in small groups, fight a harried skirmish, apgetbs

into the hilly mountain region of the Cévennes. The rebellion expanded rapidly, and
French commander Duc de Broglie found himself fighting not an army or even a
scattered band of rebels, but an entire region. Protestant fighters burnedcCatholi
churches, murdered priests, and terrorized the Catholics at will, with little 6pposi

from the French troops, who were too widely scattered in too few numbers to present a
staunch opposition. Finally, Maréchal de Camp Jacques de Julien arrived in Languedoc
to take over one of the regions. Unlike Broglie, Julien understood that in order to defeat
the rebels, he would also have to defeat the villages supporting them, and thus began a
war of extermination. If a village gave help to the rebels, he argued ¢éfatahch army
should attack the town and slaughter every inhabitant they found. While this involved
killing the innocent as well as the guilty, Julien believed that it would result in pletam
withdrawal of non-combatant support for the rebels and destroy the rebels’.mbhnale
rebels who return to their village, he explained, “will find . . . . his wife with her throa
cut, another will find his children, another will find his sister, another his fathef® . .”

This vicious chain of violence climaxed with the burning of a mill-turned-
protestant-temple. On April 1, 1703, in the town of Nimes, approximately 150 French
Protestants assembled at a humble mill in order to conduct their religiougsemig
they worshipped, French officer Montrevel arrived on the scene and stationedssatidie
the doors and the one window of the mill with orders to kill anyone who emerged.
Montreval then set fire to the mill and all 150 protestants—men, women, and children—

were burned alive. After this incident, Louis XIV called in Marshal Clduales

8 McCullough,Coercion, Conversion, and Counterinsurger@g1.
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Hector, duke de Villars, and the violence finally calmed to a more manadeadle
under his strategy of offering pardons to repenting protestant fébels.

Even in these domestic revolts, when the French army acted as a policéhforce
violence again exhibits the French army’s proficiency in partisan warfaseyalbs
groups of soldiers fought bands of guerrillas and insurgents. Even more so than their
wars against foreign states, these wars were challenging becausedbt@aptatr tax-
reluctant citizens were fighting on their home territory, which, espgdrallanguedoc
and the Piedmont region, consisted of mountainous terrain that the rebels could use to
their advantag&® Nor, when the situation became desperate, did the French
commanding officers shy away from using a ‘scorched earth policy’ on their own
territory. Witnesses attest that after the Protestants of the Piedmgiomt had been
finally subdued, nothing was left. Catinat reported on 9 May, ‘The country is etatypl
desolated; there are no longer any people or livestock at aff’ .Even if French
officers and soldiers considered Protestants as people who lived outside timeskanc
because of their religion, they did not mind catching loyal Catholics in thdiczass
they converted and exterminated neighboring Protestants.

Using soldiers to quell revolts was not necessarily Louis XIV’s preferettod
of calming domestic conflicts. As Roy McCullough has illustrated, French teated
in conjunction with local militias or occasionally foreign troops when quieting aliredpel
populace. If Louis XIV could concentrate his trained soldiers solely on foregnies,

he would, but he did not shy away from using them on French subjects if the soldiers’
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presence seemed necessary or convenient. Often Louis XIV would complete two
missions with one motion when it came time to choose a winter quarter for his ttbops
there was a village that had revolted or been slow in paying taxes, Lauisoild
station his troops there, providing his troops with winter lodging while at the same ti
squelching any rebellion or punishing a feisty town.

This vinegar and baking soda relationship between soldiers and civilians was a
reflection of Louis XIV’'s absolutist state building. State power directedrimg
against the society it was trying to manage, and this new relationship betateesmsk
society played out in the clashes between soldier and civilian. Again, Louis XIV’s
expansion and bureaucratization of the French army was significant, becauseythe a
was not acting on the behalf of individual noble commanders, but represented tke state’
purposeful violence against French subjects. The French army was not only ameans
international military power for the monarch, but a heavy-handed instrument afgbe |
French bureaucracy, used to coerce the people into enacting this bureaucraays biddi
The army was a vital instrument for Louis XIV’s building of state power and his
repression of domestic revolt. While it helped to preserve his absolute power @ enf
his orders unflinchingly, it also brought criticism on him for being despotic. XiWs
mobilization of his army as an institution against the people created aniaaiitns

hostile relationship between his army and the state it protected, and his own people.

IV. War and Society: the Cultural Divide

Even outside of tensions over religion and taxes, mutual fear and suspicion

marked the relationship between the army and the civilian population. Historians of the
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French army, such as John Lynn and David Parrot, might argue that French troops
behaved viciously towards peasant communities because they were not syffiegentl
and supplied by the army, and that as military administration improved, this “tax of
violence” was replaced by a more organized and reliable provisions from the
government® While French military administration vastly improved over this period of
time, it did not lessen the suspicion, fear, and hatred that marked the raiatioetsveen
the civilian and military worlds. Soldiers and civilians reacted so violeg#inat each
other not only because of Louis XIV’s prerogatives, but because the two groups
possessed opposing cultures. This relationship continued well into the latterthalf of
eighteenth century and even appeared to be a permanent fixture of France. Even the
militia, which in other countries represented a bridge between army ahangidid not
provide much understanding between the two groups in France.

The soldiers-civilian relationship was so intrinsically hostile, that often t
soldiers’ arrival on the scene increased the likelihood of revolt and violence amsong t
populace. The rebellions against gapier timbréin Nantes and Rennes in 1675
provides one example. When this tax on paper goods met with staunch resistance,
Louvois sent an envoy of French troops to enforce it, and to add insult to injury, the
townspeople had to host them in their own homes. The governor of Brittany, the duke
de Chaulnes, realized that these troops would be an especially obnoxious burden on the
families who had not participated in the revolt, and he took every measure possible to
ensure that the soldiers did not abuse their hosts. He took out a loan that would pay for

the food and lodging of the soldiers, and then forbade the soldiers from exacting any

% 30hn LynnGiant of the Grande Siégl&85, 189; David ParroRichelieu’s ArmyCambridge:
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services or goods from their hosts or from abusing their hosts with thievesyauita
Despite his efforts, the citizens of Nantes heavily resented the “invadershe new
governor of Nantes, the marquis de Lavardin, wrote to Louvois, “I am doing everything
| can to accommodate two things so antipathetic, the bourgeois and the soldiers, and am
attempting to make both of them live together peacefully After three weeks, the
soldiers moved onto Rennes, and with their departure, the rebellious spirit among the
populace died out almost instantly.

The town of Rennes was one of the few that had been spared from ever having to
lodge troops, yet when the townspeople became increasingly violent againsttbaving
pay this stamp tax on paper goods, 150 troops made a showy, military entrance into town,
marching in every gate of the city with their weapons primed. Their presence
immediately sparked a revolt, in which the town militia and royal soldiersejedrover
whom would stand guard at the Hotel de Ville, and the townspeople expressed their
opinion by throwing stones at the soldiers. As violence escalated, the townspeople
attacked the governor’s mansion. One officer wanted to order his men to fire on the
crowd, but Governor Chaulnes forbade it, knowing that after firing into the mob, there
would be no way to contain it. Finally, a local militia convinced the crowd to disperse.
The revolt against the soldiers succeeded, however, and within two days, they were
gone’?

These two episodes are patrticularly telling of the relationship betwbégtts
and soldiers, because even when the troops acted peacefully and even when the

inhabitants did not have to provide for the soldiers’ food and lodging, the populace
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greatly resisted the soldiers’ presence. This suggests that it wast ioé ju®lence that

the soldiers brought with them, or even the expense of paying for the soldiersrthat we
occupying the town that caused the populace to resist their presence. Frenchdplenspe
found the very proximity of soldiers distasteful and heavily resisted aogiason with
them. At times the mere presence of the soldiers incited rebellion.

Historians studying the peasant-soldier relationship have agreed that the
animosity between these two groups had deep roots. As J. R. Hale posited, so#dliers of
backgrounds found in the “peasantry an endemic secondary antagonistving
suffered together through rain, cold, hunger, and the unending discomforts of the
soldiers’ nomadic lifestyle, troops may have even felt entitled to the goods of the
sedentary peasant. From a soldier’s point of view, the peasant, whom theyedrotect
from foreign invasion, seemed to live a life that consisted of comforting rtztaia
reliable source of food, shelter, and family. Of course, many peasants’ liveswhad fe
certainties, and they perceived their food, homes, and few possessions as hard-earned.
They resented the vagabond soldier extorting money and food, destroying homes, and
targeting the villages’ women.

Hale argues that soldiers despised peasants almost on principle, everii§ soldi
grew up in peasant communities themselves. Despite sharing language anduratk
soldiers had different values that took root as soon as they turned their back on their
home community and entered the army. Yves-Marie Bercé argued that othérethan t
conflict that resulted when both peasants and soldiers fought for the same scarce
resources, the mutual hatred sprung from opposing sets of values. Peasants who longed

to travel, to escape what they might view as the claustrophobic confines o lifkag
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and to get closer to the nobility would join the army. Aided by their new environment
and new comrades in arms, they would turn their backs literally and metaphorically on
their compatriots who stayed in the village. In integrating themselves intontlydite,
ex-peasants were “driven by an urge to scorn and abuse their old envirofimidate’
suggested as well that soldiers used the taking of garrison towns or the @rcapati
French towns to exact a “peasant’s revenge,” in which they enacted violence on the
members of the middle class, such as merchants, who had cheated them or treated them
with scorn in their youth. Being agents of violence gave soldiers a license tdhexac
revenge that would be near-impossible for a pedsant.

The hatred between citizens and soldiers, and the royal will to use ¢ne¢datt
control the former, continued through the eighteenth century with the infagneugs
des farinesor “Flour Wars” of 1775, when the king’s financial minister, Turgot, sent
25,000 troops to extinguish a revolt that occurred because of his own poor economic
judgment. When the Flour Wars erupted in the Spring of 1775 in Paris and the
surrounding countryside, Turgot had just made a poorly-timed decision to all@awerfree
of commerce in the grain trade within the kingdom, which might have flourished had it
not been for the abysmal harvest of 1774 that already forecasted high prices. The
unregulated market only fueled fears that the shortage of resources wouftticaise
even further. Turgot refused to reverse his policy in light of the scarce gnaion
April 27, theguerres des farinegegan in the market town of Beaumont-sur-Oise and

continued in 300 separate riots over a period of 22 days.
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For almost a month throughout the Paris basin, angry rioters ransacked market
stalls or bakeries, taking flour and bread and leaving behind what they would have
considered a fair price. Local militia did not offer any help, as it wasjuipped to deal
with widespread violence, which for the most part occurred too quickly for the rtolitia
respond. The French government called in 25,000 troops to guard Paris and the
immediate surrounding area. The troops proved to be effective in some placeshehere t
riots died down within a week, but in other places they only exacerbated the vitilence.
According to the subdelegate of Gournay-en-Bray, “the troops [did] not make ths buyer
more docile, they [were] further inflamed.” One bold rioter, when met with ieagait
the doors of a farm targeted for pillage, called to his compatriots to “pick up stahes a
let’s throw ourselves on these bastards. They are made of skin and bones like
ourselves.’

This natural hostility between citizens and soldiers raises questions ladout t
status of themnilice, an institution that might seem to straddle these two often opposed
groups of people. Like militias in America or England, the Frenitice consisted of
subjects who bore arms for the purpose of defense, domestic control, and to supplement
the regular army in battle as necessary. The Frenlate, however, hardly served as a
mediating institution between the army and civilians. It fulfilled two dgife functions
for the French government, neither of which fostered good relations betweemsivilia
and the army. On the one hand, thiéce that existed for the purpose of domestic

control and defense resembled much more an inefficient police force than an &eyy. T
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did not fight foreign wars, or join the army in domestic campaigns. Rather, thes dutie
were to keep a night watch, man the town’s gates by day, and occasionally patrol the
streets—duties that did not involve engagement in battle or confronting an enemy any
more numerous or dangerous than a highwayman, town drunk, or rebelling peasant. In
other words, their duties consisted only of immediate local needs, and did not ngcessari
involve large-scale violence or the kind of training required of the king’s soldiers.

When called on by the regular army, thgice would play a part in quelling tax
revolts, as they did in the town of Rennes, but it was not particularly effective. Aithoug
McCullough argued that it was thalice that principally put down tax or grain revolts in
the provinces, their typical disorganization meant that they could not alwaysted.trus
Looking at a larger sample of revolts in the seventeenth century, William Bgei&d
that while in an ideal world theailice would be well-equipped to deal with local
problems, the reality differed greatly. If violence broke out in a town, thebersnof the
milice and citizens of the town would not necessarily agree which side of the conflict
deserved official support. Nor did citizens always necessarily regpauoilice’s
authority. Dissenting citizens were very hard to control and contain, as theyheew t
topography of the landscape and the ins and outs of the towns as well as the members of
themilice. Furthermore, thmilice dealt with revolts best when they developed slowly,
allowing for members to exchange information and create a cohererng\str&ew
revolts afforded thenilice that luxury. Additionally, there was no guarantee that during

a violent uprising, members of thalice would report for duty instead of protecting their
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own homes, families, and property. Ideally, thiice could be called on to squelch local
revolts, but in reality execution proved extremely difficilt.

In addition to a rocky relationship between thiéice and the citizens, there was
constant conflict within thenilice itself. This is not surprising, considering that these
men came from a variety of different trades, education-levels, and sontihgta It was
difficult for the men of these companies to maintain professional militangatds when
working with their neighbors, with whom they had relationships, good or bad, outside of
themilice. As Beik stated, when mixing men of menial living with men of higher status,
“quarrels arose between officers and men, and the ambiance of the tavérnafesred
to the ramparts®

Nor does the secomdilieu in which one finds thenilice—supplementing royal
troops during foreign wars—reveal any closeness between soldiers andlidescivho
temporarily served alongside them. During times of war, parishes vepanssble for
furnishing a certain number of men for the king’s service, but this instituésn w
thoroughly hated, and young men went to great lengths to escape it. Wealthier men could
buy out of serving in theilice or find a replacement, which, in some areas, resulted in
too few men to tend the fields. As the inhabitants of Villeron stated, rflilhee
depopulates the country more than misery . . . men join it or escape it [by taking up] work
in Paris. And there are no more hands to work the fiéfisThe baillage de Nemours

referred to it as “slavery” and Auxerre complained that because ofythlennditia, “the
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widow saw her only son ripped from her arms,” ensuring her certain destitltion.
addition to being a hated institution among the populace who had to fill it, the royal
milice provided very little training for its members, and the men served as littke threom
fodder for enemy cannons.

While themilice did serve at the behest of the state as private citizens when called
to fight with the royal army or to enforce the collection of the King's taxesffered
from the militias of Britain and colonial North America. Unlike these mdjttae French
counterpart did not nurture a sense of unity across the country or serve as the proud
representation of a city, colony, county, or province. Rather, therfolbed acted as an
early police force, and the royalilice as forced labor; it consisted of reluctant citizens

forced into a soldier’s garb.

Conclusion

The French army, as it stood from 1660 to 1750, appeared as a strong body of
aristocratic officers and plundering soldiers that defeated its neigabdrsubdued its
populace. Its position of dominance in Europe and in France, however, proved to be only
temporary. While Louis XIV had intended for the French army to become a petnane
state-wielded institution, his process of standardization did not smooth over the many
disfunctionalities that existed within the French army, and the hatreeéd&etive French
army and society. Within the officer corps, the rhetoric of army officefghasized their
guest for glory, their distinguished families, and their model of the ancieek&aad

Romans. Many officers, however, did not spend much time with their soldiers and
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disdained military training. When they did go to war, the nature of dynastfane
meant that army officers were thinking more about their personal gamgh#haeasons
behind the fighting. Because part of Louis XIV’s plan for institutionalizaticiuded
rewarding court favorites and long-time loyal officers with higher rahlesatmy came
to be seen as a means to measure loyalty and the king’s favor, not as the geherse
for France.

There were also glaring discrepancies between the officer aodohe soldiers,
who had no part in the aristocratic culture. Soldiers came from the lowess@ésse
society, and were separated from their noble officers by a chasm of Blessuse
soldiers and officers could not even identify with each other over common ideals, causes,
or institutional values, they had a weak, distant relationship that was not conducive to
winning battles. While Turenne was a “father” to his soldiers, most officerseshiatle
concern for their troops’ well-being. Furthermore, since soldiers rastebnaed far
beyond their recruited status, officers had little impetus to invest time famtliefthem.
Poor training and conditions did not motivate French soldiers to fight, but to desert.
While the officers might have flattered themselves with hereditary guanithe fact that
soldiers were excluded from this culture gave officers little reason tetimvéheir
soldiers’ development as military men.

There was also great inconsistency between the ofiiigals of warfare and
some of the methods that French officers used to obtain victory. While the latties b
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were often restrained anddnactice
limited, gentlemanly, enlightened manner, the partisan warfare that happeihed on t

fringes of battle undermined the very idea of “limited.” French officers showeela
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deal of respect for officers who fought under different kings, but had little conceirefo
civilians whose destruction would benefit the army. While officers viewed gragelss
and battles of maneuver as the venue for them to display their nobility in waa)sbey
used soldiers and partisans to steal supplies or weaken areas before they would be
attacked. Underlying French enlightened warfare was the brutal partitias, terhich

were similar to the methods used in the religious wars and from which modern French
warfare was trying to distance itself against. By not being ableyomndimited warfare
alone to gain victory, and by not embracing the partisan tactics as necessactofy

until 1747, the French army defined limited warfare as something thahefésctive on

its own.

Finally, the greatest rift existed between the soldiers of the Fremgheead the
subjects that they theoretically protected. Because Louis XIV used hisaaram
instrument of the state against his people, most subjects associated the Fngnatthar
death, pillage, and rape. Even civilians who were not under pressure to pay taxes or
convert to Catholicism viewed soldiers as their natural enemies, and soldiers
reciprocated, believing civilians possessed a culture that opposed their own. The
violence that French soldiers carried out against French subjects resulted imattatint
was divided against itself, in which French subjects had a hostile relationshipevith t
state.

Each of these disconnections within the institution and operations of the French
army was a fissure that widened as the French army grew in size, to thelpeiatthere
were not enough officer positions for the numerous nobles who vied for an opportunity to

prove themselves in battle. These fissures in the institution of the army continued to
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widen and impede French effectiveness, until they were poised to break on theheve of t
Seven Years’ War. It was this war, in which the army would be engaged in three
different theaters on three different continents against the combined forcedafdEng

and Prussia, that would destroy the ideal, and ultimately the reality ofethehF

aristocratic army.
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Chapter Two
When Military Cultures Collide: The Seven Years’ War in North America, 1755-
1760
The Seven Years’ War marked a turning point in the history of the French

military primarily because it proved to be a disastrous loss. In response tathesing
North American and Indian Empire, officers reexamined their militatjtui®ns and
their own role in society. Historians highlight this war because lossgarked a reform
effort in which members of the nobility would struggle to redefine or “reingddheir
position in society and the role of the arf§.Indeed, the French era of reform, which
will be discussed at length in chapter three, unexpectedly placed the Frayabnea
trajectory towards revolution. The actual period of fighting during the Sevas’Yea
War, however, also influenced the history of the French army because of the manner
which it exposed officers and soldiers to the problems inherent in their system and
introduced them to the concept of citizen warfare. This chapter will considehbow t
French army lost in Canada and show how rigid and hollow the aristocratic army of
Louis XIV had become. In 1756, French troops arrived in Canada to supplement the
French Canadian forces already at war with the English colonists oveslagritre Ohio
Valley. For the next five years, French forces intermingled with Canaid

Amerindian fighters, who challenged French notions of aristocratic anddhma army
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structures. Their conflicted interactions show how the inadequacies of thé Branc
in the 1750s would eventually make way for the military organization and approach to
warfare characteristic of a citizen army.

The Seven Years’ War began in what is now Western Pennsylvania with the
famous meeting between a young George Washington, his Amerindian alties, a
collection of French Canadians who came to blows over the disputed borders between
French and English territory in North America in Western Pennsylv&highe colonial
dispute of 1754 grew to a world war by 1756. Jean Amrond Baron Dieskau arrived in
Canada with French troops, but was seriously wounded early in the war and replaced b
Louis-Joseph, marquis de Montcalm. Montcalm, in turn, operated under the command of
Pierre de Rigaud, marquis de Vaudreuil, who was the governor general of Canada and the
strategic mind behind the whole war. After making a promising beginning,Freres
fumbled their control of the war, and after the dramatic defeat on the Planes chabrah
just north of Quebec, France surrendered Canada to the control of the British.

Problems began from the start. French officers first of all resisted amdecse
the Amerindian warriors who proved indispensable for obtaining victory in the New
World. General Montcalm especially cringed at using Amerindian atlibattle.

Christian Crouch has argued that French officers felt dishonored by associ#ting wi
Indians who used extreme violence in their warfare such as scalping, torturingeand e
eating their prisonerS” In addition to whatever distaste they may have had for the

Amerindian’s fighting techniques, however, | will argue that French offifsdt
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threatened by Amerindian success. Specifically, they resisted @edingle to the
Amerindians as protectors of French interests. Coming from a cultureghatce
officers to constantly renew their honor and reputations in battle, Frencérsffiecame
competitors with their Amerindian allies. Officers required the opportumitight
bravely in battle for the king, and Amerindians also expected to win theapaids and
prisoners that their cultures required. French reluctance to incorpor@tméradians
into their warfare contributed to their loss of the Seven Years’ War in Nordriéa
because French officers preferred, at least unconsciously, tocgatirdi war itself rather
than to see their duties as defenders of France usurped by “barbarictsvakfeny
French officers prized their personal involvement and desire for recogriinwve ¢he
successful defense of Canada.

While in Canada, the French army also worked with something resembling a
“citizen army” for the first time. The Canadian militia, which included ahrbetween
the ages of sixteen and sixty, fought in conjunction withrihgpes de la maringhe
French military branch that served in the colonies. Together, these twe formed a
loose military system that closely resembled a citizen army, in whiehgible males
participated in defending the colony from Amerindian raids and the encrodaighgh
colonists. While much has been made of the different styles of warfare@ddry the
French Canadian forces and the French army, | argue that French officers, though
preferring linear European tactics, recognized Canadian techniquestidés uerre.”
Officers were more challenged by the Canadians’ loose hierarchy and contrnahdes
than by their partisan tactics. The seemingly egalitarian Canadiéia oanflicted with

the French army’s strict hierarchy and rigid command structure. Combimg&sfo
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encouraged indiscipline among French soldiers, who mingled contentedly among the
Canadians and became difficult to monitor, let alone drill or train. The solditzstian
and respect for members of the Canadian militia further challengechFaethority over
their own soldiers, as soldiers seemed more eager to fight and live in Camadbeia
their officers.

These two frustrations for the French army, combined with a “defeatigtiattit
towards the war in general, expressed themselves in part through an inceegsinagis
onzele the officers’ zeal for serving the king, over actual success in battle. Theagra
bureaucratization of the French army made it necessary for officersga&esful track
of their struggles and sacrifices in their efforts to present a convidosgler to the
ministry of war for the rewards they believed they merited. Letbetfset minister of war
consisted largely of accounts of wounds received and sacrifices made forghmatkier
than accomplished missions. Officers described their sacrifices for thenkgneat
detail in hopes of obtaining pensions, military decorations, and promotions. Recording
their zeal, however, also caused officers to be seemingly more concetiméadwy their
individual sufferings could gain them personal benefits than with winning $afflee
attitude in these letters suggests that in Canada, French officers wevacerned with
winning so much as they were concerned with behaving honorably in the face of defeat,
which would not only benefit them personally, but restore a sense of honor to the French
army as a whole. Whereas the army under Louis XIV fougtgléare, which implied
completing the mission, winning a battle, and bringing glory back to the morfagch, t
army during the Seven Years’ War fought to demonstrate their zeal, i gdath

intent apparently counted far more than outcome.
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These three components of French failure in Canada point to a larger shift in
French military culture. Increasingly, French officers’ primeoypcern veered from
victory on behalf of the monarch and France to the maintenance of honor in the face of
defeat. This transformation is most apparent in Canada perhaps because int@anada t
French army was forced to work with two military cultures, the Amerindiantend t
Canadian, that were so contrary to their own. The French also had to fight in conjunction
with allies who excelled at warfare, forcing the French officers toel@le which group
would get credit for what action. This pattern of neglecting largersiwiiidle searching
for personal distinctions would ultimately shape the reform movement that wouwld foll
the war, because it would lead to a shift in officer-soldier relations and a rathofkihe
nature of motivation.

The letters that French officers wrote to the minister of war pregethiir
candidacy for leadership roles in the new conflict reveal the centralitylitdry service
in their lives. In 1755, when rumors began circulating among the court and provinces
that war was on the horizon, officers had been itching to fight and prove themselves for
seven years, since the ending of the War of the Austrian Succession in 1748. During
these years of peace, French officers had had little to occupy their tintedeartd, and
they were eager for new opportunities to prove their merits. The ministry céeaved
hundreds of letters from officers seeking positions and commissions in the newt.confl
M. de Caulincoud, for example, begged the minister of war, “to pull me from the
lethargic state in which | languished during the ped®eWar with Prussia and England

would allow French officers to fulfill their purpose as the defenders of France.

195 SHAT, 1 A 3418 Caulincoud to the minister of wéuly, 1755.
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Because Louis XIV and Louis XV's use of commissions and rank as rewards had
caused officer ranks to swell, there also existed a great deal of competitieemhe
officers for prominent roles in the upcoming war. By 1750, the officers corps had
ballooned to the point where there were far more officers wishing to servénénan t
were available commissions. Men sent letters to the minister of warngdadi
positions for themselves and their sons. M. de Caulincoud argued, for example, that the
minister of war “could not possibly employ anyone who is so desirous to merit your
friendship and who has more zeal for his profession.” He also requested antdgime
his thirteen-year-old son who would soon be of age for military comnfand. de
Bauffremont pleaded that his late father’s position would be awarded to him the next
month, as “the only grace the king can bestow is the position that had been in the family
for more than two centuries®

In return, of course, the officers guaranteed their unfailing serviceleM
Bauffremont understood that “my life and my possessions are the king's, andHajive
to him with all my heart*® If included among the general officers running the
upcoming campaigns, Bauyn de Perreuse promised that he would “endeavor to merit this
grace by my attachment to servicé®

And Bourlamaque, who would serve in Canada, promised that he had “no other ambition,

Sir, than to be able to serve in a manner that is essential [to the atthyhese and

198 pid,

107 SHAT, 1 A 3418, M. de Bauffremont, 27 July, 1755.
198 |hid.

199 SHAT, 1 A 3418, Bauyn de Perreuse, July 1775.

HOSHAT, 1 A 3418, Bourlamaque, July 1755.
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hundreds of other officers made the same pleas for the same roles for theasons r
and all promised their highest level of service and utter devotion if they recleesed t
coveted positions.

For French officers, defending France, advancing her interests, and wghomyng
for the king represented of the very reasons for their existence. Fri@inersameeded
this war in order to fulfill the duties and destinies to which they had been born. In a
sense, officers no longer existed for the purpose of waging war on behahoceFr
Rather, warfare existed for the purpose of allowing noble officers toyjtiséir position
in society, to give them a métier. The significance of warfare for thentity intensified
the challenges they faced in the Seven Years’ War. In Canada, as weheasvar
waged on the continent and in India, their utmost dedication would not be enough to
bring glory to France. War in the Canadian theater, especially, wouldrgeatleeir
concepts of warfare, rank, and social hierarchy—the very essence ofithanym
system. These challenges would have immediate effects on the destiny Bfdiee

and long term repercussions for the entire French army.

l. Warrior Rivalry: the Threat of the Natives

Any idea that Canada was indeed “New France” dissolved when these eager
French officers arrived with six battalions of troops in1755 under the command of Jean
Amrond Baron Dieskal* The terrain differed greatly, as the vast majority of New
France consisted of an intimidating wilderness. Little had been done tat taeyend

the forts and towns that the residents of New France had slowly built since 1632, when

11 jean Berenger, Ph. Roy, ‘Relations des TroupeBg(Troupes de Terre et Troupes de Marine) avec
les Canadiens’ ionflits de sociétés au Canada francais pendagukrre de Sept ans et leur influence
sur les opérationsed. Jean Delmas (Vincennes: S.H.A.T., 1978), 23.
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missionaries had first established a permanent stronghold in Cahadast of all, New
France was inhabited by three types of people, none of whom the French would
recognize as “French,” though some customs and religious practices may have
overlapped. These three types were Canadians, officers and soldiers ftomapke de
la marine and of course the Amerindian nations who traded and warred with the above
groups.

Whatever their French origins, the Canadians that French officers em@alint
when they landed in New France struck them as more “Indian” than French. WUslike t
British colonial system, which worked to establish a landscape and aléfesty similar
to the home country, the French colony in North America required a heightened dégr
cooperation, and even assimilation, with the Amerindians who inhabited the tettitory.
This cooperation consisted primarily of trade and warfare, as residengsvafiidnce
became gradually incorporated into the complex and ever-shifting “midull@djr of
competing interests between various Amerindian nations, French colonists,god An
Americans:™ As a result, Canadians, whose families had been established in Canada for
some generations, struck most French officers as much less polished than their
contemporaries in France, and their style of fighting as far more “Indian"RhenchH™®

Slightly more familiar to the French forces landing in Canada would have been

thetroupes de la maringhe branch of the French military responsible for colonial

12\ J. EcclesThe French in North America 1500-17@3ntario: Fitzhenry&Whiteside, 1998), 210.

113 philippe Jacquin,es Indiens Blancs: Francais et Indiens en Amériduéord(XVle-XVille Siécle)
(Paris : Payot, 1987), 11.

114 Richard White;The Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Repubilicthe Great Lakes Region, 1650-
1815(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990).

115 JacquinLes Indiens Blang4.80.
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fighting. They came under the office of the Navy, and were considered ratecne
forces'® Ever since 1665, the French government had sent groups of them to help the
Canadians during colonial wars. During these warstrthges de la marine/ould

execute subaltern missions, while the Canadian militia and Amerindian wavaols
conduct destructive raids. Still, since 1690,tthepes de la marinbad fought only in

small groups, fighting “guerre a la Sauvage,” a style that Europeans would have
recognized apetite guerreé”’ Some of them would elect to stay in Canada, even after
the rest of their regiment returned home to France, and eventually thoseaydt st
resembled Canadians born in New France more than soldiers raised in the home

country™8

While thetroupes de la marinstill officially operated in different sphere
than the Canadians, they combined forces in war and at home, and had become more or
less an almost indistinguishable part of the Canadian p&Gple.

The third group of people with whom the French would fight was the Canadians’
Amerindian allies, who acted as auxiliary troops to the Canadian militic@unues de la
marine To Canadians, Amerindians formed a natural part of the landscape. Members of
the Canadian militia trained their sons in matters of war from an egelyaad it was
likely that these boys grew up near, and may have even played with, Amesiadths,

who, when grown, would also be warriors and allies. Just as for Europeans, war for

Amerindians was a cultural fact, intimately connected with the natureiofstbcieties; it

1% Berenger, 21.

17 Arnaud Balvay)'épée et la Plume: Amérindiens et soldats despesude la marine en Louisiane et au
Pays d’en Haut1683-1763)Québec : Les Presses de I'Université de Lav@l6PQ53-4.

118 jean Delmas, ‘Conflits de sociétés au Canadadimpendant la guerre de Sept ans et leur influsace
les opérations,’ ilConflits de sociétés au Canada francais pendagulerre de Sept ans et leur influence
sur les opérationsed. Jean Delmas (Vincennes : S.H.A.T., 1978), 3.

19 Berenger, 21.
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provided opportunities for the young to prove themselves, or to enrich their nations with
prisoners and war trophié%.

These Amerindian allies would present the greatest difficultiesstachrofficers.
Despite their different forms of warfare, the Amerindians became tiv&sznch
officers for glory on the battlefield, and for the credit due at the end of thkctofihe
correspondence between Louis-Joseph, marquis de Montcalm and Pierre de Rigaud,
marquis de Vaudreuil, the governor-general of Canada, shows how indispensable
Amerindians proved to be as auxiliary troops despite French reticence to usePéwem
of this reticence likely sprung from French officers’ Eurocentric pregsjlibut most
officers mentioned more specific ways in which Amerindian warfare imgingg=rench
honor.

One of the reasons for the French dislike of the Amerindians as allies consists of
the type of violence that the Amerindians practiced in their warfare. Scdiping
example, a “custom of these barbarians that revolts nature,” horrifiechFrenc
sensibilities-** Christian Crouch has argued that fighting with the Amerindians and
claiming them as allies offended and countered the French sense of honor ia amafa
empire. The type of violence and raids that Amerindians executed on behalf of the
French, Crouch argues, was rejected, “as overly damaging to the crown artg'siobili
martial pride and honor.” Because maintaining Canada as a French colorsjtatszes

using a type of warfare that impugned French honor, Crouch suggests that the Crown

120 Balvay,L'épée et la Plumgel18, 246.

121 SHAT, 1 A 3417, no.182, anonymous letter.
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decided to sacrifice the colony, fighting only in European fashion in North America
rather than keeping a colony that would dishonor tHém.

Native warriors were not more “war-like” than French officers—indeed they
competed with each other for a share in the combat, the glory, and the trophies of war—
only the manner of warfare, apparently, distressed the French. GilleddHanbCécile
Vidal have pointed out that “the taste for war of the natives . . . resonat[ed]alit¢he
cultures, whose writings were saturated by military themes.” CitéfjCornette’s essay
on the relationship between warfare, military glory, and sovereignty, Handrdidal
have argued that French officers and Amerindians would have shared a common need for
military valor. While the “rituals of Indian war, with their procession of creglt
(scalping, torturing prisoners, cannibalistic feasts), often aroused itemissionaries
and French administrators, what shocked the majority of observers was the unruly
character of combat, the fact that the Indian warriors were elusive in ddérof the
woods.” In other words, it was the individual rituals and the manner in which the
Amerindians conducted war that went counter to the rules of French societye not t
passion that the Amerindians had for War.

But were those practices really so different and shocking? Even if thénFrenc
voiced their revulsion at this particularly “barbaric” means of making war,dahay was
no stranger to similar forms of violence. The burning, murder, pillage, and rape that
occurred in many French campaigns had most recently contributed to the takiag of th
Fortress of Bergen-op-Zoom in 1747, just eight years before French troopd &

North America. French officers did complain about the “barbaric” natufenafrindian

122 Crouch, “Imperfect Reflections”, x.

123 Gilles Havard, Cécile VidaHistorie de 'Amérique Francais@=lammarion, 2003), 239-240.
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warfare, but the institution of the French army was no stranger to scorchethefcs,

such as in the German Palatinate. The army had terrorized people on the borders of
France, such as during the Dutch wars, and had killed women and children in cold blood,
most infamously against French protestants. The “unruly character batbdihe

ability for the Amerindian to hide in the woods during a skirmish also would not have
seemed strange to French warriors. As discussed in chapter one, the Frgnicach

been using partisans apdtite guerran both their international and domestic conflicts.
Especially in fighting the Protestants in the south of France, French troopsiaacsoff

had to work in small bands across mountainous regions.

There were, of course, certain practices that Amerindians used against thei
enemies which did not exist in French warfare. Scalping, or the need for waesrophi
that came from the victim’s conquered body, was foreign to European warfare. Nor did
Europeans exact revenge on their enemies by slowly torturing (or ever) agtimgpner
of war. These practices did horrify Europe&iisAt the same time, however, this kind
violence was not unknown to them. Even if torture was not officially considered a part of
European warfare, soldiers were known to torture their hosts duloggment
especially if thatogementerved coercive purposes, the poor wife of Protestant Jean
Migault, for example, comes to mind. Furthermore, European justice includee tortur
either as means of abstracting testimony or punishing a particularly henmoes
During the Seven Years’ War, Louis XV’s would-be assassin, Robert-FsaDaainiens,
underwent execution by having his skin torn off with hot pincers, his hand burned with

sulfur, his now skinless areas filled with molten lead, boiling oil, and other such

124 For a complete discussion of Amerindian forms affare and built-in cultural restraints, see Wayne
Lee, “Peace Chiefs and Blood Revenge: Patternestr&nt in Native American Warfare, 1500-1800"
Journal of Military History 71 (2007), 701-741.
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chemicals, was drawn and quartered by four horses pulling off his limbs, then was
burned, with his severed limbs, at the stakeWith the exception of scalping and
cannibalism, therefore, the types of violence that the French allegedly found so
dishonorable were not unknown in French society. Warfare, of course, possessas its ow
senses of values, codes, and restraints. It is entirely possible, theretreyes has
argued, that French officers rejected their Amerindian allies becéatise type of
violence they enacted endangered French honor. But there were other motivations
behind French rejection of the Amerindians, considering the vital role thesseflyed
in the war effort.

Vaudreuil, who had been chosen as governor-general of Canada partly because of
his ability to negotiate with the various Amerindian Nations, had cultivatedredaips
with several nations before the arrival of the French, and continued to reneweallianc
and create new ones during the WarHe understood that it was vital to French interests
to keep the Amerindians on the side of the French, and not to give them any cause to ally
with the English. In his letters to Montcalm and his superior, the ministee oharine,
he boasted of his popularity among the natives. At one meeting, they responded to his
call for their military aid by declaring, “your presence today is likea sun whose rays
draw in all our members and our hearts.” They were ready to fight with adruew for
our hearts to serve under you—hg!” Even if, as some might argue, Vaudreuil

exaggerated the natives’ affection and respect for him, the fadtehatluded such

125 Michel FoucaultDiscipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prisdrans. Alan Sheridan (New York:
Vintage Books, 1977), 1-5.

126 Eccles The French in North Americ210.

127 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol 100, Vaudreuil, 1755.
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information in his letters demonstrates how necessary he found the alliandes. Int
beginning of the war, he assured the minister of the marine of “the catedbk to
assure myself of [the friendship] of the Five Natiotf§."Later in the war, Vaudreuil
assured him that “the affair of the Flat Head Indians gets better and Béiee
negotiations that | had initiated” are going w¥l!. Accord to M. Dumas, “they all rise
up to go attack the Englisf® As governor general of Canada, and as the commander of
the war in North America, Vaudreuil evidently believed that a large part of his
responsibility involved diplomatic relations with the Amerindian nations, who proved
invaluable in harassing the enemy and conducting destructive raids on the Anglo-
American frontier.

If there was one thing at which the natives excelled, it was removitey sebrr
getting settlers to remove themselves, from the frontier. As early as h&3birtister of
war received word that, “The natives during winter burned many English how ésak
a great quantity of prisoners and took many scdfffsAmerindian raids would destroy
whole families of settlers and turn an entire village and the land surrounding it to ruin.
Montreuil, one of the French officers serving under Montcalm, reported to the king in
1758, that the “natives . . . burned a small forest near forty houses . .. and there took 100
prisoners comprised of women and children that they sent to their vifffgerheir

raids included not only taking prisoners and scalps, but “kill[ing] animals, burn[mg la

128 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol 101, Vaudreuil to the Mitrie de la Marine, Montréal, 13 August 1756.
129 AN Colonies, Fonds Ministériels, f/3/14, Vaudreilontréal, September 19, 1756.
130 AN Colonies, Fonds Ministériels, f/3/14, Vaudrehilontréal, September 19, 1756.

131 SHAT, 1 A 3417, no. 12Détail de ce qui s’est passé en Canada depuisbard@ement de troupes de
terre dans le mois de Juin 1755 jusqu’au 1 mai 1755

132SHAT, 1 A 3498, Montreuil to Minister of war, Magal, 20 April 1758.
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numbers of magazines [of ammunition] and ravag[ing] lots of grdinJust as in the
partisan warfare examined in chapter one, these kinds of raids took supplies from enemy
forces and rendered towns uninhabitable. Even the marquis de Montcalm, who would
become one of the natives’ greatest enemies, happily reported to themnahisar in
1757 that “our last news of Fort Duquesne . . . confirm[ed] the good dispositions of the
natives, the continuation of their ‘courses’ that bring desolation to the English solonie
. During some diverse smalartis, they sent more than 200 prisoners or scdipsA
parti differed from a simple raiding party. In using the term, Montcalm impliedHleat
natives acted in a coordinated fashion as a group, with a defined hierarchy of
commanders and warriors carrying out an official military mission. Asgmted by
Montcalm, the raids of the natives were not carried out pell-mell simpthéarown
enrichment of war trophies and prisoners, but were coordinated attacks executed in a
manner to benefit the French position in Canada as a whole.

Vaudreuil reveled in the success of these raids and the positive effebathex
the war effort. He praised them to his superior, the minister of the marine: “The
excursions of our natives are quite intimidating,” as “many English fesmétreated to
the provinces of Philadelphia and Pennsylvania to escape the fury of our natives and to . .
. search for asylum and establish themselves between Ft. Augustin and Neia G&or
By attacking the Anglo-American frontier and taking prisoners, Amamtghters

created an atmosphere of such fear that terrified settlers left the fiamtieeir own

133 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 102, Vaudreuil to the gjr¥ October 1757.
134 SHAT, 1 A 3457, Montcalm to the Minister of waf5[7.

135 AN Colonies, FM f/3/15, Vaudreuil, at Montreal, WplL7, 1757.
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accord rather than risk finding a raiding party in their own settlement. FR&diman
imagined the plight of the Anglo-American settler vividly when he desdrithe nature
of these frontiers [which ran] along the skirts of the southern and middle colonies . . . for
six or seven hundred miles [as] a loose, thin, disheveled fringe of population,” in which,
“buried in the woods, the settler lived in appalling loneliness.” Returning from hunting,
the settler found, “among the smoldering logs of his dwelling . . . scalped and dhangle
the dead bodies of wife and children . . . breathless, palpitating, his brain on fire, he
rushed through the thickening night to carry the alarm to his nearest neighbor,itesee m
distant.**® With his stirring account, Parkman captured the fear that Amerindians
inspired in the settlers. As effective raiders and implementers of &dastdhe
Amerindians created plenty of reasons for Anglo-American settlersiaveethemselves
from the frontier or to be removed by force through scalping or kidnapping.

The natives and their effective raids further allowed for the Frenchsftoce
attack in more than one place at the same time. Vaudreuil recounted, witdcBatisf
being able to defeat his enemy on two fronts simultaneously. “While | harassed t
enemy,” he said, “I struck them equally on the side of New York.” In order to
accomplish this, he had “a party of Wolves [Wolf Indians] who were sent there on my
order.” After their successful harassment of English soldiers, tkeayrfyed, with a
prisoner, and a number of scalps . . . [we] caused great hurt to the enemy, in burning their

houses and destroying their animaf¥.”Because Vaudreuil had numerous nations of

136 Francis ParkmarMontcalm and Wolfe, The French and Indian {fdew York: DeCapo Press, 1995),
195.

137 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 102, Vaudreuil to the Nitme de la Marine, 12 September 1755.
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Amerindians willing to fight for them, he could apply strategic pressupdnning
attacks that would strike the English in several places at once.

In conducting these raids and by harassing enemy troops, natives demdnstrat
that even if the French found them to be “dishonorable” in their fighting, they could be an
asset to the French army. By frightening settlers, killing them in cold bloodion the
farms, making prisoners of their families, and destroying their sedtles, the natives
achieved the destruction and intimidation of the settlers without the Frendrofiic
soldiers having to sully their national reputations. The Amerindians were alsbinsef
that they could bear the responsibility for fighting one type of warfganat the
English, allowing the French troops in America to concentrate all theigiesem the
larger line battles and defending their territory.

Finally, natives came in handy to French officers as scapegoats. Wiskawie
was defeated by Colonel Johnson in September of 1755, it was because of his own
tactical error. In his letters to France, however, he blamed the Ameriickan‘@he
Iroquois played me a bad turn,” he stated in his report to the minister of war, “and it is
unfortunate for me that | did not anticipate'it>” Dieskau liberally blamed the natives
for what was, in actuality, his poor decision making, and since the natives did not have a
representative in court to defend them, Dieskau’s scapegoating would be dhesepte
truth. Rather than take responsibility for their own errors in strategiojewlgor tactical
execution, French officers could blame the seemingly fickle, superstitadves, and
keep their reputations intact in court.

French army officers, however, did not fully embrace the Amerindigsaih

appreciate their essential role in the war. Junior officers could not seem to wothevi

138 SHAT, 1 A 3417, Baron Dieskque, 15 September 1755.
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natives, in what were probably some mutually frustrating situations. Nagispsnded

well to the direction or coordination of the few Canadian officers who typically
accompanied them on escapades to harass the English or Anglo-American troops
Vaudreulil, for example, stationed “ . . . 800 Canadians or Savages near the bay . . . to
harass the enemies on the road to Chouaguen [to] interrupt the communiCatidthen

raids or skirmishes involved staying in the woods for some time, Amerindians and the
Canadians who accompanied them could live in the woods and travel relatively light,
carrying only ammunition?® When Montcalm would attempt to place French officers in
charge of groups of natives, the results must have been fairly damagindrtertblb-
Canadian-Amerindian alliance—as Vaudreuil explained, “the Canadians amatithes

do not work with the same confidence under the orders of a commander of the troops of
France, as with the officers of this colory” It is not surprising that French officers,
having never worked with Amerindians and new to their culture and methods of warfare,
proved less adept at overseeing the actions of Amerindians than the Canadsalsolt i
unsurprising that asoupes de terrewho were in their own minds the most elite of the
warriors in North America, they would desire to have further control over tlomaof

their auxiliaries. The fact that they could not exert the same authority oueathever
mercenaries or European auxiliary troops was one source of frictiedrethe French

officers and the Amerindiart&?

139SHAT, 1 A 3417, #173, Montreuil, 1755 ; for another epdarsee AN Colonies, Fonds Ministéiels
F/3/14, MontcalmJournal du Siége de Chouagen commence le 11 ad6tétfini le 14 au soir, August
28, 1756

140 SHAT, 1 A 3499, Vaudreuil to comte de NoaillesAgust 1758.

141 AN Colonies, C 11A, Vaudreuil to the Ministre deMarine, October 30,1755.
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The poor relations between the two, however, went beyond command
disagreements. Montcalm exhibited quite damaging and insulting behavior towards
Amerindian allies. Even the Mission Indians, who had willingly adopted European
religion and customs, complained of poor treatment from him, including verbal insults
and exclusion from activities that they felt they had a right to participat€éhese allies
were so insulted and so angered by their encounters with him at Fort Carilltrethat
told Vaudreuil that they “would never want to return to that place while [Montcalm] i
the commander.” Vaudreuil was “angry not to have been warned that they would be
treated publicly in this manner.” He “did not neglect anything to make them overcome
their prejudices” and was certain they would “forget the pd3tMontcalm dismissed
these complaints, saying that he “was not surprised,” having “receivecatheuasually
do, and then refused them some things they wanted to take,” including “some whiskey.”
Montcalm also “complained about the disorders that they committed in the camp, killing
and pillaging the provisions of the hospit&l*' It is not surprising that Montcalm
resented any kind of “disorder,” but this correspondence also demonstratesdidatdie
know how to maintain the sense of military discipline and hierarchy he craved with
Amerindians in his camp. For Vaudreuil, however, the Amerindians were far too
important to the French war effort in Canada to risk their alliances wativedly petty

disagreements or altercations. “l beg you, Sir,” he wrote to Montcalm, “tofbiatheese

12 Eor a discussion of Amerindians as auxiliariesusmercenaries, see Balvhigpée et la Plume241-
246.
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nations all the regards that they merit. It is the intention of the king; they have

contributed for a long time to the honor of his army and to the defense of the ctifony.”
This reply holds a clue to why Montcalm and many of his officers found it so

difficult to accept Amerindian allies. The fact that Amerindians had “conétbiar a

long time to the honor of the [King's] arms” impinged on the territory of thadfre

army—who believed that job to be their sacred duty, a task for which they had been born

and for which they believed themselves to be uniquely capable. When Vaudreuil

emphasized the Amerindian allies as being indispensable for the “defeheecofdny,”

it must have riled French officers. Were they not the elite warriors whe lvoen to

fight, who had come across the Atlantic to save Canada and defend Frencly feoritor

the English? Was it not their duty to shed blood for the glory of the king and France?

Vaudreulil, either out of genuine appreciation or a desire to defend his alliancésevit

Amerindians, praised their zeal and service for the king in his letters tortretars of

war and marine. One anonymous letter reported to the minister of war thaatives

performed marvels” against the English in one t&idvaudreuil, on the eve of the battle

of Quebec said of the Canadians and natives, that “zeal” and “ardor pronige[d] t

happiest success? He praised the loyalty of the natives to the minister of the marine,

recounting how the lllinois nation sent him “two young watrriors . . . [who] assured me on

behalf of their chiefs and their entire nation . . . that they were entireligrdd for the

French.” He went on to explain that “they had given me proof [of this] in the combat

145 SHAT, 1 A 3498, VaudreuilCopie de la lettre de Mr. le Marquis de Vaudreuil larquis de
Montcalm 1 August 1758.

146 SHAT, 1 A 3498, author unknowNouvelles de Carillon2 June 1758.

147SHAT, 1 A 3574, Vadureuil, Montreal, 16 April 1760
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against General Braddock when they delivered him into our hands, and they have
resolved to never leave the French and to die with them.” Vaudreuil added that he
received these troops graciously as a way of convincing others “to follow sautie
path.”® Vaudreuil also took pleasure in presenting medals to the natives to honor chiefs
who had expressed support for the French or whose warriors had behaved particularly
courageously in battle, accompanied by commissions very much like those read o Frenc
officers. These medals bore some similarity to the Croix de St. Louid) Wireach
officers coveted, even if they were intended for native recipients. Withdres
receiving these rather French signs of approval, though, it would not be difficult to
imagine French officers feeling slighted in North Ameri¢a.

The French army seemed to be caught in a difficult position. In the pasiathey
fought alongside troops from their own country, such asrtiupes de la marinevho
were considered a secondary force, omtiece, which, as discussed in the first chapter,
consisted of untrained temporary fillers. The lower status of these apkjlaters had
never been in doubt. Alliances with other countries in Europe usually involved separate
battles on separate fronts. In North America, however, French officete hddpt to
fighting with Amerindian allies, who were elite warriors in their own rigit who
practiced a different kind of fighting. Moreover, they would not humble themselves
before French authority, even when they fought in conjunction with French troops.
When they did not dishonor the French army, as they did when breaking European
conventions of surrender during the Fort William Henry “massacre,” theiveeca

great deal of the credit for victories in the North America. Vaudreuil'sgutdlse

148 AN Colonies, C 11A vol. 101, Vaudreuil [to unidiieid], at Montreal, August 4, 1756.

149 Havard, Cécile VidalHistoire de '’Amérique Francaise 84 ; Balvayl.'épée et la Plume250.
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Amerindians to his superiors as the indispensable force, more integral to Freéach vic
than the French army itself. As French officers had been eager for wafgalheso

that they could exhibit their courage and military prowess, it is not surptisabg¢hey
would have resented being upstaged by the natives.

French feelings of jealousy towards the natives would explain the universal
elation the French officers expressed over their victory at Carillon. lrofalg58, the
British attempted to storm Fort Carillon, a French stronghold known today as Fort
Ticonderoga. Montcalm and his French defenders, along with soopes de la marine
and Canadians, put up a staunch resistance against British soldiers who outnumbered
them two to one. After charging several times and being repulsed, the Britishemi,
suffering nearly 2,000 casualties, whereas the French suffered less than 400. Dore
credited the bravery of the officers in the battle, “the staunchness of Mr. the Gvisle
and of M. le Bourlamaque. The first received many rifle shots without being wdund
and the last was wounded dangerously,” and “M. le Ms. de Montcalm exposed himself
during all the action . . . like the least soldier. . . .” What made the victory stand out in
French minds, however, was the fact that it was won with “only French tr68ps.”
Vaudrueil, when hearing that the fort was in danger of attack, had sent adatiggent
of Canadians and natives to help, but they did not arrive until several days after the
victory, and “the natives of the Five Nations” were merely “spectatorie French

triumph®!

150 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Doreil to Paulmy, Quebec, 30 JLIS.

151 AN Colonie, C 11A vol. 103, unknown auth&elation de la Victoire remportée & Carillon pasle
tropes du Roi le 8 Juillet 1758758.
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Montcalm and Doreil took great pleasure in describing the French valor in the
battle and trumpeted their victory, but the absence of the natives seemed to tloeint as
greatest achievement of all. As Montcalm crowed to Vaudreuil, “the [Frenoly] aho
had only 2,900 combatants of our troops and 400 Canadians or soldiers of the colony,
resisted all of the attacks with a heroic courage.” Throughout the btteyfficers
here did incredible things . . . and their example encouraged the soldiers to do incredible
things as well. The troops of the colony and the Canadians made us regret not having
more of them. ... What a day for France . . . here is a great action, and perhaps the first
that there’s been in Canada without nativ8!'Doreil took great glee in writing to the
minister of the marine to inform him of the victory, “Messieurs the commandatite of
corps and officers made particularly brilliant examples of valor, and nothing was
comparable to the courage of the list of the soldiers.” However, Doreil said theat mor
than French valor, “what excites the most admiration and public joy is that ive Nat
contributed to this great event, something that has not ever happened in this country;
there wasn’t even one!” This lack of natives, and the ability of the French tamops
overcome the difficult conditions in Canada entirely on their own, made “the dltrg o
general and the French troops . . . the most gratid.”

Up to this point, all the of the French victories, even those orchestrated by
General Montcalm, such as the siege of Fort William Henry and the victBortat
Chouagen (Oswego), had included bands of natives who likewise demonstrated their zeal
for the service of the king and brought glory to his arms. With the battle ofo@arill

though, the French army did not have to share any of the credit for the victorhevith t

132 SHAT, 1A 3498, Montcalm to Vaudreuil, CarillonJaly 1758.

153 AN Colonie, C 11A vol. 103, Doreil at Quebec, 268yJ1758.
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Amerindian Allies, who had up to this point prevented the French officers from gaining
the glory and prestige they needed to maintain their social and political rardnaihd f
reputation. As Montcalm wrote to Marc Pierre de Voyer de Paulmy comtgetison,
the secretary of war, “You will learn with pleasure that without nativél,anly our
battalions, not having but 400 Canadians, | came and saved the colony, having withstood
a combat as lively and tenacious that lasted from one in the afternoon until dusk against
an army of at least 20,000 meRi®

The victory was a costly one, however, for the French exultation in thewreNati
less victory resulted in losing a number of their allies. Vaudrueil considezderénch
eagerness to fight without the natives to be in poor taste diplomatically. Hestefmor
the Comte de Noalilles that his brother and the natives were “quite mortifiedhaxeo
participated in the brilliant victory of M. the Ms. de Montcalm. *3°”A solo French
victory meant that the natives lost an opportunity to gain war trophies, prisoners, and
glory for their nations. Vaudreuil received complaints from the Amerindians, who, when
they finally arrived on the battlefield ready to fight, resented Momtsagloating. “My
Father, we are here to give evidence of the real pain that we feel in thé.way
Montcalm received us at Carillon. . . . we were quite mortified not to have pa#dttipat
the victory.” According to the natives, Montcalm “brusquely” received them whegn the
arrived after the battle, and said, “| do not have need of you, you have come omy to se
corpses.” The next day, when the natives again approached him, they reported that

Montcalm “banged the table and said . . . ‘go to the Devil if you are not happy!”

134 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Montcalm to Paulmy, Carillon, 20yJ1758.

15 SHAT, 1 A 3499, Vaudreuil to Cte de Noailles, Mdat, 6 August 1758.
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Montcalm then threw a discontented Amerindian out the tF8oEven if the reports of
Montcalm’s treatment of the natives are exaggerated, it shows that ing@attuation
where the French officers could claim all credit and glory for a victory,ifodated and
rejected their most important allies.

Vaudreuil could see the writing on the wall. He complained to the minister of the
marine that, “M. the Marquis de Montcalm was so transported with joy, that he floegot

moderation with which he should hold himself. He exalted his victory in such

intemperate terms that he produced in his army the most slanderous remarks. . .. He did
not think much, Sir, of your recommendation in favor of our natives. . . . You will judge
of their unhappiness by the council [report] attached to this letter . . . | would natohope

find the same docility in the nations of the Pays d’en Haut that avowed to me that the
most angering things happened to thém.”

Eventually, as the French refused to acknowledge the importance of the
Amerindian allies to victory in Canada, they began to lose their allies. Sheftise the
battle of Quebec, which would seal the fate of Canada, Vaudreuil sent an alarming
message to the minister of the marine that the English had raised a gret dea
Amerindian support to help them “reestablish peace” in the Ohio Vaifefrench
insistence on being the only army worthy to fight for France resulted in theflgsme

of their most important allies, and with them, the colony.

1% AN Colonie, C 11A vol. 103, Nipissignes, algonkiabenakis, et Mississagués, 30 July 1758.

157 AN Colonie, C 11A vol. 103, Vaudreuil to the Mitiis de la Marine, Montreal, 4 August 1758.

158 AN Colonie, C 11A, vol. 104, Vaudreuil to the Mstiie de la Marine, 13 February 1759 ; also see AN
Colonie, C11A, vol. 104, Montcalm to Maréchal ddl&sle, 12 April 1759.
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Il. Competing Hierarchies

French officers considered the Canadian militia a more acceptgilied force
than the Amerindians. While the Canadians were also praised for theirftaehle
service of the king, they did not receive special honors or awards and could be more
easily incorporated into French plans. French officers did not seem to eocaspet
rigorously with Canadians for the glory and credit that comes from a stgcasack or
from showing zeal for the king. Canadians did, however, challenge establisinet Fr
concepts of warfare. Canadian military structures appeared much lesshidatao the
French, and as French forces combined with Canadian ones, French soldiers sscame le
disciplined and even took on some of the “republican” aspects of the Canadian militia.
The general indiscipline that resulted is part of the reason why the Frentitelasr in
Canada. French and Canadian disagreements over fighting a “European wagriceAm
revolved around the different kinds of military hierarchies as much as it did around
tactics. Participation in Canada challenged French notions about the proger way
organize an army.

Since the early days of New France, French settlers had handled the defense of
the colony on their own. While they received periodic help frontrthaes de la
maring these forces only operated on a temporary basis when European conflicts spilled
into the colonies. The French army had also never entered Canadian soil until 1755 when
the hostilities over French and English claims had become more urgent. drddtdj

Canadians, and other colonists living in the French territories around the world, defende
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their territories by their own means. These circumstances put the Canadians directly in
contrast with the inhabitants of mainland France, who were not responsible for dgfendi
French borders against foreign enemies. French peasants only resgrtdehice in
regulating their own villages or protecting themselves from the kingbp$ who were
theoretically defending them. The conditions in Canada, unlike the conditions in France,
therefore, gave rise to the Canadian militia as the primary defense tauthizy.
Because the Canadian militia consisted of all able men from the ages e socsaxty,
it constituted a citizen army.

As citizen soldiers, Canadian militiamen precariously balancedrghnd
farming. During a lull in the fighting in Canada in 1757, Vaudreuil recommended that
the members of the Canadian militia “profit from a little tranquility thal have now, to
work seriously at everything that they have with relation to their lands and their
homes.*®® The fact that the same men responsible for growing food for the colony had
also to fight in the militia during the war created a crisis in the food supfdudreuil
had to write to the Minister of the Marine to beg for more supplies for the Ganadi
families who suffered from either losing someone to battle or from the iyabili
maintain their usual level of food productidf. The militia men fighting for their
homes, families, and way of life was both a blessing and a curse for the avar €ffi

one hand, Canadians fought tenaciously because they had stronger motivations than

139 Catherine Desbarats and Allan Greer, “The Sevars&Var in Canadian History and Memory,” in
Cultures and Conflict: The Seven Years’ War in Nétinerica ed. Warren R. Hofstra (New York:
Rowman and Littlefield, 2007), 162.

180 AN Colonies, C 11A vol. 102, Vaudreuil, 19 Aptir57.

181 AN Colonies, C 11A vol. 103, Vaudureil, 6 Octol&i58.
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soldiers in theroupes de terré®® On the other hand, members of the Canadian militia
were given to desertion if they had been called into service for toa'fdng.

The militia men were also fighting on home territory, which both helped and
hindered the war effort. As “natives,” Canadians understood how to navigate the terrai
and use it to their advantage. They were “very adept in the war of the woods” and could
traverse it in all seasons and weather. At the same time, the “immensebitathha
land,” of Canada also apparently bred indiscipline. By French accounts, the wide, open
terrain encouraged Canadians’ sense of individuality and autonomy and contributed to
their seeming military laxity. One French writer noted that the langd and the air” of
Canada fed the Canadians’ and the natives’ disorderliness. These accousysgtns
Canadians as predisposed to an army structure that emphasized the individuagioftiati
militia men. This type of army organization clashed sharply with that d¥rivech.

While the individual autonomy present in the Canadian army may have allowed the
Canadians to fight their enemies more effectively, French officensediéthe militia” as
something that contained “neither order nor subordinafith.”

Despite some of the drawbacks to being a citizen army, the Canadians worked
effectively with their Amerindian allies, and even the French troops wheriitbey
arrived, to repel English forces. The style of warfare that the CanadantEed was
heavily influenced by their experiences fighting Amerindians. As W.Jekerhued,

the “Canadian military tradition” was born in 1707 during a war with the Iroquoiter Af

%2\ J. Eccles, “The Battle of Quebec: A ReapprdisalEssays on New Fran¢@oronto: Oxford
University Press, 1987), 126.

183 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 103, unknown authtrconvénients dans les conditions du ces milicés qu
empéchent leur utilité. Moyens et d’en tirer pdatcampagne prochaind 758.

164 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 103nconvénients dans les conditions du ces milicéemppéchent leur
utilité. Moyens et d’en tirer parti la campagneophaine 1758.
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initially suffering heavy losses at the hands of these forest warrier§ahadian militia
mastered their own form of “guerilla warfare” using ambush, surprise vaficagacks.
This war, in combination with fur trading, sharpened their skills for war in the wiods
Phillipe Jacquin, who argues that the French experience in Canada was a po§ stor
“native-ization,” agrees that the Canadians exhibited great skill in this kinerédne
and had their own form of elite troops, twureurs de bois These “wood runners”
would venture deep into the Canadian wilderness, without permission from French
authorities, to engage in the fur trade. Jacquin argues that the skills garoer¢ais
experience made one ideal for warfare in Canada, for “one does not trickete $oe is
a school that punishes the weak without pity,” and even the natives feared niesting t
warrior on the wrong side of the hatch&?. While thecoureurs de boisave become
romanticized in Canadian history and literature and scholars debate theitaimcpdo
warfare in Canada, their skills as woodsmen would have been especially valued during
long marches in the woods or covering their trd€kstrench officers were less
complimentary in their view of Canadian skills at warfare. As Montreuijatie“the
Canadian is . . . appropriate foetite guerrevery brave behind a tree, and very timid
when he is discovered®®

Even if “timid when discovered,” Canadians enjoyed early victories aghgist t

English foe. One of the first reports received by the minister of wardadInews that

185W.J. EcclesThe Canadian Frontier 1534-176®lbuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1969
173.

186 JacquinLes Indiens Blang£220.

187 Crouch “Imperfect Reflections”, 34; Catherine Desstis and Allan Greer, “The Seven Years’ War in
Canadian History and Memory,” fdultures and Conflict161.

168 SHAT, 1 A 3417, Montreuil, Montreal, 12 June 1756.
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“200 natives and some Canadians entirely destroyed a detachment of 164 English” near
Fort Carillon'®® M. Bellétre witnessed the success of the Canadians and their
Amerindian allies working in conjunction with French troops. “In sight of the first for

he [Bellétre] decided to attack, the enemies fired the most livelyrdine their muskets,

but the intrepidness with which M. de Bellétre and all the officers and Canadikaiss of
detachment advanced, joined with the cries of the natives, frightened thenEoghe

point that the Mayor of the town of the palatines who commanded in this fort opened the
doors and begged for their live§® Amerindian warriors, Canadian fighters, and the
disciplined troops from France would be frightening enough on their own, but when their
attack was coordinated and concentrated on a single fort, the fear of their combined
attack apparently sufficed to force a fortress to surrender. The combinat@sef t

forces received similar praise from Lieutenant Colonel Monro. In surrexgydeoirt

William Henry to the French, he was, according to Vaudreuil, “impressetlie§the

celerity of our work, and the intrepidity of our troops of the marine, Canadians, and
natives,” even to the point where “his loss was inevitabfe.”

As part of a citizen army, Canadians possessed one value that no one else in this
war could claim: patriotism. The idea of patriotism was not new to the French in
Europe—it had been praised as a worthy virtue in ancient Greeks and Romans and
considered partly responsible for their military successes—but befogetem Years’

War it had had limited relevance in contemporary Europe. In Canada, however,

Vaudreuil used patriotism to rally his Canadian fighters, even aftéaltrad Quebec.

189 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Montreuil to the Minister of wavontreal, 20 April 1755.
0 SHAT, 1 A3457, unknown author, Précis de la Campate M. de Bellétre, 28 November 1757.

L AN Colonies, Fonds ministerials f/3/15, VaudreailMontreal, 13 September 1757.
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As Vaudreuil explained to the minister of war in France, his desire to retakse@
came from “the sad state of the Canadians, their sentiments of zeal fovtbe skthe
king and their attachment to tpatrie.” Vaudreuil's use of the word indicates that the
Canadians felt a particular emotion for their homeland that could not come from any
other combatant. Vaudreuil further desired “finally to procure their andemtyt and to
deliver them from tyranny.” To take the fort, Vaudrueil had ordered “a considdraln
of artillery and a powerful army of troops, Canadians, and natives,” but it waSztei
and ardor [that] promise[d] to make the happiest successes.” Vaudreuil peaclaim
“Therefore, brave Canadians, [l call on] you . . . to risk all for the conservati@upf y
religion and to save yoymatrie. The Canadians of the government and those of the three
rivers delighted to contribute to extinguishing your miseries, [thereforeghmath an
inexpressible zeal; you should invite them on all points to join your efforts ts Hredr
even surpass themi” Canadian patriotism did not succeed in retaking Canada, but
French officers and soldiers witnessed and perhaps experienced treatedémaking
war.

French soldiers in particular appeared satisfied with fighting andylivith a
citizen army. Unlike the peasants of France, Canadian inhabitants pragetiva role in
the defense of their country, and did not resemble the “lazy” peasant who livediverela
comfort and disdained the soldier for his profession. The rapport between saidiers a
citizens here was therefore remarkably pleasant. Reports and correspormtance f
Canada do not mention any thievery or crimes of the soldiers among the pdpulace,

though Vaudreuil reported an instance early in the war when French soldegsaill

12 SHAT, 1A3574, Vaudreuil, Montréal, 1 April 1760.

173 Jean Berenger, Ph. Roy, ‘Relations des Troupgi¥Bg , 32-35.

94



their defeated enemy’s gooté. Soldiers got along so well with their fellow fighters that
Montcalm considered them “like brothers with the Canadian and the Ndfiv&Sbme
had such an affinity for Canada that they married Canadian women and settled there
permanently after the war. Montcalm considered this arrangement to becia¢fafithe
king and colony, because it would establish good troops to protect the colony when the
army returned to FrancE?® Even two of Montcalm’s officers marrie@nadiennesind
other men bought parcels of uncultivated land to farm after the war had firfihed.

These pleasant relations also caused a marked dissolution of discipline among
French soldiers. French officers had been inconsistent with enforcinglidseas a
whole for the past century, but what control they maintained over their troops
disappeared in Canada. In order to house the soldiers, Montcalm found it necessary for
them to be “scattered in the homes of the inhabitants.” It caused discipline @oblem
because “there he lives in a state of independence far from the view of tke affic
sergeant.” Regular call for drill or training was nearly impossibléhashabitations of
the Canadians are not grouped together like the houses in villages in Frances they a
very distant from one anothet’® This lack of discipline among the troops did not seem
to perturb Montcalm. When he placed French troops in Canadian homes, he knew that he

had “relaxed the discipline” among them. Montcalm considered “a little iptisei to

174 AN Colonies, Fonds ministériels f/3/14, VaudreatlMontréalNouvelle relation relate de tout ce qu'il
est passé avant, pendant et apres le siege de Gaene&eptember 1756.

175 SHAT, 1 A 3457, Montcalm to the Minister of waru€bec, 18 September 1757.
176 SHAT, 1 A 3457, Montcalm, Montreal, 24 April 1757.
Y7 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Montcalm to the Minister of waroltreal, 18 April 1758.

18 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Montcalm to the Minister of warolttreal, 18 April 1758.
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be “inevitable in this climate,” and seemed pleased that overall “the mood of ther soldi
[was] good.*"®

If the soldiers’ mood was good when it came to relations with the Canadians, the
officers’ mood was not. French officers and officers ofttbapes de la marindid not
get along at all, and M. Montreuil observed that “the officers of the colony dikedhé
army officers.”® This general dislike sprang from the French metropole’s apparent
preference for the officers of the French army. Both sets of troops had beforeent
France, but th&roupes de la marinalready had a reputation for being less adept at
warfare than th&oupes de terreand also fought in Canada for so long that they had
been somewhat absorbed into Canadian society. It is not surprising, therefore, that
commissions were almost always awarded tdringoes de terresparking “a great deal
of jealousy between the officers of the colony and the officers of Fraticeagard to
treatment.*®* There existed between the three types of forces in Canada “a general
misunderstanding on how to share the authority” that hampered all efforts ofhgvorki
together®? The Minister of the Marine feared, and rightly so, that these conflicts would
complicate any hope of winning the war in Canada. “There is nothing more needed to
assure the success than to keep unity between the officerstiafupes de terr@and
those of the colony.” At first he had not believed “that the service had suffered much,”

but the thoughts of the arrival of English troops made him, “fear that the small

altercations could only harm the operations of the common defense” and therefore he

9 SHAT, 1 A 3499, Montcalm, Carillon, 21 October 875
180 SHAT, 1 A 3417, Montreuil, Montreal, 12 June 1756.
181 SHAT, 1 A 3417, Montreuil, Montreal, 10 Octobers57
182 AN Colonies, C 11A vol. 104, 1758xtrait d’'un Journal tenu & 'armée que commandeit Mr. de

Montcalm lieutenant Gnl
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could not “desire too much the union and the intelligence betwedrotipes de terre
and those of the colony®®

Disagreements between officers deepened over the course of the war, and
contributed to a general sense of competition between the French officeng and t
Canadians. Montcalm seemed eager to prove to the Minister of War that French troops
could fight just as effectively in the New World as the Old, despite adverse conditions
that they had never encountered. After the army’s first exhausting six-vezek m
through Canada with the militiamen aimdupes de la marineMlontcalm sent boastful
reports to France about the army’s success. “These Canadians were surpasdtab s
our officers and soldiers did not cede anything in the genre of marching in whiciréhey
little accustomed. It is necessary, in effect, to agree that one has no kdeape of the
exhaustion where one is obligated for six weeks to march and sleep half the ti@e i
snow and on the ice, to be reduced to bread and lard, and often to drag or bring supplies
for fifteen days.” But the French soldiers and officers “did not cede to themga’thi
Rather, he said, “we bore it with much gaiety and without the slightest compfirit.”
is dubious that the French soldiers, as tough as they might be, would weather such a
march as easily as Montcalm described. It seemed important to Montealmght that
his army would not be bested by a group of local militiamen; they would appear as
superior warriors.

Montcalm also demonstrated a general impatience with the Canadiamndight
Vaudreuil reported that his brother, Rigaud, who led many of the Canadians through their

various raids and battles, “was obliged to plead the case of the Canadian who had

183 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Versailles, 28 April 1758.

184 SHAT, 1 A 3417, Montcalm, at Montreal, 24 April 7.
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emptied his horn of powder during the action, having wanted to refill it . . . it was some
trouble to obtain this consideration from M. de Montcalffi."Vaudreuil considered the
Canadians to have “suffered much from the intensity and the anger of M. de
Montcalm.™®® Montcalm remained impatient with their lack of discipline (though it was
something that he apparently tolerated in his own troops), and with what he called their
“boasting.”*®” Montcalm seems to have resented having to fight with these troops,
though officially he should have kept his grumbling to himself. While he and Vaudreuil
shared command of Canada, Vaudreuil was, until late in the war, the commanding
general of all operations, and Montcalm had been ordered to “be subordinate in all
things” to him*®® This position obviously irked him, and he complained so heavily to the
ministers of war and marine that they finally promoted him in to Lieutenant &ener
January of 1759, and he became supreme commander of the opéfatidasy
historians have cited Montcalm’s personality as rather distasteful and fourtd he a
vain and unflattering characte’. While Montcalm’s papers certainly do not leave much
evidence to contradict these judgments, his disposition towards the Canadians may be
part of a larger set of problems within the French army as a whole.

Montcalm again exhibited his reluctance to accept Canadians’ approach to

warfare by insisting that they conduct themselves as European troops and fijhear a

185 AN Colonies, Fonds ministerials f/3/14, VaudreMipntreal,Nouvelle relation relate de tout ce qu'il
est passé avant, pendant et apres le siege de Gaene&eptember 1756.
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European fashion, especially when he combined the troops at the end of the war and in
the battle for Quebec. A disciplined European soldier—one who could hold the line,
advance on the enemy, fire in unison with his fellow soldiers, then receive thethee of
enemy—took two years to train, and the Canadians had not received any such
preparation. Among the reasons Montcalm was faulted for the loss of Quebedingccor
to Vaudreuil, was his misuse of the Canadians. At Quebec, Montcalm’s “army was
largely composed of Canadians, whom everyone knows is in no way appropriate for
fighting in battle lines.” Montcalm could not have been ignorant of their unsuiyeioni
such warfare, yet he insisted on fighting that way. It was generally kiawthe kind

of war one “pursues in Canada is not the kind that one pursues in Elitbyieis

therefore indicative of larger forces that Montcalm insisted on applyingutop&an
warfare in Canada.

The Canadians had been fighting wars in the vast terrain of the Canadian
wilderness for a century, and they had developed a system that worked well for the
terrain and the type of fighting that they encountered. Montcalm anibtipes de
terre, however, insisted on maintaining a European system of warfare. Montcalm and his
officers were not blind to the difficulties of executing this kind of warfare, naditldok
that they considered the Canadians to have ineffective tactics. The crux of the
disagreements between the officers, the amity between the soldiers andddeagfa
militia, and the sense of competition that hovered among the forces was aesbraygl
hierarchy. As the juxtaposition of the Canadian militia andrthges de terreeveals, a

change in the type of warfare employed in America necessitated aedndmgrarchy as

191 AN Colonies, C 11A vol. 104xtrait d’'un Journal tenu & 'armée que commandeit Mr. de
Montcalm lieutenant Gnl1759.
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well. To fight the war as Vaudreuil had recommended, focusing most of theiresnerg

on raiding the long frontier that stretched from the great lakes down tolx@udsana

would necessitate a further breakdown in discipline and the subdivision of French troops
into smaller units. Even if the French army stayed whole and let the Canadian milit
conduct most of the fighting, French forces would see little action.

European armies, especially the French army, were not foreign to this type of
warfare that included fightingetite guerrdn small groups, conducting raids, ambushes,
and fighting in difficult, mountainous terrain. It was important to Montcalm, homteve
execute a European way of fighting that would maintain the strict hierafchy
aristocratic warfare. Montcalm complained shortly before the massaEoet William
Henry, that the lack of order among the Canadian personnel had forced him to take on a
commanding role. “The officers, the interpreters, and the missionariegidhérsave in
general the spirit of republicans, and | have the misfortune that the reemsto have

confidence only in mef®?

Montcalm regarded the Canadian’s “republican” methods to
be more egalitarian, less ordered, and therefore less reliant on the staictityie

essential to the regular French army. Canadian laxity was also evideatsoldiers’
embrace of the Canadian and Amerindian fighters as well as the diffscElench

officers had in accepting them—Canadian warfare favored the soldiers.adomame
from a military culture that emphasized military rank and associated plaee in the
army with one’s place in society—a “republican” force like the one in @aa&ronted

his sense of hierarchy and his place in an aristocratic fighting force. dffoni@as not

just defending Canada with his army and his arms, but he was also defending the

hierarchical system of warfare that defined him.

192 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 102, Vaudrueil, lettecsthe king, Montreal, 18 August 1757.
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This inflexibility that Montcalm demonstrated in his treatment of his Giana
allies, combined with his disdain for Amerindians, indicate that he had allowed his
preference for European warfare to take precedence over his pursuit of WicB@nada.
This approach to warfare—one that focused on individual achievement and maintaining
socially-reflective hierarchies above what was required to defeat theyenahibited
the French army from harnessing its resources in the Canadians and Ametmdads
a joint victory. With this view on warfare, France could not hope to win. But perhaps

winning Canada was not the top priority for French officers in the first place.

lll. Of Zeal and Defeat

Montcalm and Vaudreuil evidently disagreed a great deal over the course of the
war, from how best to incorporate the natives (or not) to what type of wasfase tin
Canada and therefore what kind of hierarchy to enforce. But these two generals
disagreed even more on their very priorities in defending Canada. Vaudrethlesaw t
preservation of Canada and its people as most important, whereas Montcalm had to
balance that goal with the need for French officers to demonstrate thieinzieobtain
medals, rank, and pensions. Montcalm’s priorities were symptomatic of @lgene
defeatist attitude that permeated the French army and government wittsregtne
North American war. While Canada might have been low on the priority list to defend
during this global conflict, the French army’s sense of honor required that the French
army fight for the colony that they would inevitably have to surrender.

Vaudreuil understood that many officers wished to demonstrate zeal in the course

of battle. He sent the minister “the best accounts of the officers of the wiilihe
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colony” who “distinguished themselves particularly at the expedition of Fewtdges . . .
by their zeal . . . and their merits.” Vaudreuil hoped that his account would allav thes
troops to “have some part in the distribution of the favors of the king” who had been
making commissions available for Montcalm to distribute to worthy membehg of t
troupes de terre The two commissions that Vaudreuil had already awarded “had
contributed much to making their zeal untiriff§® By recognizing “the zeal” they have
exhibited in the midst of the “trouble [that] this war has caused” the king’ssfawauld
spur the Canadians to fight hard&t.Vaudrueil, in response to some of the less
complimentary reports Montcalm sent to the ministers of War and Marine about the
troupes de la marinealso made sure that this body of troops received due credit for its
efforts in North America. He wrote that he had “no stronger ambition than to . . . inform
you of their constant service,” with hopes that they would receive what “is due to
them.”®* Because the king seemed to reward zeal in their counterpartstiiupes de
terre with commissions and awards, Vaudreuil hoped he would do the same for the
troupes de la marinsince it had such inspiring results.

The increasing probability that England would take Canada further stoked
Vaudreuil's and the Canadians’ patriotic motives. Considering, he said, “. . . thesituati
that we find ourselves in . . . we are determined [to go to] the greatest extbemes t
conserve this colony,” and he cited their “natural inclination and essentialhealifor

the service of his majesty” as the source of their determinatiofhe primary goal of

193 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 102, Vaudreuil, 29 Octoh&57.
194 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 102, Vaudreuil, 29 Octoh&57.
195 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 102, Vaudreuil to the isier of war, 18 August 1757.

199 SHAT, 1 A 3574, Vaudreuil to Belleisle, Montrea June 1760.
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Vaudreuil and the Canadians to conserve the colony stemmed from their Idwarfor t
homeland. Even in the midst of fighting General Wolfe’s troops, who wholly destroyed
the homes and land surrounding the walls of Quebec, “the promises, the threats, the
cruelties of General Wolf did not have any effect [on]. . . the zeal of the Canadians, for
the service of the king was a rampart that ferocity never crosSe#iere, when

Vaudreuil cited Canadian zeal for the service of the king, it was not in pursuit of
recognition or commissions that might inspire the Canadians further. Rather, it
demonstrated how the zeal itself enabled the Canadians to brace themselves when
fighting desperately to beat back the English. Even after losing Quehetrevad

refused to admit defeat, and he, along with a conglomeration of the troops that had been
fighting in New France, had plans to retake the colony. His “steadfdstvess

“generally applauded, [and] it penetrated all hearts as each one of us said loualy that
would [continue to fight] under the ruins of Canada, our natal country, sooner than
surrender to the EnglisH® Vaudreuil’s zealous calls to battle, however, did not match
Montcalm’s approach to defending Canada.

By Vaudreuil’'s account, Montcalm simply used the war in Canada as a means to
further his career and those of French officers. Shortly after the victorGeveral
Abercromby, Vaudreuil sent additional information that Montcalm had failed totrepor
“I will not relate to you all the exact details of the brilliant victory tathave just had,”
as “Monsieur the Marquis de Montcalm has the honor of telling you very detailed
accounts [of how] all the officers distinguished themselves as well as tips iro

general.” To whatever Montcalm had reported, Vaudreuil asked that they wiowd al

197 AN Colonies, C 11A, fonds ministerials f/3/15, \¢mauil, Montreal, 5 October 1759.

19 AN Colonies, C 11A, fonds ministerials f/3/15, \tmauil, Quebec, 28 May 1759.
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him “to add [that] . . . the troupes of the Marine, the Canadians and the small number of

natives that he had with him exhibited the same ardor and the same zeadt@soede

terre.” 1%
Vaudreuil met with a great deal of resistance from Montcalm when he odrthere

marquis to execute certain plans for the defense of the colony. Montcalm, though he

insisted that he had “enough zeal . . . for the service of the king and the defense of this

colony,” apparently thought the “obstacles that he envisioned” were sufficieat tdfc

the attack. Vaudreuil countered that Montcalm’s concerns only stemmedhedact

that he did not know the colony thoroughly enough, and in order “to assure the success of

his expedition,” he must execute the plan faithfully regardless of the @sstechmight

encounter. Vaudreuil ended his final letter by assuring Montcalm that he would

“attribute to him all the glory,” of the completed att&tk.According to Vaudrueil,

Montcalm only seemed concerned with winning glory. He complained that “It i®\fo] t

true and more solid interest in the colony that | attach myself, [and] . . . insteat of tha

Mr. de Montcalm admitted that theoupes de terrgvant only to conserve their

reputation and would desire to return to France without having suffered a single

difficulty.” In short, “they think more seriously of their particular intésethan of saving

the colony.” In response to this attitude, Vaudrueil promised to resist Morgcalm

designs on every issue concerning their future camp&iyridontcalm apparently

looked at all “the actions of the colony in the unique view to attribute ttvdbpes de

199 SHAT, 1 A 3499, Vaudreuil to Bellisle, Montreal ABigust 1758.
20 AN Colonies, fonds ministerials f/3/14, Vaudretflontreal, 13 August 1756.

201 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 103, Vaudreuil, 30 Octoh&58.

104



terre all the advantages that we have over the enéfiyrhat said, Vaudreuil did not
seem displeased with th®upes de terrehemselves, whom he could not “praise
enough.” He only contested the motives and the prerogatives of Montcalm and his
officers %

There was one officer, however, that Vaudreuil did not object to: the Chevalier de
Lévis, a French officer who was universally admired byttbepes de terrethe
Canadian militia, théroupes de la marineand the Amerindian allies. He, in return,
seemed to make the best use of everyone’s talents, and held the defense of trescolony
his first priority. He was the only officer of th®upes de terrevho did not gloat over
the absence of the natives at their victory at Carillon, and both Montcalm and Vaudreuil
wrote to the ministers of war and marine to recommend him for promotion. When
Montcalm fell at the battle of Quebec, Lévis took charge ofrthepes de terreand it is
tempting to wonder what would have happened in the war if he had taken command
earlier?®

Doriel, a French general and firm supporter of Montcalm, argued that&audr
was “jealous without a doubt of the glory that M. Montcalm had acquired.” The
ministers of war should therefore ignore any ill reports of Montcalm that beveelc
from Vaudreuil since “all [the] disagreements ... M. the Ms. de Montcalm wasex

to since the first moment of his arrival” stemmed from this jeal6¥sy/audreuil may

202 AN Colonies, C 11A, vol. 103, Vaudreuil, 3 NovemHié&58.

235HAT, 1 A 3499, Vaudreuil to the Comte de Noaijll@August 1758.

204 SHAT, 1 A 3499, Vaudreuil to Bellisle, Montreal ABigust 1758; SHAT, 1 A 3499, Vaudreuil to the
minister of war, 30 October, 1758; AN Colonies, TA1fonds ministerials f/3/15, Vaudreuil, Montre&f

September 1757; AN Colonies, C 11A, fonds miniateri/3/15 Levis, Montreal, 24 April 1757; SHAT, 1
A 3498, Levis to the minister of war, Montreal, #yJ1758.
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have had personal reasons of his own for disliking Montcalm and his style, but the
marquis nevertheless provided ample evidence in his own letters thatnsootteer than
the safety of Canada remained uppermost in his mind.

While the rivalry between the two and their evident dislike of each other is
important to consider in these damning accounts of Montcalm that Vaudreuil has
supplied, Montcalm’s letters and those of his officers do reveal a preoccupahon wi
promotions, commissions, and military decorations. As Montreuil confirmed the
officers’ “zeal and exactitude,” he added that “M. the marquis de Montcalthé&®nor
of asking you for a pension for me. | dare to flatter myself, sir, that you would . . . honor
me with a rank of Brigadier . . . | will make the greatest efforts to mé&ft Evidently,
Montreuil had not performed either long enough or well enough to merit the promotion,
but if it was provided, he promised to live up to it. Montcalm then ordered “some favors
that | might . . . have the honor of telling [my officers] in a distinguished mahat
they serve the king*” He further worked to assure that his officers received medals for
their service. When M. Basserade did not receive a medal that Montcalm had
recommended him for, Montcalm reasoned that “his actions and his wound would
procure it for him the next yeaf®®

When medals and favors did not arrive, Montcalm was quick to alert the minister
of war. “l would make you observe that ... we have not yet received the Croix de St.

Louis or the orders for pensions and gratifications that have been accorded in the month

25 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Doreil to the minister of war, Quee, 28 July 1758.
208 SHAT, 1 A 3457, Montreuil to the minister of w&uebec, 28 October 1757.
27 SHAT, 1 A 3499, Montcalm, Carillon, 21 October 875

28 SHAT, 1 A 3457, Montcalm to the minister of warphtreal, 24 April 1757.
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of March, 1757, [and] that | have not received the cordon rouge that the king was going
to honor me with.” He seemed perturbed in his observations that “M. the Ms. de
Vaudreuil has made the same demand for the troupes of the colony. He received the
crosses and the cordon rouge; for us, we have received notfiing.”

Montcalm and his fellow officers’ obsession with medals, rank, pensions, and
other favors of the king is emblematic of a larger culture of reward thetedxwithin the
French army among the officer corps. As explained in the last chaptes, X% and
XV had bestowed ranks and commissions as a sign of his favor, and by the Seven Years’
War, the bureaucratization of the French army had made these rewardsmesin al
expected compensation for brave actions, wounds, or honorable retreats. Wounds
especially seemed to merit reward. In the correspondence between trdwparoid¢e
de terre both in Canada and in Europe and the minister of war, many officers seem much
more concerned with their personal gain from the war than the actual outcarfi@ of

When concerning rank and pensions, officers were often in competition with one
another, which disrupted their professional relationship. Montreuil, for example,
expressed extreme displeasure at not being promoted when another officemitass s
than him advanced in rank. “I am pained,” he said, “to have not yet received that last
promotion for the rank of brigadier that | had hoped to have merited by the servides that
rendered during the affair of July 8, at Carillon.” That rank had instead been given to
“Bourlamaque with a pension of 1@stolesafter the siege of Chouagan. This officer,

less senior than I, [and] having been wounded at the beginning of the action of July 8,”

29 SHAT, 1 A 3498, Montcalm, Carillon, 19 July 1758.
20 For a discussion of this phenomenon in EuropeJagéM. SmithCulture of Merit: Nobility, Royal

service, and the Making of Absolute Monarchy inrfé&, 1600-1789Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1996), 209-213.
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had not been able to “contribute as much as | was able to do at that victory.” Montreuil
had, in fact, contributed so much that “M. le Ms. de Montcalm . . . had the goodness to
give you advantageous evidence of my courage and my activity and to incessantly
applaud this affair, the cool sense that | observed during all the times in actiwa,dke

the officers of the army who were witness.” To these reasons for the promotion,
Montreuil added that, “I was not less distinguished at the affair of the 2 of Afrdnt

of Quebec. . . . | dare to flatter myself, sir, that knowing my zeal for the safvibe

King, you would well have the goodness to . . . ask for me from his majesty the rank of
brigadier that | will merit even more by my devotion to his servik.Ih looking at
Montreuil’s reasoning, it is clear that he kept a laundry list of the reagphssf

promotion over Bourlamarque’s. The fact that Bourlamarque had been wounded, though,
despite Montreuil’s “courage and activity,” might have been the reason fprdmsotion,

as the shedding of blood for “the zeal of the king,” seemed to be ample reason for
promotion or favors. In a similar way, Montcalm had earlier assumed that M.
Basserade’s “wound” would procure him the Croix de St. Louis.

Montcalm recommended another wounded officer, the Sieur de Claireville, for a
coveted retirement position. “The Sieur de Claireville,” he proclaimed, dlosirm in
glorious fashion in a combat on the sea.” Since this man “would not know how to serve
in this colony with an arm and a half,” Montcalm requested that they provide him a
pleasant retirement at the Invalidés.The importance of wounds or near-death
experiences is further evident at the end of the war when membersoiugjhes de la

marineprepared to reenter service in France and needed pensions, commissions, and

ZILSHAT, 1 A 3574, Montreuil, Montreal, 19 July 1760.

ZI2ZGHAT, 1 A 3498, Montcalm to the minister of warphreal, 18 April 1758.
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promotions. They continually cited injuries, having horses shot from under them, and
dangerous interactions as proof of their “zeal for the king.” They rarely mentioned
completed missions, victories, or actual contributions to the war effort. These we
perhaps in short supply during the French war in Canada, but they also appeared to be
less important than bodily sacrifié&

This emphasis on wounds and the inter-officer competition for rank and awards
calls the priorities of the French army and the French state into question. Breich
army ever expect to win, or was the war in Canada a vehicle for somethihgvélde
Eccles describes Montcalm and the entire French state as “def@atigtHile some
historians may find Eccles’ perspective on the indifferent French attitudedsv@uebec
a little extreme, many of Montcalm’s letters do contain rather peggirmentiments
about his situation in Canad®. “It is difficult for a well-intentioned general,” he
bemoaned, “to find himself 1500 leagues away [from France], to serving outside and
under a department and to have always to fear the necessity to justify it& Wghil
would “never diminish” his “zeal nor [his] constant attention to maintaining the union
between the diverse troops,” his “health, the work, the worry, and chagrin,” of working in
Canada placed him in a “sad situatiGff”Part of that sad situation consisted of constant

battles with Vaudreuil over how to run the war, which troops to use to what purpose, and,

13 gee AN Colonies, Fonds Ministériels E 344/bis nehault de Saint Blin Cadet au Canada 1745-48;
E362 bis, Sait Laurent (Jean Baptiste de) anc@ndnant au Canada (1713-1779); E363, Capitairgt.de
Ours, Fonds Ministériels e//10 ; Fonds Ministéri@g3, Charest (Etienne), Anneis capitaine d’'une
compagnie de milice bourgeois a Quebec 1747-1Fofids ministériels Colonies E242, La Chevrotiére
(Francois de) Enseigne des troupes du Canada I7&2-1

#4Eccles,The French in North Americ218-220.

25 Desbarats and Greer, “The Seven Years’ War in dlaneHistory and Memory,” 158.

ZI8SHAT, 1 A 3499, Montcalm to the minister of wagrillon, 1 August 1758.
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of course, who would claim the credit for whatever actions transpired. Montcalineds
the minister of war that “the personal disagreements never alter nipzta service of

the king.” He further declared, “I will willingly spill the last drop of my étband would
give the last breath of my life for his serviée” These sentiments are noble, indeed, but
they express Montcalm’s dedication to the service of the king, not saving Canada. Oth
officers asserted strongly to the Minister of War in 1758 that “Canada i$ pestde is

not made this winter . . . one must count that [Canada] will succumb infallibly the next
year.”® |t appeared that for Montcalm, and for many of his officers, that servibe to t
king and saving Canada were not the same thing, and that serving the king might even
mean sacrificing Canada.

As discussed eatrlier in this chapter, Montcalm and most of the French officers
seemed reluctant to fight alongside Amerindian allies and were thrilled \Wwagn t
achieved an all-French victory without the need for an ally who had been indisigensa
for the Canadians in their victories. The French army, as the primary defemdancé,
needed to fight the war on their own terms, even if it meant their defeat. Montca
similarly refused to sacrifice the French army’s hierarchy deoto fight the partisan
type of warfare required. In serving the king by keeping the French aomy f
sacrificing its own values, systems, and hierarchies, the French armyiedaC That
might have been a sacrifice, however, that the French army as an insandithe
French state were willing to make.

When the Seven Years’ War began in earnest, France had to deal with three

theaters of war simultaneously in North America, India, and most importantly, on the

27 AN Colonies, C11A, vol. 103, Montcalm, CarillonABigust 1758.

ZI8SHAT, 1 A 3499, Doreil, 31 August 1758; SHAT, 13499, Lafuineron, 26 October 1758.
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continent. The colony in Canada, which Voltaire famously described ab/rfsme
acres of snow,” might not have received the full strength of the Frenchbacayse it
was less important to maintain than the borders of France threatened bystiar2.
From the beginning, France had sent 3,000 troops to Canada, and Montcalm, who
replaced the original Dieskau at the beginning of the war, had never won a sirigle batt
during his service in Eurogé? When the French army sent reinforcement troops in 1757,
they were low-level, untrained, conscripted recruits who could offer little suppbw to t
French army, especially when paired against the large number of anedietrtroops that
the British army had provided to General Wolfe for the assault on Qu#ébéicthe
colony in Canada was truly important to the French state, it did little to shdwen the
Chevalier de Lévis hoped that “the king will be satisfied with all the eftbatswere
made for the conservation of New France,” especially since, when in gaiespeed for
more supplies, weapons, ammunition, and troops, only “one single frigate arrived . . .”
with support from the metropofé!

France already operated in a European culture of war that required armies
inevitably facing defeat to fight for a time, rather than instantly surrerieigpecially
during the age of Vauban, the great fortress engineer for Louis XIVsitn@erstood
that a besieged fortress would most likely fall to its attackers. If thed$s held out and
honorably defended itself for a time, then the attackers would allow the $oxires

surrender peacefully and its defenders would maintain their honor, militarg cahat

Z19 Berenger, “Relations des Troupes Réglées”, 25aktaand VidalHistoire de '’Amérique Francaise
430.

220 SHAT, 1 A 3498, unknown authaZopie d’'une lettre écrite & Monsieur de Mores deskig; 19
February 1758.

221 SHAT, 1 A 3574, Levis, 30 June 1760.
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soldiers. This was still true, as the siege of Fort William Henry preckedexactly this
manner. Perhaps Canada was a relatively low priority for the Frenchbstiatiee laws

and traditions of war would not allow the French to merely give up Canada without
attempting to defend it. In order to maintain its honor, the French army would have to
honorably defend Canada, even if facing certain defeat. This attitude woulchexipja
Montcalm refused to renege on any established European methods for conducting
warfare, and why he clashed with Vaudreuil’s more urgent win-at-ak-epgtroach. As
Christian Crouch has argued, the primary priority of the French army in Anetica
Seven Years’ war was to maintain its honor, even at the loss of the é&ony.

The priorities of the French army in Canada can perhaps be best expyeased b
article that appeared in tligazette de Leyda French language paper that circulated
widely in France and catered to the French reading public with their newsigihe
entirety of the Seven Years’ War, the paper had often printed the latest ndvesnar t
in Europe, including thorough descriptions of battles, troop movements, surrenders, and
treaties. Its coverage of Canada, however, was restricted to one lerigtbytlzat
appeared at the end of every year to provide a general update on the state ohthe col
When the French army lost the battle of Quebec and the entire French empirdin Nor
America, the newspaper reported that, “We await more detailed newesdiffdrent
actions in Canada during this last campaign. One knows that the officers adpise tr
of all the corps who were employed there gave the greatest proof of zeal and of
courage.??® So long as this last point was true, one wonders if the rest of those details

really mattered.

222 Crouch, “Imperfect Reflections.”
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Conclusion

The Seven Years’ War was the last hurrah, so to speak, for the aristocngtic ar
as Louis X1V had envisioned it. In this war, especially in Canada, the Frengh arm
exhibited crippling frailties. In many ways, the French army in Canadaopesl itself
for defeat in the war for the colony. First, the army isolated its most inmpaitees, the
Amerindian nations in North America, because of a preoccupation with being the only
force that could defend France. The rejection of these valuable allies demesribiza
extent to which the French army had become more concerned about its own role in a war
and being responsible for any achievements than about achieving the overglliviet
conflict. The French army was also inflexible in its hierarchy. Frencleradfiters
such as Montcalm, Doriel, and Montreuil were accustomed to fighting in an armg whos
ranks determined social standing and this culture did not mesh with the needs of a war
that centered more on the individual decisions and actions of the soldiers than the
leadership of the officers. In order for the French army to take fulirdadge of the
Canadian militia, who approached the war as a citizen army, it would have had
sacrifice its aristocratic nature. With Canadians untrained for Europsédarevand
lacking the tight sense of discipline (which French soldiers soon lackedlaamwvdelr
their influence), the French army would have had to concede how they fought. French
soldiers, who embraced the style of life in Canada and its warrior-inhabgeatsed
eager to adopt this kind of residential militia that they found in Canada. Thersffic
however, refused to compromise their aristocratic nature, and instead forced the
Canadians, in the final battle, to attack in a European fashion entirely foreign to them—

and entirely detrimental to Canada.

2 Gazette de Leyd®ecember 7, 1759.
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Finally, in Canada the French army revealed that it was no longer an army of
glory, as it had been under Louis XIV, but an army of zeal. “Glory” had required the
completion of a mission, the winning of a battle, or the seizing of a fortresk.o@e¢he
other hand, could be proven with wounds, sacrifice, or any show of effort. The goal of
the army of Louis XIV had been to bring glory to the king, and by extension the French
state. Officers also had to fight for the reputations of their familieshendpersonal
honor. By the Seven Years’ War, most of the officers seemed more preoccupied with
winning medals, pensions, and higher rank than with bringing glory to France by
defending and securing Canada. For these officers, the war in Canada providietea ve
for their own advancement, rather than a chance to win glory for the King, nssch le
fight for the colony and its inhabitants. Whether Canada was saved or lost, therefore,
mattered little so long as the officers sufficiently demonstrated ‘tresl.”

The battle of Quebec, the final battle for Canada, had been a monumental French
failure, embodying all of the frailties of the French army. By thiddgatome of the
Amerindian allies had left the French to join the British forces, which mere inviting
to these allies and allowed them ample opportunity to win war trophies. Montcalm had
enrolled Canadians to fight in the line army with French soldiers, even though the
Canadians had never received the necessary training. Montcalm chose an unfortunate
moment to attack the English, and rode off with the troops, his sword drawn, to meet the
English forces that heavily outnumbered his own. Such an action demonstratdd a grea
deal of courage and zeal, but had no hope of contributing to viéfoiontcalm’s
death, the ultimate display of zeal, did nothing to help win the war, but it may have

secured him a favorable legacy in the French army, despite his manyemist&kanada.

224\W.J. EcclesFrance in AmericgMichigan: Michigan State University Press, 1990)7-218.
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Montcalm has always been heavily criticized by historians, but his actionsSetea
Years’ War may have been more emblematic of the problems that haunted the entir
army than individual incompetence.

All of these events in Canada demonstrated that the French army was much less
capable of winning wars than it had been under Louis XIV. The loss of this war, and the
mistakes that had caused their defeat in all three theaters made Ffeech, ohilitary
tacticians, and government officials realize that the army requirezbadgal of reform.
Officers of all rank then entered a period of thinking, writing, and proposing ways to
reinvent the French army and the relationship between officers, soldiers, andéms cit
of the state.

It is therefore ironic, in retrospect, to assess the reasons for tiah foss in
Canada, because in Canada the French army caught a glimpse of what it would look like
within the next thirty years. The Canadian army had been a type of citimgnralying
mostly on a militia that included every capable man between the ages of shdeen a
sixty. Canadians had learned how to hunt, track, and fight since childhood and all men
were expected to contribute to the defense of the colony. Canadiansratigassinse of
loyalty and patriotism for their “natal land” of Canada, foreshadowing tineesef
patriotism and even nationalism that the French would also feel aboygdtrger When
the French army emerged from a thirty-year reform period, it would resemeble t

Canadian militia more than the aristocratic army it had been under Louis XIV.
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Chapter Three

From Soldiers to Citizens: New Thoughts for an Old Army, 1760-1781

The French army lost the Seven Years’ War in humiliating and disastrousnfashi
in all theaters, not just Canada. In India, France conceded defeat to GeneraChabe
and his British and Indian troop&. In Europe, France’s army proved no match against
the Prussians, who completely routed France in a number of traditional, linéss. batt
Just as the French army’s abilities at partisan warfare could not surpasefttios
Amerindians and Canadians in the former New France, so its abilitiediaotral
European linear warfare paled in comparison to Prussia’s. While the French bémoane
the loss of their Empire (though they did maintain some of the sugar islands),gbstdee
humiliation lay in the loss to Prussia. As discussed in the previous chapter, it isyunlike
that French officers viewed keeping Canada as their first priority, arefdheused the
combat in North America as a vehicle to demonstrate their zeal, with a focuseomig
medals, pensions, and promotions. The French army had not counted, however, on losing
the war to Prussia, a small state with a fraction of France’s population altla. w&hile
France lost the Seven Years’ War for many reasons, including naval imyeataot
incompetent generals, one of the most discussed and accepted explanations emphasized
the lack of discipline among French troops compared to the renowned discipline of the

Prussians. Having a smaller army than most European states, the Prusstadhsiied

22 \Walter Dorn,Competition for Empire: 1740-1768lew York: Harper Torchbooks, 1940), 364-9.



to perfection by their General-King, Frederick the Great, and execise@tdi attacks
that would target small parts of enemy armies, such as supply lines or othévducrat
targets that were necessary for the function of the army as a whole. Bfiereis had
underestimated Prussia and overestimated their own troops’ abilities apdirtisas
well as their own decision-making capabilities.

Because warfare played such a large role in French culture and sociakstruct
these defeats caused the country to spiral into a time of intense introspection. To quote
Jay Smith, this “demoralizing loss to the English and the Prussians in the Seven Year
War led to a collective soul-searching the likes of which the French had never
experienced?*® On one side, non-military thinkers and writers, both from the noble and
educated non-noble classes, viewed the Seven Years’ War as confirmation of a longe
decay that had occurred in French society since the days of Louis XIV. M#rmsef
writers had become disenchanted with the corrupted relationship between thehyonarc
and the nobility, and saw the decadence that Louis XIV had in effect increasegl ttv@on
noble class as a continually corroding element. Many of these writers’tmleastore
“virtue” to French society and government on a large scale involved rethinking and
recasting the French army. Reclaiming political virtue, in particaemed to involve
rethinking the relationship between the army and the rest of society. Membsegs of
French educated classes saw themselves not just as loyal subjectsjtiagresswho had
an active role in the character and fate ofghtie. In addition, military reformers,
operating inside the institutions of the army, looked to make tangible changesthwthi

military system that would render the French army more efficient andeffentive.

226Jay M. SmithNobility Reimagined: The Patriotic Nation in Eighteenth-GeptFrance(Ilthaca:
Cornell University Press, 2005), 143.
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Both groups recognized that massive reforms would be necessary for the &regdo
restore itself to its former glory. Contemplating these potential chqtaesd the
French soldier at the center of the success of the French army.

Instead of taking measures to increase the amount of discipline in the army,
however, French readers and reformers alike supported decisions to develop a stronge
sense of patriotism among society and soldiers. The Seven Years’ War markedg
point in the emergence of French nationalism, in which subjects who actively advanced
the interests of France acquired the title of “citizen,” and the Frenchsafatyis on
patriotism was consistent with this movement. Focusing on patriotism allowed the
French army to develop what they believed to be their natural inclination totgheiec
country instead of trying to out-discipline the Prussians and risk becominglidisdi
“automatons.” Since the French officer corps and educated elite had besnhwselked
in ancient Greek and Roman history and lore, they eagerly consulted ancient snurces
the keys to military success and found that the most militaristic anciemntaticihs—
Sparta and Rome—relied heavily on patriotism to motivate their citizen so&hdr
produce victories. French readers in particular studied the ancients canedwigaed
their example as leading the French army to a patriotic “promisdd’ idat would in
turn restore virtue to a decadent society operating under a despotic gavierfneach
readers’ study of the ancients intertwined with the search for institutiohiary reform
in the works of the comte de Guibert and Servan. Both of these authors pulled from
ancient examples, as well as their extensive experience as officexposgmethods of
reform that struck a chord with the army’s external critics and witharyliteformers.

Both Guibert and Servan endorsed and advanced the attractiveness and feaditality of
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patriotic citizen army model. While there were of course differencesedratas

regarding certain areas of reform, almost all reformers drew lydeamih ancient

examples to support the idea that patriotism, more than discipline, would be the key to
reviving French military prowess.

This chapter will focus on the reforms proposed from 1750 to 1783, and pay
particular attention to proposals that focused on the common soldier. Indeed, when the
French army entered this era of reform, it was not interested in jusinggtactics and
tinkering with the current system. It was prepared to reexamine the famdpbn
which the entire French army was built. What made the French army tick? \Ah#iev
impact of French society and culture? What were a Frenchman’s naturaZaléoi
could the French army draw on those talents to improve military operations? These
qguestions led officers and philosophers to reject nearly all attemptsessmgy
discipline in the army with external or artificial means, such as the in@ipoiof harsh
corporal punishment. Instead, reformers inspected the basic building block of the army
the soldier, and saw the transformation of his role as key to reviving the Frencffarm

The patriotic armies of the ancients could all be described as citizessaend
French reformers and readers viewed this model as both an interesting ideadand a r
possibility. In the French view, all of the truly great ancient states hiad cad their
citizens to serve in the army in order to defend their way of life, homeland, and country.
This “natural” armed force seemed to avoid many of the French army'sicprablems
with their soldiers—Ilack of discipline, poor execution, and desertion—since a properly

motivated citizen soldier would love his country and as a result exhibit loyaity, tr

227 For a more psychological approach to soldier rafafter the Seven Years’ War, see Christy Pichiwher
“Le Soldat Sensible: Military Psychology and Sodiglalitarianism in the Enlightenment French Army,”
French Historical Studie81 (2008), 553-580.
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enthusiastically, and fight fiercely. Whereas most countries that hdddnestitute a
citizen army had turned the citizens into soldiers, the French approached thefrefo
the opposite angle, and tried to “citizen-ize” their soldiers.

Prior to and continuing through the Seven Years’ War, French soldiers were not
considered or treated as citizens. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the French soldier did not
have much to recommend him or his profession. He usually came from the lowest
classes, had little education or sense of purpose, lived in poverty, and likely diedyat a ve
early age from poor treatment of wounds or disease. For his pains, he was utterly
despised and loathed by the general population he theoretically had been trained to
protect. French reformers pitied his state, and acknowledged that these &léish re
only dampened soldiers’ morale. Reformers wrote nma@moirego the minister of war
and the king suggesting better recruitment practices, better food and livingamasditi
better training, and an enviable retirement: all of the things one would exgpetetul
state to bestow on its citizens who had spent their lives in its defense. |oratiitiese
physical improvements, however, French reformers also spoke of the soldieg®tens
dignity and honor. In their written proposals for reform, they in effect turned thie mos
despised member of society into a righteous citizen whose newly applesaatéices
would naturally facilitate the recruitment of more young men to servelingirand
country. French noble officers, for the sake of creating a more effectore efficient
military system, elevated the status of the soldier, infusing him witenHiike qualities.
French noble officers had no desire to create a Republic, upset the delicate soci
structure in France, or diminish their own role in the French army. They proposed these

reforms solely with the purpose of creating a more effective Frenchniggfatice. While
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still subservient to his officers, the soldier was given a more respected soleety,
which in French reformers’ minds, brought him closer to his ancient Greek and Roman

counterparts.

I. From Patriotism to the Citizen Soldier: military solutions to a corrupiebty

The problems with the French army at the end of the Seven Years’ War struck its
non-military critics as all-too apparent, since many of the issues g@rnom societal
troubles. As discussed at the end of Chapter 2, Montcalm’s poor decision making did not
just reflect his incompetence, but seemed symptomatic of larger problémrs tive
French army. Indeed, many of the internal problems within the French arnmathat
been festering for years “hit the fan,” so to speak, during the Seven Wars'To
quote Walter Dorn, during this time, France “lacked all unity and coherentioiir&t*®
Religious strife, economic instability, and political intrigue all diggddhe king and his
council from the three-pronged war effort. French officers found their urégulpped
and too disorganized to fight effectively. The French navy suffered a lacldefsbip,
finances, and able crew at this critical moment and could not break though Briti
blockades in order to deliver necessary supplies to French troops in the c&orike.
French army also experienced its own problems with leadership, and lack of funds.
French generals in particular displayed insufficient military thinkargl thecoup d’ceil
that French officers considered to be part of the inborn talent they possessedsas noble

seemed to have gone utterly blind.

228 Dorn, Competition for Empire350; Jonathan Dullhe French Navy and the Seven Years’ War
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2005).

229bjid., 352.
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The French army had been host to a number of problems before the Seven Years’
War, but many of these problems did not seem urgent or important until they surfaced
during and after the humiliating loss. Those interested in the army’s afbaiis not
escape the conclusion that the army had suffered badly on account of its incompetent
officers and poorly trained and unmotivated troops. There was a widespread percepti
among contemporaries that many nobles lacked the necessary experienqeeargkdo
merit their ranks. As disparities in wealth increased within the nobilitydibeaome
apparent that the deciding factor in military promotion had shifted from talent and
experience to the financial ability of the officer to adequately outfit htessland fund
a campaign. Because high military rank derived from high social rank, and because
Louis XV (like Louis XIV) used the military as a means of rewarding clawdrites, the
officer corps became bloated with inept nobles vying with each other forrnilita
positions and the corresponding social status. As a result of inexperienced and
incompetent officers, the troops were undisciplined, ill-trained, and prone to deserti
As discussed in Chapter 1, the typical soldier had a reputation as either ameintdiffe
mercenary or an apathetic conscript. The majority of the French troopstleadtierest
in cause or country, and had similarly little motivation to stay in the armyiifhg
arrived too late or the training seemed too rigorous. In an effort to keep thexrséidim
deserting, young officers hesitated to enforce discipline or train the ttoops

rigorously—an approach that had serious repercussions on the batt&field.

230 For more information on the relationship betwesmabilities of the French officers and qualitiéshe
troops, see Rafe Blaufarb, ‘Noble Privilege and d\bsst State Building: French Military Administiah
after the Seven Years’ Waktench Historical Studie24 (Spring 2001): 223-246; Emile G. Léonard,
L’Armée et ses Problemes au XVllle Sig8laris: Librairie Plon, 1958), 174-175; André Oseier,

L’Armée Francaise de la fin du XVlle siécle au mii@die de ChoiseuR vols. (Paris: Presses Universitaires
de France,1964), 693.
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Even educated members of the French public who had little connection with the
army felt this embarrassment keenly, and in the years after the SewvshWaaFrench
writers published jeering satires of mistakes made during the waellaaswwhoughtful
reflections on their society’s responsibility for some of these mildaficiencies.

French generals in particular suffered harsh criticism for their incemee in battle.

During the infamous battle of Rossbach, General Soubise had pursued the retreating
Prussian army that he outnumbered two to one over the crest of a hill, only to discover,
when he crested the peak, that the Prussian troops had tricked him, and were wthiting w
their cannon and artillery primed. It was the French army that redrieatiésarray,

suffering many causalities and a mortifying deféatSoubise had much company, as
other generals displayed similar incompetence, and those stung by the defeat mocke
them mercilessly in satirical poems and songs.

In one poem (of many) Soubise was portrayed as a bumbler, who could not keep
track of his own troops:

Soubise peered with his lantern in the dark atmosphere
“I have looked, but my army is gone from my sight!
Yesterday morning, | know it was here

Was it stolen, or did it get lost in the night?

Oh! All is lost! | am a scatterbrained buffoon

But let us all wait ‘til broad daylight at noon

Oh heaven, what is this? Oh, the rapture in my soul!
Oh, unbound joy, here it is, | can see!

Ah! Oh no! What is this before me?
| was mistaken; it is the army of my f6&

%1 Dorn, Competition for Empire321-2.

232 Barbier, Mouffle d’Angerville Vie Privée de Louis XV ; ou Principaux événemdvasticularités et
Anecdotes de son Regifieondres, 1781), 390.
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This poem illustrates how non-military thinkers who observed the army’s actions
understood the French general’s gross level of incompetence, unable to keep track of hi
own troops, or even to distinguish them from the enemy’s. It also portrays the separation
that existed between the general and his army. Instead of being a paraiwhii he
evidently operates outside of it, and joins it or leaves it as he wishes. At thetbad of
poem, Soubise still has not found his army, indicating that he never redeems honself fr
his unfortunate command during the Seven Years’ War. The French army is indeed
“lost” in the hands of such befuddled commanders.

Another poem mocked the difference between General d’Estrées and the Duc de
Richelieu. General d’Estrées had been victorious in earlier battles, andefated
Cumberland at the Battle of Hasselback during the Seven Years’ War, one of the few
French victories. He was replaced by Richelieu, who continued the campaign in Hanove
by merely pillaging the towns in his path. The poem was set to the tune of a well-known
song called, “Voila! La Différence!” The last two verses appear. here

Cumberland fears both these men

And seeks to distance himself from them

There is the resemblance.

From one he flees afraid of his valor

The other he flees afraid of the odor [Richelieu is infected with odors]
There is the difference!

In a beautiful field of Laurels green,

These two warriors can be seen,

There is the resemblance.

One knows how to reap these honorable flowers
The other picks them to pass the hours

There is the difference?

This poem juxtaposes the current generation of the French army with the older

generation that has passed on. From the French reading public’s point of view, the

33 bid., 392.
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predecessors had won their battles, and as explained by the poem, knew how to gather
honorable laurels, or in other words, win glory for the king. They demonstrated “valor”
on the battlefield. Contrastingly, the current generation knows only how to pickd$lowe
and cannot defeat the enemy. These poems indicate that not only had all of France
suffered humiliation from losing this war, but that the army had lost a greatfdeal

respect from the educated population. Few writers would have dared to mock the French
army under Louis XIV, and if they did, it would be in very veiled terms. Here, the
reading public openly mocked the military institutions that in theory protectedd sa
borders, advanced her interests, and brought glory to the king. Even if non-military
critics were not well versed in the particular rules and regulations thatngavihe

internal workings of the French army, they understood that it had reached itandhdir
urgently required change. Just as the army’s external critics had a ridieufing the

French army, however, they also had a role in reforming it. Writers acknowlduiged t
part that society at large had played in the failure of the army during the Seaesi Y

War, and viewed societal change as a necessary element for militagecharticularly

in regards to patriotism.

For social reformers who looked to patriotism as a cure for France’sad@net
military ills, the successful model for reform lay in the example of theeah@reeks and
Romans. The French nobility and educated elite had long been well-schooleirt anc
history, but the post-Seven-Years’-War-era of new nationalism and a suddert interes
patriotism made these aspects of ancient societies catch FremtiottBecause the
ancient Greeks and Romans had achieved some of the most sophisticated and laudable

societies, governments, and militaries, French writers used them asthel@xf how
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an ideal army should oper&té. The principles that guided a successful government or
military were believed to be unchanging, which meant that the lessons of taetanci
Greeks and Romans could still apply to contemporary France. Some of the more
influential writers of the eighteenth century who saw military chasga necessary part

of social change—Montesquieu, Rousseau, Maurice de Saxe, Charles Rollin, and
Mably—used the ancients to describe and analyze military successes. diksiset the

tone for how reformers, both inside and outside military circles, would consider shange
necessary to the restoration of France’s virtue. Montesquieu examined the risk @nd f
the Romans in order to expose some of the vices in French society and government and
subtly hint at change. Rousseau drew from his impressions of the Athenians and
Spartans to comment on the moral implications of the arts and sciences in Fregtgh soc
as well as to advise the nascent government of Poland on how to construct and maintain a
virtuous, successful state. Maurice de Saxe was not a man of letters, buthenmos$t
victorious generals in the French army from the War of the Austrian Suntesse

examined the Romans for concrete details on how to feed, discipline, and train troops,
and drew comparisons between Roman and French soldiers. Charles Rollin’s

multivolume series on the history of the ancients was standard reading éolutteted

4 For discussions of the European use of the Arsjeeie J.G.A. Pocockhe Machiavellian Moment:
Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Refican Tradition (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1975). Kent WrightA Classical Republican in Eighteenth-Century Frartbe Political Thought of
Mably (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997), p.2, 207. Keith Michael Baker further discussed
the outcome of this influence by showing that theients, while providing powerful ideas for French
thought and consideration, could not be considargdble model for emulation until the Revolution,
during which time the discourse developed in tltiéferent directions, each with significant revatutary
consequences. See Keith Michael Baker, “Transfooms of Classical Republicanism in Eighteenth-
Century France,Journal of Modern History3 (March, 2001): 32-53. Elizabeth Rawddre Spartan
Tradition in European ThougltfOxford: Clarendon Press, 1969) thoroughly considenost of these
writers’ contemplations on the philosophical, goét, and moral aspects of ancient Sparta, yetyare
considered eighteenth-century views on the militatyure of Sparta or any other influential ancient
society.
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French®*®> Mably, like Montesquieu, wrote on all aspects of the ancients, often to
criticize French society and offer alternative visions of a socie¢ydfeorruption and
luxury. Despite their different methods and intents, these writers looked to tles afm
ancient Greece and Rome as models of military greatness, from the minigr detai
involved in training and marching, to the larger matters of esprit, patriotism, and
citizenship that motivated and enabled these armies.

According to these writers, one reason why ancients had such effecties arm
was the individual soldier’s innate toughness and courage, characterigtantieafrom
constant exercise and a plain, simple lifestyle. Montesquieu descrileReaan as
“more robust and hardier than his enemy.” This toughness naturally gave himegourag
“a virtue that comes from the knowledge of his own strentfth Mably agreed that
Romans used “constant exercise [to] make good soldiers . . . [by] filling thedsmiith
ideas relating to their profession, and teaching them to despise danger, behdoinure
hardships.2*” As described by Rollin, one of the reasons why Cyrus’ troops performed
well on the battlefield was due to their “frequent exercises, [which] inuregdj to
fatigue,” and which also kept the soldiers continually “employed in laborious woffks.”

Rollin continued that the Spartans were able to “support all [the] fatiguesiradivd

“confront all of its dangers,” because the rudiments of their training requinedtthgo

2> Harold ParkerThe Cult of Antiquity and the French Revolutionarid Study in the Development of the
Revolutionary SpirifChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1937), 2.

238 MontesquieuConsidérations sur les causes de la gradeur desaRmnet de leur décaden¢@xford:
Voltaire Foundation, 2000), 102.

%37 Abbé de MablyObservations on the Romarisans. unknown (N.p., 1751), 130.
28 Charles RollinThe Ancient History of the Egyptians, Carthaginakssyrians, Babylonians, Medes and

Persians, Macedonians, and Greciatrans. unknown vol. 2 (London, 1780), 241.
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“barefoot . . . to suffer heat and cold, to exercise by continually hunting, wrestling,
running on foot and horseback® Being able to withstand the rigors of battle, therefore,
necessitated having strong, well-exercised bodies that were accustolaeol tand had

a high tolerance for pain.

Such toughness and rigor had to be harnessed and channeled with a firm sense of
discipline. According to Rollin, military discipline was the “soul of wamt Spartans
maintained their strict level of discipline from learning “the habit of obeyatgin early
age?®® Maurice de Saxe agreed that discipline was one of the most important aspects of
war, and pointed to the example of the Romans, who “conquered all nations by their
discipline.®** In considering the Romans’ rise to greatness, Montesquieu observed that
Rome did not have to impose any general laws on the army, because the Roman army
“was made by a common obedience” without “dangerous liaisons” between &ey of t
people in the Empiré®? Saxe agreed that the Romans owed their victories to “the
excellent composition of their troop$:® Rousseau had similar observations on Sparta,
where people were simply “born virtuous, and even the very air of their countmethspi
virtue.”** As the Prussian army had just demonstrated as well, a certain level of

discipline constituted a necessary component of a victorious army.

239 Rollin, The Ancient History of the Egyptians, Carthaginakssyrians, Babylonians, Medes and
Persians, Macedonians, and Greciatrans. unknown vol. 3, (London, 1780), 539.

2% Rollin, The Ancient Historyvol. 3, 539.

241 Maurice de Saxdvlemoires sur I'art de GuerréLa Haye: P. Gosse, 17564.

242 MontesquieuConsidérations141.

243 3axe Memoires 5.

244 jJean-Jacques RousseRiscours sur les sciences et les agd. Jean Varloot (Paris: Galimard, 1987),
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Beyond simple matters of training and discipline, however, what made thesarmi
of ancient Greece and Rome dominant in the ancient times was the close refationshi
between the citizens, the soldiers, and their country, or, as the French lovingdy g
their patrie. “The true methods of establishing and supporting military discipline in its
full force and vigor,” Rollin surmised, “was by first inspiring [soldiersihwa love for
their country, for their honor, and their fellow citizens.” In such a way did Cynspite
his common soldiers, even with a zeal for discipline and ofdemably in particular
argued that in the ancient world there was no distinction between citizens anssoldie
“At Rome,” he wrote, “everything had the appearance of war in time of peabe: a
citizen and soldier were the same thing . . . if there was any distinction maderbetwe
peace and war, it was found in the fact that the Romans performed their redgacises
in time of peace with arms twice as heavy as those which they made usenef @f ti
war.”#*® Mably made note of the same phenomenon in writing about the Greeks, for
whom, “each citizen was a soldier. Not knowing how to die fop#ige. . . would
have been an infamy* Rousseau, in giving Polish officials examples of good leaders,
emphasized Moses and Lycurgus, because these men “attach[ed] citizemettriee
and to each othe?® For the Athenians, this love of country extended to a love of their
liberty beyond the love of any material possessions. According to Rollin, when the

Athenians were challenged by a “common enemy, whose view was to enslave them,”

2> Rollin, The Ancient Historyvol. 2, 243.
246 Mably, On Romans128.

247 Mably, Observations sur I'histoire de la Gréce ou Des @ads la Prospérité et des Malheurs des
Grecs(Geneve: Compagnie des Librares, 1756), 31.

248 RousseauConsidérations sur le Gouvernment de PologfPeris: Librairie Garnier Fréres), p. 345.
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their “ardent love of liberty” inspired them to “abandon, without the least rejgeat, t
lands, estates, city, and houses,” to defend their freetf@nii$ie motivation for the
ancients, therefore, to maintain their physical prowess under harsh conditiongeand li
a state of constant discipline was love of citizenship angatres.

Service to thgatrie, however, was not a one-way relationship; citizen-soldiers
were highly honored by the citizens of theatrie, and celebrated during patriotic
festivals. The Athenians, according to Rollin, viewed the Republic as a “good mother,
who generously took [wounded soldiers] into her care, and with great regard to them
supplied all the duties and procured all relief.” This care that the cittéehe republic
had for their soldiers boosted morale, “exalted the courage of the Athenians, anddender
their troops invincible . . #° Respect for, and generosity towards, the men in arms was
one important element of the army’s patriotism and morale. Rollin furtherlakgsthe
patriotic festivals of both Athens and Sparta, which included ceremonies where “those
who had distinguished themselves in battle” received “rewards and honors.” For those
“citizens who had died in defense of their country,” the Athenians erected “monuments i
[their] memory” and gave “funeral orations . . . in the midst of the most augusbusligi
ceremonies.” All of these public festivals together “conspired infinitebte¢malize the
valor of both nations . . . to make fortitude a kind of I&W."The militaries of the
ancients Greeks, therefore, found motivation in the respect that the citizens patheir

showed them in response to their sacrifices. Rousseau recognized this inepetanc

249 Rollin, The Ancient Historyvol. 3, 558.
%0 Rollin, The Ancient Historyvol. 3, 541.

#1Rollin, The Ancient Historyvol. 3, 540.
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advising Poland, citing the celebratory, yet sober fétes of the Romans and the publi
decorations of the Greeks “that inspired confidence” among the cifiZens.

Speaking through Phocion, a retired Athenian commander who enjoyed
conversing on matters of politics and war, Mably articulated all the beogéts
selflessly patriotic military. In talking to one of his young adnsir&hocion made an
ardent plea for the Republic of Athens to be entirely military. If alteniis could be
inured to a military lifestyle, Phocion saw the rest of the Republic natl@tiyming
incorruptible and highly virtuous.

That our Republic could operate a more military fashion, that etizérci

was destined to defend his country, that each day he wassexknsithe

manner of how to use his weapons that ... he became habituated to the

kind of discipline that would be demanded in an army camp. Not only
would the youth be shaped . . . as invincible soldiers but it would give the
youth . .. civil virtues. This would prevent the pleasures . . . of peecet

from softening and insensibly corrupting morals; for if civil wat

temperance, the love of work and of glory, occur in preparing military

virtues, each one will support the othét™”

According to these writers, a well-governed polity, a virtuous society, amil-a w
disciplined, victorious military went hand in hand. Though writing through the
convention of Phocion’s commentary on Athens, Mably was making the same plea for
France. If France itself was “more military,” not only would it have@nsfer army, but
the military discipline would prevent the corruption of society. Yet as much a&s thes
classical republicans held up ancient Rome and Greece as the standardafior mili

excellence, there were very few areas in which the French milbaig emulate them.

As Montesquieu lamented in Hsprit de Loisthe majority of ancient governments “had

%2 RousseauConsidérations sur le Gouvernment de Polo@t.
53 Mably, Entretiens de Phocion sur le Rapport de la Morale@La Politique ; traduit du Grec de
Nicoclés, avec des RemarqyésKell: 1789), 35.
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virtue as law” which enabled them to do things “which we no longer see these days, and
which dazzle our small soul$>*

Eighteenth-century writing about the Greeks and Romans not only enumerated
their virtues, but also grappled with the reasons why virtue failed and patriationat
fell. These historical developments spoke eerily to contemporary French aosditi
One popular subject was the collapse of the Roman Empire, which reverberatgly stron
after the Seven Years’ War, in which France had also lost its empire. chibdegthe
reasons for the ancient societies’ eventual collapse, writers hintesl aggects of
contemporary French society and military practices that preventeg&tea from ever
rising to the heights of the ancients.

In discussing the fall of the Greeks, Mably stated through his hero, Phocion, that
the government, “in favor of laziness and cowardice, permitted the separatioih arfic
military functions,” the result being that “we had neither citizens, nor ssltfiEr In a
separate work on Greeks, Mably attributed the fall of the Spartans on theditgges
for riches.” Mably lamented that “the Spartan hands that Lycurgus had destipdaronl
the sword, lance, and shield, became dishonored by instruments of the arts and of
luxury.”®*® According to Mably, Athens and Sparta fell not because they were
confronted with superior military power but because they allowed their owansy$o
become corrupted and decay. When their leaders relaxed their insistencapbimelis
and their strict hold on society, and when their citizens became corrupted |by, Wea

proudpatrie of citizen soldiers dissolved.

%4 MontesquieuEsprit de Loised. Edouard Laboulaye, vol. 3@fivres Complétes de Montesquieu
(Nendeln: Kraus-Thomas Organization Limited, 197%)).
%55 Mably, Entretiens de PhociQr85.

%% Mably, Observations sur I'histoire de la Gréc54.
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When looking at the military causes for Rome’s fall, writers again detect
laziness and a breakdown of discipline and corruption due to an increase in riches.
According to Mably, “the loss of their [Roman] liberty was not the effectsafdalen
revolution, attended with the utmost disorder; but the work of several ages,” in ivbich t
people of Rome became so accustomed to “the prince’s gradual tyranny trditthey
little to hinder it.*” According to Montesquieu the small size of the early Roman
Republic “was easy to administer, the army was small, everyone compietedtties.”
When the borders of Rome extended beyond the Italian peninsula, however, “problems
started.®® Mably dated the beginning of the end for the Romans when they conquered
people who had amassed a great deal of wealth. With the accumulation of the spoils of
war, the Romans’ “wants increased and multiplied; luxury [created new] matirears
taste became more refined; superfluities were esteemed necesdahg ancient
austerity of manners now passed for savage rustfcityThe attraction of new wealth
led to a break down of discipline in the army, as evidenced by “the spirit of pillaging
which prevailed in the army"*® Rousseau echoed this theme, noting that decadence
caused Romans to “neglect military discipline,” and “grievous splendor replacedrR
simplicity.”?®* Mably charged that the very composition of the Roman army (which,

according to Saxe, had made that army victorious), came, in the reign of Tilzebas, t

%7 Mably, On Romans87.

28 MontesquieuConsidérations153.
%9 Mably, On Romans34.

260 Mably, On Romans102.

%1 Roussealbiscours 58.
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“composed of the most contemptible citizens.” Under corrupted emperors, “the army
was nothing but a multitude of robbef§®

These political theorists agreed that modern European militaries anchigpaves
were the exact opposite of the laudable, victorious ancients, and displayed alethefvi
the Greek and Roman empires on the eve of their fall. Mably also went on to compare
the degeneration of the Roman army with the sad state of military aff&rsope
during the eighteenth century. The armies were filled, he argued, “withaaeest
subjects.” Saxe agreed that the soldiers left much to be desired. The uatingec
techniques of the time were “odious; [recruiters] put money in the pocket of a man and
say to him that he is a soldier.” These recruiting practices filled the\aittm “the vilest
and the most contemptible [people] . . . it was not with such morals and with such armies
that the Romans conquered the univef§&."Mably furthermore characterized the
monarchy, the very type of government that oversaw these armies, as “a specie
government very fit for a people too much corrupted by avarice, luxury, and a passion for
pleasure to have any love for their countf$?” So long as France lacked patriotism, the
achievements of the ideal militaries of the ancients lay out of reach.

Two prominent writers in particular translated the observations about the ancients
and the necessity of patriotism for a virtuous society and victorious army intabheor
vision for the reform of the French army. The first, the comte de Guibertdigeats

among Enlightenment thinkers and military reformers alike witlEbfgi Général de

%2 Mably, On Romans115.
3 saxe, 8.

%4 Mably, On Romans135, 8.
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Tactique which was published in 1772. Unlike writers such as Mably and Rousseau,
Guibert made his observations as an insider, rooted in military institutions wpth am
experience both on the battlefield and as a military adminis&&tdBuibert was a
member of the noble officer corps, whose father had risen to the rank of Ligutena
General largely because of his own merit. Guibert received a thoroughieducat
military affairs, and by the time he was thirteen, entered the armiiaeatanant. He
witnessed first hand some of the better generalship of the Seven Yearsouvandr

Duc de Broglie, as well as the disastrous defeat at the battle of Rossifi@cithe war,

he served on the administrative side of the army, helping Minister of War Choiseul
institute some immediate post-war reforms. Guibert had ample quabifisdd address
the problems of the French army, and his text, therefore, attracted the attention of
officers, veterans, and reformers even though it echoed the adulation for thes @asdsi
the search for patriotism that had become typical of Enlightenment thinkersngludg
from his instant popularity upon the circulation of his text in 1771, Guibert managed to
appeal to both groups simultaneously.

As the title of his work implies, Guibert wrote at great length about &hctic
choices, battle formations, how to integrate infantry with shock troops, the educhti
the cavalry, maneuvers, artillery, and other practical military concegasding the “nuts
and bolts” of French army operation. But he also begaBdsaiwith a thorough

discussion of French society and government and their roles in the French army’s

255 For work discussing Guibert and lissai Général de Tactiqusee Frangois Emmanuel Vicomte de
Toulongeon, preface tiournal d'un voyage en Allemagne, fait en 1448,Jacques-Antoine Hippolyte de
Guibert (Paris: Treuttel et Wiirtz, 1803), 1-85w#rk that places Guibert in the context of sevemttee
and eighteenth-century French military history iR RPalmer, ‘Frederick, Guibert, Bulow,” Makers of
Modern Strategyed. Peter Paret"2ed. (Princeton: Princeton University Press 1986%5-113. For a brief
biography of Guibert, see Henri Ménard, prefacEdats Militaires by Jaques Antoine Hippolyte de
Guibert (Paris: Copernic Press, 1977), 15-52.
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downfall. Like the “classical republican” thinkers of the eighteenth centulpoked to
ancient Greece and Rome for the model society. He was careful to say thatriw tea
blind admirer of the ancients,” but studied their example because they were “proud in the
name of theipatrie’ and all of their “grandeur and glory” they “merited by their courage
and virtue.”®® Like republican writers, Guibert used the ancients as a point of reference
from which he criticized European governments and societies. Also like thenguleel ar
that a “virtuous” government was required in order to have a victorious, virtuousrynilit
Guibert advanced one step further, however, and openly declared that the best type of
army for France would be a citizen army.

With this citizen army, Guibert presented a solution to the societal andrynilit
crises plaguing France. This citizen army called for the mobilizatidmecdrttire
population in times of war. During times of peace, these citizens laid asidarthsi
and returned to their daily occupations. Guibert’s vision of a citizen army included a
“vigorous militia . . . consisting of contented citizens who are interested indiefe
their prosperous staté> By placing the duty of warfare in the hands of French
citizens, Guibert reasoned that the army would no longer serve as a gaugeafor soci
celebrity but instead exist purely for defense. The monarch could not use positioas |
army as a means to reward his court favorites, and rather than fighting Hraorsglves
for royal favors, officers and soldiers alike would work together for the defeniseiiof t
patrie. Because a citizen army would not rely on mercenaries or conscripts, but on

citizens motivated by love for their country, the army would not suffer fromtdaser

%% Jacques-Antoine Hippolyte, Comte de Guibert, ‘E€néral de Tactique,’ iBcrits militaires ed.
Henri Ménard (Paris: Copernic, 1976), 54-55.
%7 Guibert,Essaj 67.
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nor require a great deal of financial assistance from individuals or tee Bt@ onerous
training required to effectively execute line warfare would not be necessargitizen
army, because citizens would fight in a more ‘natural’ style akin to irregualefare®®®

Most of all, a citizen army would be effective. Guibert explained that
neighboring nations would not dare disturb France’s tranquility for fear of tloe &erd
vengeance any attack would unleash. If, he stipulated, the citizen soldier

is in someway violated, in his affairs, his land, or his honor, henéke

war. But when he makes war, it will be with the full exertion of his power;

it will be with the firm resolution not to lay down his weapons umgilhas

been paid reparation in proportion to the offense. His method of war will

not be like the method that most states have adopted today. Hwsotwill

want to conquer, but only preserve what is rightfully his. . . . Terrible in his

anger, he will bring to his enemy fire and sword. . . .This will not be

barbaric, his violation of the superficial laws of war, for thegwisals are

founded on the laws of nature. He will perish, until the last man if

necessary. But. .. he will assure, by the fury of his vengehisctiture

269

peace . .~

In addition to proposing the mobilization of all society for warfare, Guibert ghlace
the responsibility for victory and vengeance in the hands of the individual citiz#igrsol
Guibert blamed the French government for allowing the morals of society tp dech
for encouraging corruption among elites. The solution, however, did not rest mehely wi
changes in the government, but in the individual soldier or citizen, united in common
purpose by patriotic commitment to tpatrie. The end goal of Guibert’s vision for
reform was not merely a re-organized officer corps, but a country replete sikbua

citizens, who not only pursued their every day occupation, but also served as theefirst li

of defense for theatrie.

268 Guibert,Essai213.

29 1bid., 67.
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Guibert recognized the implausibility of this ideal state; monarchicalpean
governments feared the potential revolts that might ensue from armingizbargiand
would probably continue their attempts to gain additional power by expanding their

territories 2"°

Guibert indicated in hisssaj however, that he had hopes that such a
military transformation could be possible. Addressingohisie, Guibert encouraged his
nation to adopt a patriotic system, reasoning that ‘[t]his vision will perhapsweysabe
a fantastic dream. It could be realized in y8(t.’ Despite Guibert's idealistic approach
to reform, hisEssaifound a strong following in France. Voltaire praised the text as ‘a
work of genius"

Servan roused readers in both military and non military circles altkehwg ideas
on citizen armies ihe Soldat CitoyeiiThe Citizen Soldier), which he wrote from 1760-
1771 and later published in 1780. As the title suggests, he agreed with Guibert that the
ideal solution to France’s military woes lay in creating a citizen arneyva® had
humbler beginnings, having been born into the petite noblesse, and he was initially
intended for the church. He abandoned any ecclesiastical ambitions in 1760, and fought
briefly in the Seven Years’ War as a volunteer with the Guyenne Infantry BegirHe

eventually made his way through the lower officer ranks, and became the major of a

grenadiers regiment just as Msldat Citoyerbegan to circulate among elites. The work

20 pid., 64.
271 pid., 68-9.
22 palmer, ‘Frederick, Guibert, Bilow,” 106. Sesoal éonardl’Armée et ses Probléme260. Léonard

guotes Voltaire, saying, ‘La Tactique n’est pasoumrage de belles-lettres; mais elle m’a paru umage
de génie.” For more discussion on Guibert andqt&m, see SmithNobility Reimagined195-6.
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was so well-received in military and court circles, that it earned himrbes©f St.
Louis in 17833

In his own words, Servan’s objectiveSoldat Citoyerwas “to perfect the
instruments of the Art of War, the soldiers and the armies, both in how to raise them,
perpetuate them, train them, improve them, and to employ and discipline?t{eim the
context of the published literature on the subject of patriotism and army refaranSe
sought to approach the citizen-army idea of Guibert from the level of the soldmat iV
necessary, he asked, for France to have an army of patriotic citizemsg) senie
humblest ranks? To answer this question, Servan of course turned to the ancients and
examined the inner workers of the Greek or Roman soldier. He acknowledged that his
predecessors had already made a thorough study of ancient militaryiorsjtut
governments and societies, but had not focused enough on the internal motivations of the
individual soldier. “Do we really know,” he asked “enough of the motives, and the
rewards that inspired in the [ancient soldier] such an indomitable couf&@g&?his
examination, Servan compared the Greek, Roman, and contemporary French methods of
creating soldiers, with particular attention to the roles of national clearaducation,
and government. His questions led him to consider closely, not only the process of
recruitment, but also the process of creating a single citizen soldier.

Servan’s assessment of the ancients led to the overall conclusion that the best

soldiers were raised from birth with the knowledge that their primary duin lay

213 Jacques-Francois Laniére Général Joseph Servan de Gerbey : Pour une aam&ervice de
’Homme (Paris, 2001), 17-18.

27 Joseph Servan de Gerbeg, Soldat CitoyefParis, 1780), 6.
" bid., 7.
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defending the state. Among the Greeks, Servan concluded that “the citizef®mere
for the defense of their country. They had to be soldiers and the republican spirit, the
education, the love of liberty and of glory . . . made them natural hef8eSgrvan
pointed out that citizens of ancient Greece had no choice in whether or not they would
defend their state. What made them such ardent fighters, however, was thersociety
which they lived and government that they served. Servan also pointed to Sparta’s
famous military society, in which “even games were exercises in aarafvirtue 2’
Again, the soldiers lived in a society that constantly surrounded them with
encouragement and military morals. In all these examples, Servan emphaetizbd t
government created a “national character” that united all of the “defenidies

patrie.”?’® The Romans, on the other hand, were consistently at war, thus that their
soldiers rarely lived in a time of peace. The constant practice of wasfateat

ultimately gave Rome, in Servan’s opinion, the reputation as the greatestfiginda of
all.

With these observations in mind, Servan then observed the contemporary French
soldier, who had quite the opposite experience. “Our soldiers,” he noted, are not ‘natural
heroes, but “only very ordinary men, enlisted by force or trickery.” Even after they
enlisted in the army, “we neglect their training.” Unlike the ancientsichrsoldiers
came from miserable backgrounds and were not motivated to serve or defend the country

because “we do not have the institution for ensuring the happiness of the men who could

278 |bid., 11.
27 |bid., 11.

281bid., 11.
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be soldiers.” Most of all, the relationship between soldiers and officers wasaretig
toward loving service, as “our discipline is only to inspire in the soldiers mareffea
their officers than of their enemy” Of all the reforms most needed to amend the way
the soldier experienced the army, Servan cited “national happiness” as tlie “mos
essential,” and that part of that happiness would come from the government having “a
strong interest in each individugt® Again, Servan saw that only in improving the
conditions and motivations of the individual soldier could the army truly reform.

Like Guibert, Servan blamed Louis XIV for the problems plaguing the army.
When “Louis XIV held the reins of the state,” Servan wrote, he used “the most grievous
principals to make the nation prosper.” Louvois, Louis XIV's minister of war, was
equally to blame for being “hard, cruel, unpitying, who regarded the human rate as a
instrument for his ambition.” The Dutch wars which had made Louis XIV the
unquestionable ‘warrior king’ also came under attack as a waste of human blood tha
served little toward the glory or defense of the stiteGuibert agreed that Louis XIV'’s
reign had signaled the beginning of the problems in the French army, by corrbpting t
officer corps with positions at court and taking them away from their t36pEhe
situation of the individual in the contemporary army was hardly conducive to being a

soldier. In fact, Servan found it to be just the opposite. “In the final analysis, nServa

29 bid., 19.
20 hid., 22.
21 bid., 26-28.

22 Guibert, 60.
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pointed out that the sick, hungry, unmotivated bodies, “are not soldiers, because the state
does not use any measures to render them adept, strong, and ¥5bust.”

In order to reverse Louis XIV's and Louvois’ handiwork, Servan concentrated on
two main elements: training soldiers when they were very young, and crad¢wel of
equality. As Servan surmised from studying the ancients in comparison to mogern-da
French soldiers, one had to be raised from early childhood with the expectation of
becoming a soldier in order for him to willingly and enthusiastically sergeiatmy.

Young children should have exposure to military lifestyle in their daily lives tlae

army should recruit young adolescents. When recruiting teenagers, fora retioiog
used or even necessary, as Servan reasoned that adolescents would be naaatakdly att
to “all the good things” a life in the army would afford th&th.

Believing that people should enroll in the armed forces of their own free will,
Servan examined the French militia, which had received little attention fremch-r
writers. He observed that the army only “raised the militia to complgi@meats and to
serve in times of urgency,” and that this practice had “inspired a horror and an
unfortunate but understandable distancing of the people from the militia.” Tha milit
was often committed where the fighting was the heaviest and thereftaeduf
disproportionally high casualty rates. Servan further noted that there weredihyo m
exemptions” for serving in the militia, and that the “people chosen to preside over this
work do so with partiality and injustice,” as nobles and wealthy members ofyscaigt

easily pay a sum to exempt the privileged from service. Servan then made two bold

23 gervan)e Soldat Citoyen29.

24 1bid., 43.

142



statements to resolve the situation. First, that “the interest to defendtthensist come
from someone who loves society.” In other words, if French citizens weséeshtvith
the benefits afforded by their society, they would be prepared to defend it and the
lifestyle that their country provided. This declaration also implied that thaeeho
had property and wealth should be required to defend France by serving in the militia.
Second, Servan took this idea that smacked of social equality one step furthgrilsayin
“best and most fair way to supply” the militia with men, “would be obligatorytanyji
service for all citizens, without distinctions from the state, from the agmglbfeen until
the age of forty 2°

Part of the attraction for all citizens to participate in the militéag recognition
from society of the soldiers’ or militamen’s willing sacrifice for thedrie. He
envisioned “a day of celebration,” when “the veteran defenders of the state witk
these brave and brilliant youth, are praised by their state and encouragethtbasd w
one day replace them, to be unfailingly good citizens and brave sofdfeiServan
envisioned a time when the nobility (who had exclusive hold on the officer corps),
common Frenchmen, and the bourgeois, would all be celebrated together as siefiender
the state. Servan was not proposing to level the nobility; in fact he appreciatekbthe i
of retaining an elite military officer corps, but nobles and soldiers frongeois or
laboring classes would all share a similar métier and receive ismedlagnition from the
state and their fellow citizens.

In sum, Servan saw the necessity for a citizen-based military foradich all

citizens participated, either in the army or the militia, with an emphasis oratiedito

25 bid., 71-74.

26 |bid., 96.
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the patrie instead of social rank or family status. Despite some nobles’ reticence to see
themselves on a similar plane with any other citizen who servezhthe, Servan

observed that, “we are no longer in the era where the noble on his horse composes our
armies and constitutes the bulk of our strendth.The French army and society as a
whole had to recognize this fact and change in a way that reflected the dmnpdghe
patrie for its assured defense, and for the betterment of society itself. AccondingrG

and Servan, who were both public readers and military reformers, the new fooes of t
army was therefore not the seated nobleman on his horse, but the common soldier

standing with his musket.

Il. Patriotism and Military Reform: The Importance of the Soldier

Military officers and reformers who wroteémoirego the Minister of War
proposing tangible reforms for their institution in crisis also considereddhangs of
ancient armies, the utility of patriotism, and the condition of the common soldier.
Whereas writers who took an interest in military affairs from a sd@etapective saw
large-scale reforms in both realms as a way to revive French virtue, ynilifeners
approached reform from a much more immediate, practical angle. They smught t
institute changes that would render the army more efficient and improvel avemna
performance on the battlefield. Even with a different approach and more concesgtate
of goals, however, military officers agreed that patriotism and attentitmeandividual
soldier held the key to effective reforms. Distinguishing themselves fronruksi&ns,
French officers saw patriotism, not discipline, as their philosophical appeé&itimre

They also recognized the “Frenchness” of their soldiers and considere@Rrussi

27 bid., 279.
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discipline to be entirely inappropriate in their troops. Instead, they, too, wished to
replicate the victorious patriotic armies in the ancients, and used these ancies as
practical models for reform. Most reformers viewed the citizen-arnaypremising, but
problematic alternative to the current French army. While they admiregypei®f army
in the ancients, they had doubts about how it could operate in French society.
Discussions for implementing elements of a citizen army, however, focused not
making soldiersut of French citizens (which incurred lively debates regarding the
militia) but of turning their soldiermto citizens.

The idea of citizenship, and what constituted a French ‘citizen’ at this tawe w
also a matter being discussed in both military and non-military realnesicli-officers
and non-military readers admired the type of citizenship that the anbcahteade the
building block of their societies, and the longed to emulate it. That type @nship,
however, required being actively involved in a republican form of government, 8herea
French ‘citizens’ lived and operated in a monarchy that few, if any, wishédnge.

After the Seven Years’ War, however, French officers and those involved taryndr
societal changes considered themselves “citizens.” They managed, in their own
understandings, to find a happy compromise between being a subject of the king and a
citizen of the state. While this kind of citizenship did not infer ‘voting’ a monarch into
power, it did assume that those self-proclaimed “citizens” took an activeribie i
evolutions of society. French officers during this period were also presenkead wit
unique opportunity to further define and implement a sense of citizenship within their
soldiers, and use the French army as a laboratory to test modes of citizatighip w

monarchy. Officers during the reform period of 1750-1783 did not intend to institute

145



any sense of equality with these ideas, but they did lay the groundwork for drastic
changes that would later be made to improve the condition and treatment of the French
soldier.

In the wake of the Seven Years’ War, the French army went through a period of
terrible turbulence where reforms were made only to be reversed in short ordeex@he n
thirty years saw a rapid succession of ministers of war with sudden shamgéarding
the army. Every facet of the institution was subject to change, from minosadthdw
to organize a battalion to more consequential decisions such as who could be an
officer.2%® Overall, it proved to be a terribly confusing time for the army and all who
were in it. No matter who occupied the office of the Minister of War (a d&cighich
had largely to do with court politics), or how often an implemented reform faceddyspee
reversal, the input from military officers interested in reform remaiaegpkly consistent.
The multiple ministers of war received, from 1750-1783, thousands of pages from well-
intentioned officers eager to help in the reform process that aimed at rektmmimgand
glory to their army.

In spite of input from the officers, two ministers in particular sought to umetit
more discipline in the army according to the Prussian model. Choiseul and St. Germain
both saw value in copying the discipline that had made the Prussian army so slccessf
Choiseul wanted, by Latreille’s account, to “institute under his watch a Gemtigary
system,” but court intrigue soon dislodged him from any position of doifY s8t.

Germain made a seemingly simple reform in proclaiming that soldiers wouldfbehc

be disciplined with beatings from a club or the flat side of a saber. In both instances

28 Eor details, see Albert Latreille!Armée et la Nation & la fin de I'’Ancien RégitiRaris, 1914), 5-171.
29| atreille, L’Armée et la Nation3-4.
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military officers responded vehemently that such stringent discipline wouid onl
exacerbate existing problems and be entirely unsuitable for the charadtgisposition
of the French soldier. As one reformer cautioned, “The French soldier will getver
accustomed to corporal punishment . . . if this unfortunate penalty is established, we wil
have men who make up the numbers in the regiments, but we will have very few
soldiers.” French offices on the whole largely viewed discipline that involved
corporal punishment as wholly inconsistent with improving the French soldier.

Nearly all reformers who addressed the problem found such punishment to be
particular to Prussian culture, and therefore singularly “un-French.” Qorenex
explained that “the German acquired a perfect discipline,” only because “hestenas
to obey.”?®! His assessment of Prussian culture found support among other like-minded
reformers. Prussians, another reformer argued, “are not citizensfadnsbldiers who
eventually served in the Prussian army are “an assemblage of wagedabor
[stipendaires], vagabonds, and foreigners,” who needed “to be led,” and needed “the
discipline to keep them there.” For those who lived in Prussia, “this firm and vigilant
discipline,” was described as “entrenched,” in the culture, while at the same ti
“scorned by many peoplé® In other words, Prussian discipline was entirely necessary
to raise and maintain the presence of their soldiers, while at the same tiiae that it
was necessary bred contempt among the countrymen. Reformers warned French

ministers, however, that “the composition of the German army does not agiteeitht a

20 SHAT, 1 M 1714, unknown author, “Réflexions mities”, 1776, 8.
21 SHAT, 1 M 1713, anonymous mémoire, [after 1774].

22GHAT, 1 M 1712, “Lettre aux éditeurs du Journtiéhiaire de Berlin du 4 October 1772".

147



the French army,” and therefore there is no reason to believe that thestporal
discipline of Prussia would have any positive affect in Frafice.

Indeed, nearly all reformers were convinced that the effect of the system of
corporal punishment would have an averse effect on France’s soldiers, andneforme
were quick to defend the men under their charge. French officer Sonhart, who served a
a sous-aide major for the infantry, observed that the “beatings . . . cover itk ete
shame” the unfortunate recipient of such discipline. This punishment does not just
punish the body, but “strikes at the spirit.” Sonhart found it ironic that a state which
sought “raised sentiments” among its soldiers would use such “dishonorable means.”
Such an instrument, he concluded, “cannot be both at the same time an instrument of
honor and one of . . . outrage.” In addition to the faults associated with severe discipline,
Sonhart also concluded that such a means of correction “deprives the soldier of his
liberty.” 294
Reformers largely saw French soldiers as “too honorable” for corporal
punishment, and entirely contrary to the spirit of the budding French nation. A soldier
required “more honor,” needed his soul to be more “elevated” and necessitated more
“firmness of courage” than what French officers believed necessary adrtfiadry
citizen.” Instead of increasing courage, honor, or quality of soul, beatings “dedniien
soul” and “darkened” the French soldier's hé&ttReformers described the soldier as

coming from “the gentlest and most honest of people,” who sought, according to these

reformers, to increase his “esteem” and “zeal to fulfill his duties,” andfthre any kind

293 SHAT, 1 M 1715, anonymous mémoire, “Mémoire sergeomotions”, 1 Janvier 1778.
294SHAT, 1 M 1712, Sonhart, untitled mémoire, [aft&71].
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of corporal punishment would be entirely unsuitaBfeEven the lowest French soldier,
it seemed, had more honor than the most disciplined Prussian.

It might seem strange that soldiers, formerly thought to be of the most vitd sort
creatures, soldiers would now engender a reputation among their officees/fiog great
souls, liberties, and honor—attributes not normally consistent with the station of a
common soldier. Yet the loss of the Seven Years’ War, the literature empbasizi
patriotism, and the reforms instituting physical punishment for soldiers deeragaken
in French officers an awareness of where their soldiers came from, holiw#teyhile
in the army, and how they could be molded into better fighters. Reformers turned their
attentions to the plight of the soldier and sought not to beat him into a form that would
grant them more victory, but to craft them from childhood into willing citizertsvtbald
fight for thepatrie. Like non-military writers interested in more general reforms, they
took their inspiration for reform not from the Prussians, but from the ancient Greeks and
Romans.

Studying the ancient Greek and Roman military institutions—from recgnitto
retirement—also led French reformers to conclude that their model preseitizdra
army. “We would not know a better choice than the Romans,” one reformer began, for
ancient examples “on the raising of soldiers.” Unlike current French or Rrassiges,
Romans “admitted in their legions only citizens, that is to say, men held totdhéysta
the consideration of their goods and their faculti€$.’"Because of their relationship to

the state through property and skills, they served as willing defenders. cT beateonly

2% SHAT, 1 M 1712, Sonhart, untitled mémoire, [aft&71].
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citizens were permitted to serve afforded the soldier a certain degtagéust g~or this
reason, in battle Roman soldiers would defend their state, symbolized by an edkle, “w
the most tenacious courage,” and motivate them to “run towards the datigbrawing
from the Spartan example, one reformer suggested that in order to achieve a more
military state, the state should chose the healthiest children of five yeaix of age

who do not have parents, and have disabled veterans raise them. These youths would
then join the army at sixteén’ Even when these reforms sounded extreme, some
officers reasoned that, even if their reforms required “revolution,” thatftenth are
capable of taking on characteristics of the Roman.” France, according refdinmser,

was “a warrior nation, and sensitive to its glofy." Taking on the characteristics of a
Roman or Spartan army, therefore, seemed imminently possible.

Taking on these characteristics meant that France would be embradirngra ci
army, which excited reformers’ imaginations of what that would require the army as
well as from society as a whole. A citizen army had certain “naturséhes, as one
reformer reasoned, it must have been the first type of military force iarhbmstory. At
the “origin of war,” he explained, “every cultivator [farmer] was then anpidrsoldier
by the pressing interest of protecting his wife and children, and to consefisddbéhat
his laboring hands had made fruitful.” From this humble, but honorable beginning, these
warrior farmers “engaged the enemy on the frontiers to maintain [thghtE rifrom

their] sovereign.®®* One officer saw the potential in Frenchmen for this type of army,

28 SHAT, 1 M 1704, anonymous mémoire, “Projet d’urlitaire”, [after 1763].

29 SHAT, 1 M 1704, anonymous mémoire, “Réflexionslauronstitution Militaire”, [1762 or 1763)].
300 SHAT, 1 M 1704, anonymous mémoire, “Projet d’uritaire”, [after 1763].
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for he “looked in the heart of the French,” and “found treasures.” For him, it remained
but a question of “how to use the?® Another reformer found the exciting potential of
having an army composed of French citizens. “To have good soldiers, he began, “itis
necessary to begin with making good citizens, and to have the good citizens” the nation
would have to make them as contented as pos¥iblehis tantalizing dream of having
citizen soldiers promised not only an effective army, but a virtuous citizenry, whd woul
pull on their innate desires to defend family and homeland and their love of their country.
Citizen soldiers, in the French mindset, seemed to be a special breed of humas that wa
more virtuous and more courageous than the sum of his parts. To attract and keep citizen
soldiers, however, France would have to improve itself in order to render citizens and
soldiers as contented with the state as possible. In response, Frenchwiiziehs

exercise their inherent virtues and even increase them in their servicestaténeA

tantalizing image, indeed.

Tantalizing, but problematic. The building block of a citizen army usually
consisted of the militia, providing ordinary citizens with non-military profesdio&s
opportunities to serve the state militarily. Machiavelli, who also used the anagetite
basis for much of his political and military writing, envisioned a militatizéizenry as
the best army for a state. Britain and the America colonies also boabtid s the
primary defense for their territories, and the French army had just exped first hand
the dedication that the Canadian militia had shown foatse and to warfare. As

discussed in Chapter 1, however, the French militia operated more like a loaal polic

3028HAT, 1 M 1714, [St. Germain], “Mémoires sur I'aget, [1758 or 1776].

303SHAT, 1 M 1704, anonymous mémoire, “Réflexionslauronstitution Militaire”, [1762 or 1763].
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force and the occasional filler for the French army when it needed more men. Few
appreciated the militia, however, and those in it had little military inatinatReformers
recognized the militia’s reputation of ripping young men from the arms of tickovwed
mothers, and placing them, without any training, in the area of conflict with thieeiea
fighting. M. de Rocher wondered “how many fathers and mothers” out of “fear of the
militia” abandoned the countryside “to take refuge in the capital” and larges, aithere
young men could be relatively safe from spontaneous service to thé%4rifithe

French army was to make a serious attempt at a citizen army, or sonnatiioceof one,

it would not be through the militia.

Reformers, therefore, did not try to make soldiers out of French citizens, theit ma
citizens out of French soldiers. While the soldier had the reputation for being of the
‘lowest sort’, and had no connection to or love of the French populace, French reformers
almost universally agreed that better treatment of the soldier and rispibet soldier’s
position in society would render him a better fighter and a worthy citizen. rRefer
reactions to Choiseul’s attempt at “German discipline” and St. Germainislisiedr law
on corporal punishment strongly suggest that reformers favored better treament f
soldiers from the state. Influenced by the revival of interest in ancieec&and Rome,
and the examples they set, French officers began to view soldiers not as equals, but as
men whose profession at arms allocated them a certain degree of honor and social
prestige. By improving the physical conditions of the soldier, elevating his statias,
and infusing him with patriotism, French reformers would achieve, they believeaincert
elements of a citizen army. Soldiers would naturally fight better betaegevould

have more love and respect from, and therefore more love and respect fpattineir

304SHAT, 1 M 1765, M. du Rocher, “Projet pour la levie 105 bataillons de troupes provinciales”, 1776.
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And in the process, these citizen soldiers would inspire virtuous behavior in their fellow
citizens, who would in turn be attracted to a life in the army and the honor and social
prestige it would afford.

When this period of intense reform began, however, the French soldier had very
little to recommend him, his position, or his profession, and reformers recognized and
bemoaned his state. The difficult conditions of his life took center stage in French
reforms, because as reformers grappled with how to reorganize and reinvemntythe ar
they also debated the very real problem of desertion. All Europe armiegeaxpdr
levels of desertion in the eighteenth century, but especially after the Seaesi War,
French reformers seriously studied the condition of the soldier and sought to idadtify
rectify the reasons that motivated him to desert his duties, his comrades, and Inys count

French reformers found plenty of reasons for soldiers’ desire to désert
condition “from day to day [becomes] more vile and less researcffed officer from
the Regiment of Limousin found that “most soldiers are in need of everything,” and
particularly cited the need for adequate clothiffgThese were not just hardships that
came from difficulties in the midst of combat, but were part of day to day life for
soldiers, even when not actively engaging the enemy. “Itis certain,” funmes
concluded, “that poverty often obliges our soldiers to compromise themselves.”rSoldie
partook in “base activities” out of necessity for survival, and then were “stdiore
their reputation as thieves and crimindt4. These physical needs formed the basis of the

soldier’'s moral deficiency, for “scorn demeans the soul and the honor [which is] the

35 SHAT, 1 M 1791, M. Guibert to Duc de Choiseul, “iMéire sur la nouvelle constitution”, [1761-1771].
3% SHAT, 1 M 1709, anonymous mémoire Régiment de simal 763.

307SHAT, 1 M 1713, [S. de Reine], April 1774.
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source for bravery so necessary in good military ni€h!FHow could a soldier be
expected to act bravely when all of society disdained him for merely aitgnptke
out his own living?

Before the reform process began, France’s military institutions onlyilbuted to
the soldiers’ misfortunes. Officers had little incentive to familatlzemselves with the
needs or the thoughts of their soldiers, and there was not “the least union” within the
military units. Guibert observed that “the officers no longer have any shierthe
mutual encouragement” or stimulation of his troops. And rather than dedicatingfhimsel
to the welfare and effectiveness of his troops, he “lives for himself af8h&hroughout
the reform period, the rules and regulations of the army changed so frequentlyeand oft
so completely that “the troops are unceasingly [and] needlessly tired,” having
consistency in how the army operated from year to ¥8afhe “nation” itself, in which
the institutions of the army was operating, proved “inconsistent” in its teshtofh
soldiers and its attitudes about warfare in gerfetal.

French officers viewed such treatment and such circumstances to be entirel
inconsistent with the character of French soldiers. On the whole, reformesd Htpe
“the French soldier is vivacious, impatient, and full of vanity,” who became easily
frustrated with poor decision making from of his commanders, “useless work” and
“puerile training.” If the French army continued to “add to his misery with the

humiliation of corporal punishment” then “he will desert,” and will have no reason to

38 SHAT, 1 M 1713, [S. de Reine], April 1774.
39 SHAT, 1 M 1791, M. Guibert au Duc de Choiseul, ‘ktdire sur la nouvelle constitution”, [1761-1771].

310SHAT, 1 M 1712, unknown author, “Essai sur quelptets tendant & perfectionner le militaire
francais”, [1771-1776].

311SHAT, 1 M 1783, “Réfections sur la désertion”, 476
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return if hispatrie does not banish such “mortifications? Compared to Prussian or
even English soldiers, the Chevalier de la Rochelambert found French soldyetg™f
and relatively “light.” He considered them “less faithful” than soldiers ofratagons,
but instead of rectifying this character with ill treatment, he excusedaube of the
French soldiers’ “love of liberty” and “horror of servitud&® The lot of the French
soldier would require improvement not only in his physical condition—better food and
clothing—but also his spiritual condition. French officers devised multiple ways to
improve his circumstances and to cultivate his natural tendencies, his vanity, kve his
of liberty. Reformers therefore sought to make reforms that would excite these
characteristics of the French soldier instead of subduing them.

As one reformer declared openly, “good soldiers are worth more than mofiey!”
And it was generally agreed that the state should increase the soldieasidoelyange
the system of payment. The Chevalier Preudhomme de Borre observed that tlee “soldi
of today receives the same pay as the one who served for eight, ten, or twelwe years
more,” and to him this system did “not seem fair.” Instead, he proposed “progressive
pay,” which would reward a soldier in proportion to his service, discourage desertion, and
increase reenlistmeft> French officer Flavigny added on a practical note that a soldier

should “receive a payment capable of procuring the most important items tkat wer

312GHAT, 1 M 1761, [lle d’Oleron], “Plan pour la foation des Etats Mars”, 1768.
33 SHAT, 1 M 1709, Chevalier de la Rochelambert, “t&ibn Militaire 9ieme partie”, December 1760.

314 SHAT, 1 M 1713, [S. de Reine], April 1774.
315SHAT, 1 M 1783 Chevalier Preudhomme de Borre, jgirpour contenir la désertion en donnant une
paie progressive aux troupes de sa majesté tréseniit 1770; SHAT, 1 M 1704, anonymous mémoire,

“Projet d’'un militiare”, [after 1763]; SHAT, 1 M 114, Marquis de Toulongeon, “Réflexions sur I'état
actuel du Militaire”, 1777.
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indispensable to his training® In addition to fair pay and the possibility of increasing
payment for long-time service, another officer urged the state to take dsetavith the
basic necessities of the soldier, to “assure him healthy and plentiful food.” He fanlded,
the growth of the soldier in the profession, “to keep the old soldiers in their regiments
and employ them as examples for the new soldier “at the beginning of his"¢afeer
Such mentoring would allow new soldiers to learn their duties from those most capable
teaching them and allow them to further cultivate their honor. For the sake of the
soldiers’ acquirement of honor, another reformer believed that the King shathld be
ultimate “model [of] how to have honof*® If the government invested more in the
soldier, through basic necessities, pay, and even honor, then soldiers alreddg anrol
the army would come to resemble those “robust” and “courageous” soldiers of Ancient
Rome. The added respectability in their profession would also bring them cldser to t
status of citizens than the “vile creatures” that had long been their reputation.

Key to this transformation of soldier into citizen was a closer relationshwebée
officers. Throughout this time of reform, officers complained that “the saldiéonger
has anyone to whom he could have recourse in his small needs,” because none of the
officers cared for him or dispensed anything other than assignments and puhishme
“The officers of his company when he addresses them,” one reformer complaeret, “s
him to the état major, who only has duties to prescribe and reprimands to give.” Those

officers most closely connected with the soldier were “much less an obEmtslation

318 SHAT, 1 M 1783, Flavigny, “Discours sur ce quenl'doit faire pour arréter la désertion, pour laipun
dans les circonstances présentes”, no date.
317 SHAT, 1 M 1783, introductory letter for the mén®f Reneaume de LaTache, Chevlaier de I'ordre
royale et militare de St. Louis, July 1, 1774.

318 SHAT, 1 A 3642, [St. de Reine], “Copie de mes &lger le militaire que j'ai envoyées du Chateau de
St. Malo”, 1766.
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and of resource for him, than the subject of his hat&.0One officer, known as

“Griffon,” made the soldier/officer relationship the entire subject of his onentde

lamented that not only was “the officer not attached to the soldier and the solteer to t
officer,” but neither group had any “interest of attaching themselves to dsat thie

officer sees the soldier because he must, but whether he is sick or healthgsfrieeds

or does not, it is all the same to him . . . the soldier knows that the officer cannot do him
any good, procure him any nicety, or help him with his needs; he only hears
chastisements.” Within any reform, Griffon considered it most “necessaggs$tablish

this mutual attachment,” and for each officer to make his first priority the seldie
“interest.”?° As the Comte de Melfort stated bluntly, “the officer no longer regards his
soldier as his own, the soldier no longer regards his captain as his fathenbr

relations between officer and soldier not only decreased the morale of the aottier

gave him little recourse for his needs outside of desertion, but they alsoychféatted

the soldier’s performance in battle. “Nothing is so brave,” M. St. Analas touchingly
stated, “as the French soldier when he believes” and trusts in his commandieg offic
Likewise, “nothing is so weak or so beaten than him when he lacks confidence in those
who command.???* Forming tighter bonds between soldier and officer therefore were of
the most urgent nature. Reformers proposed that officers should be both distributors of

rewards as well as disciplinarians. The captain, “finding it in his intereshgenove the

39GHAT, 1 M 1711, M. St. Analas, “Observations Rqlies et militaires sur la disposition actuellends
troupes”, 20 May 1768.

320 SHAT, 1 A 3642, Griffon a Besnac “Moyens pour ettier I'officier au soldat et le soldat a I'officier
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soldier,” should learn how to give his men, “particular ca¥&."Though the French
military system had very few opportunities for soldiers to advance in rank oresenb
officers, reformers suggested creating a means of reward, through oratisinction,
that would foster mutually beneficial encouraging relations betweeresaldk officer.
If achieved, this new relationship would also make the status of the soldier cldsar to t
of a journeyman or apprentice working under a master and learning a respeathble t
While contemplating methods of improving the soldiers already in the king’s
service, reformers also considered how to recruit soldiers from more honorablefpart
society, and following their service, how best to return them to society. Both th@iMar
de Monteynard and Sonhart favored men from the working classes in society—sfarmer
artisans, even members of the bourgeoisie—to the vagabonds and libertines that often
filled the soldiers’ ranks. Monteynard saw recruitment as best done byaicapt
choosing his own men with the help of soldiers already under his command, so as to be
sure not to “admit dubious young men of these young libertines” found in the bowels of
the cities. He considered these types of men to be “hardly robust and improper for
war3?* Sonhart agreed that soldiers “should be taken from the classes of citizens the
most proper to furnish” young men “susceptible to military education.” Sonhart in
particular considered the “young men recruited from the bourgeois and merchants of
little fortune” as having potential to “become excellent soldiers,” bechegestducation
and upbringing rendered them “susceptible to this energy that charactieeizedion.”

He stipulated, however, that these young men would have to begin training no later than

323 SHAT, 1 A 3642, Griffon a Besnag, “Moyens pounmatter I'officier au soldat et le soldat a I'officje
ainsi que de prévenir la désertion et de facilésrengagements”, 1766.
324 SHAT, 1 M 1704, Marquis de Monteynard , “Observasi sur I'état actuel d’infanterie”, 1764.
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“the age of puberty,” so that they could become accustomed to “military woaki’ a
early age’” Compared with the recruitment practices of Louis XIV’s army through the
Seven Years’ War, when, to quote the Maréchal de Saxe, one “put money in the pocket
of a man and called him a soldier,” recruiters and army officers egrdesited to cull
soldiers from areas of society that already provided some education and an leonorabl
living. Officers further imagined a pleasant retirement or second dareioldier after
he had served in the king's army. Flavigny, who had also campaigned for higher pay f
the soldiers, thought that the state should “give the soldier the ability to leatreathe
last year of his service,” so that he would have an appropriate means to make fafivi
himself when he became too old or wounded for the army, or when his enlistment had
expired®*® Another officer considered it important to give veterans the opportunity to
“establish themselves” after their service had entfédBy recruiting soldiers directly
from the citizenry and returning them to the citizenry with an active profess
immediately following their final term of service, officers proposedffiece a closer
relationship between soldiers and citizens. Soldiers themselves would hesqjézen if
very young) before they entered the service, and would return to it afterwaicisa S
system would ideally make the army seem less onerous to potential recruitsideerd s
less distasteful to the populace.

Should these reforms to improve the condition and recruitment of the soldier be

instituted, reformers envisioned a natural improvement among the ranks withyangatis

%5 SHAT, 1 M 1712, Sonhart, 1771.
36 SHAT, 1 M 1783, Flavigny, “Discours sur ce quenl'doit faire pour arréter la désertion, pour laipun

dans les circonstances présentes”, no date.
32 SHAT, 1 M 1704, anonymous mémoire, “Projet d’uritaire”, [after 1763].
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retirement and social esteem for veterans. One reformer thought to honarsretera
publicly, because as “the veterans grow in honor,” they will “inspire in thédn\mtaste”

for glory in the service of the state. “The citizens full of veneration foethesve and

old defenders” will add to the defense of the state themselves, while also wej¢bmi
veteran back into society with horif. Veterans who enjoyed the army, and who return
to honest work in society will become a major asset in helping attract nawsecr
Citizens who encounter these veterans will, according to this reformer, desiregdhe
state as well. This proposed transformation must first begin by treatingldners as
citizens, and cultivating in them the characteristics that would make thenglyiltlesire

to serve the state, out of a genuine affection for it.

Conclusion

By the early 1780s, the aristocratic army of Louis XIV had transformed dro
military institutions built around the nobility to one that had recognized its inhere
problems and was moving towards a soldier-centered solution. After the loss of the
Seven Years’ War, both members of the reading public and French officers recbgni
that the army required reform. Having ridiculed the incompetence of geimetiaés
Seven Years’ War and feeling embarrassed by the losses in Ameriea aimdiion the
Continent, members of the reading public turned French attention to the perfection of the
ancient Greeks and Romans in warfare. Reading and writing about the Ancients
reminded French officers that the most successful and victorious armiegdequi

discipline and training, but above all patriotism and dedication tpdtree. Guibert and

328 Jay M. Smith, “Honor, Royal Service, and the Cuatrigins of the French Revolution: Interpreting
the Language of Army Reform, 1750-178&%ench History9 (1995): 294-314, 305-308.
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Servan, two officers prominent in both the army and enlightened society, saw the bene

of patriotism for the nation of France as well as for the army. Guibert wonwencingly

in his Essaithat France could support a citizen army, an idea that both French readers and
military reformers welcomed ardently. Servan followed up a decadenliiielnis own

work focusing on the composition of the ideal citizen soldier, again with the expectat

that this ideal could become a reality.

During the concurrent reform period, officers came up with entirely new ways t
think about the French army. While the majority of their proposals never became
concrete reforms, they portrayed a change in the French officer's approashmiétieir.
Consistent with views expressed in the reading public, French officer reform giopos
centered on improving the physical condition of the soldier as well as his attalel$
the Nation that he sacrificed his liberties to protect. French soldiers haddendhe
most despised members of the French nation, yet in the spirit of the hoped-éor citiz
army, reformers proposed changes that would effectively turn currenthFselaeers into
worthy citizens. Rather than follow the strict, disciplinary Prussian medheth beat
and drilled its troops into unthinking automatons, French reformers wanted soldiers’
motivation and performance in battle to come from an internal and true desire forfight
his country. This goal required not only a bettering of treatment for the Fredadr sol
but a transformation in all of French society as well. French officersedbthdt soldiers
merited the respect and admiration of citizens. They also brainstormeeécrewimg
methods and ways of improving military retirement that would make French citizens

eager to join the ranks of such an honored, treasured group fuattlee
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These changes in the French army and the debates constantly swirling around
them became more intense with the onset of a contemporary event thaegearedtus
support to the ideas of patriotism as the necessary ingredient for a sulavdgsiy and
the victorious potential of the citizen army and its citizen soldiers. From 1775-1783, the
American War for Independence percolated across the thirteen colonies, antirthe
French nation watched with rapt attention. While the military refornsensied
concerned with citizen-izing French soldiers, the American Revolution, abiygsta
present in French press, literature, pictures, and material culture, endarisethanges,
and perhaps even familiarized the French reading public with the idea efhsitiz
becoming soldiers as an acceptable, even necessary expression of patvaticThe
popularity of the American Revolution even influenced French protest to the Ségur
resolution, which seemed an affront to the heralded idea of eqt@lifihe American
Revolution would endorse and legitimize the ideas of equality, patriotism, and the
feasibility of the citizen army that France both embraced and debateddedhges just

prior to its own revolution.

329 atreille, L’Armée et la Nation171.
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Chapter 4
A New Rome: French Perception of Citizen Warfare in America

The historiography concerning the American Revolution’s effect on Fraase
focused almost completely on comparing the American and French Revolutions or
determining if the first had any effect on the coming of the second. The OfdRayis
formally ended the American war in 1783, just six years before the fall of gidlda
Coupled with France’s close involvement in the American War for Independence, this
short time span between the two Revolutions argues for some kind of relationship,
perhaps even a causal one. The backwards shadow of the French Revolution has
therefore affected nearly all studies of the American Revolution’s impadgloteenth-
century France. Breaking from that approach, this chapter will focus on how the
American Revolution and its image in France influenced French military thbott
among army officers and the general public. In doing so, however, it will build on
previous work regarding the French army as a potential conduit of revolution between
America and France.

A causal relationship between the French and American Revolutions seemed
evident as early as the days of Napoleon. Denis Jean Florimond de Langlois, iarquis
Bouchet, for example, participated in the American Revolutionary War as a voluntee
under General Washington. When Revolution broke out in France shortly after his
return, he emigrated in fear of his life, only resuming his profession as a Fréoeh of

once Napoleon had firmly established himself as Emperor. Though he had beerran eage



supporter of the American Revolution, Bouchet condemned it in his memoirs,
saying that “the English took their revenge on us and in the interest which we had in
America, lighting the flame which embraced all of Europe, beginning with our own
unfortunate country>* This observation about the American Revolution’s effect on
France continued to dominate perceptions of the late eighteenth-century reiptions
between France and America until the mid twentieth century. As writetsiemorated
the centennial of the American and French revolutions, numerous publications heralded
the amity and influence between the two countries and their respectiveifRenait

For many of these historians, the French army seemed an obvious place for the
revolutionary handoff. Whether as volunteers under George Washington’s command, or
as part of Rochambeau’s army, French officers and soldiers could have beenrsd inspi
by their participation in this revolutionary moment that they were prepaiediate
radical changes in their own country. Marie Joseph Paul Yves Roch Gilbert du, Motier
Marquis de Lafayette remains the quintessential figure in this ideasdtoan. He is
well-known on both sides of the Atlantic for disobeying his king’s commands in order
serve in the American colonies, which he considered a “safe and venerable @fsylum
virtue, of honesty, of tolerance, of equality, and of peaceful libéttyl’afayette wore
his admiration for the American Revolution on his sleeve, and became one of the first

major revolutionaries in France. In both America and France, he is remembared a

339 Denis Du BouchetJournal d’'un emigr§Service copy, Rare and Manuscript Collection @GatKroch
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important revolutionary figure, and he has played a central role in historioggaphie
both Revolutions for over two centuri&s. Lafayette was so unapologetic in his
admiration of the American Revolution and his desire for the French to experiemce thei
own, that popular minds as well as scholarly minds see him as evidence that the
American Revolution was a principal cause for the French Revolution. It wassith t
assumption in mind that historians of the 1970s, especially Gilbert Bodinier and Sam
Scott, combed through the archives in order to establish the definitive path of
revolutionary transferenca?

Bodinier and Scott’s research revealed, however, that few officers reshidce
Lafayette to their experience in North America. Most officers who hactipatied in
the American Revolution opposed the French Revolution, and a majority of them,
including Lafayette, eventually emigrated for fear of their livethasRevolution
progressed. While Forrest MacDonald attempted to prove that French soldiers in
America may have adopted revolutionary yearnings, his article could onlgtisygh a
connection. If there was any revolutionary bridge-building between the two iesurttr
apparently did not happen in the milieu of the armies. In terms of numbers, only about
300 French officers and 5,500 soldiers crossed the Atlantic to America, and éesn if t
were inspired in North America to encourage a Revolution in their own country, it is
unlikely they would have had a large effect. As further evidence that little @oyme

existed between the two Revolutions, both Susan Dunn and Patrice Higgonet have

333 loyd Kramer,Lafayette in Two Worlds: public cultures and pewsiddentities in an age of
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pointed to the lack of similarities between the Revolutions’ goals and ef2ighile
historians have argued that ideologically the American Revolution teadlyittle effect

on the coming of the French, it did have powerful, if subconscious, cultural effects that
were initially manifested in contemporary discussions on patriotism andhkhiegiween
citizenship and military power. Its influence eventually became signififor the out

break of the French Revolution, but to gage it's immediate impact on France from 1775-
1783, it is best to approach the question without the French Revolution in mind.

Even if historians have shown that the army did not transport revolution directly
from America to French shores, the image and perceptions of the American Reviolut
France still powerfully influenced French military thought and reform inatee
eighteenth century. When the war broke out in 1775, France was already knee-deep in its
intense efforts to reform the army, and civilian French writers had been puzxzling
decades over how to create a more virtuous society and a more efficient\die
military reformers attempted to improve the army by elevating thees@ditatus and
increasing his sense of patriotism, they witnessed a tangible and contgnep@iraple
of victorious citizen-soldiers across the Atlantic. Non-military readed writers
likewise embraced the American image of a citizen army fighting owttabpsm, and
saw in the American Revolution proof that the virtue and patriotism of the ancient world
had been reborn in the modern one.

Historians of French military reform and its social context have previowsly
considered the American Revolution’s effect on the French army during the pre-

revolutionary period. From 1775 through 1790, however, representations of the

335 susan DunrSister Revolutions: French Lightning, American ltidew York: Farber and Farber,
1999); Patrice HiggoneSister Republics: The Origins of French and AmeriBapublicanism
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1988).
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American Revolution abounded in news reports, literature, poetry, images, gowns, wa
hangings, screens, cartoons, and histories; these images even inspireditreafraat
military society to maintain French-American miltary ties. Thesdipesmages of the
American Revolution included representations of the American army and nslitie a
ideal citizen-army that French writers had been longing for. From 1775 untilehehFr
Revolution, these popular depictions continued to flood the public arena. Studying
French perception and interpretation of the American Revolutionary army datid mil
provides insights into the French love of the citizen-soldier model already under
consideration. This chapter will first consider the image of the Anmerica
Revolution as projected in the two newspapers that informed the vast majorityct Fre
readers. Owing to the biases of newspaper editors in France in favor of therggruggl
American colonies, French readers received a positive, even glorifyatgiof the
American military forces that reinforced previously expressed Freleels iof victorious
citizen armies. These newspapers even went so far as to present the Wgraevica
contemporary examples of the ancients, an image that the French reddiége This
chapter will then consider how the French interpreted this ideal in their own wratimtg
images, reproducing and exaggerating the newspapers’ reports of vettipen
warriors reminiscent of ancient Greeks and Romans. Many French writarasadthe
American Revolution, and France’s support and eventual involvement in it, as a means of
reframing the French state as a “liberating” monarchy that helpate@ed guide this
new republic. In military circles, the American Revolution was embracédegital
fervor. High-ranking officers clamored to join the Society of the Cincinmatxalusive

military association that maintained French-American relations. I, $french
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interpretations of the American Revolution provided contemporary proof of the

victorious citizen-army that France had idealized but never seen in the matketn w

I. News from Abroad: the Image of America in tBazettes

While the educated elite in France contemplated and criticized societyaé mor
shortcomings and military failings, a revolution erupted across the Atthiatithe
French elite watched with great interest. The events of the AmericanuRenpas
described in two leading periodicals, resonated for those attuned to the melitargs
and discussions of ancient virtue. The image that newspapers sculpted of th@Americ
military was at least partially shaped by the widespread currentassical admiration.
While surviving records make it almost impossible to know the identities of the
journalists who wrote on the American Revolution, it is clear from reading dparts
that they were as steeped in the rhetoric of Greek and Roman patriotisnofis¢ng
and interested readers who read their reports. In presenting the Anieenalution to
their readers, the newspapers employed the prevalent classical repw@rigarich
offered the American military as a potential answer to the problem of flaggemgh
patriotism and the military crisis.

The two periodicals that regularly published accounts of the events of the
American Revolution (as well as the events leading up to it) wei@dhette de Leyde
andGazette de FranceTheGazette de Franceas a court paper printed under the
supervision of the French government and devoted primarily to court activities, new
regulations that warranted public attention, and international events. Despite some
discrepancies in the factual information of the paper, which would discredd it as

reliable source by modern standards,@aeettewvas generally recognized as an

168



authoritative source for political news. It was often the first sourcenbipternational
information and thus provided its readers with their initial impressions. Addlty, the
Gazette de Franceas less expensive than other papers and enjoyed a reputation for
prompt reporting>°

TheGazette de Leydsas a French-language paper printed in the Netherlands.
This gazetteserved an international audience and was not written under the gaze of a
government. Thanks to its timely reporting and international correspondents, by 1750 the
Gazette de Leydead become the top-selling newspaper in Eufdpdean Luzac, the
editor of the paper during the 1770s, sympathized with the American cause, oftgn givin
news from Britain and America precedence over reports from other regiorepohting
American events, he relied heavily on American correspondents in Europe, siulels as S
Deane and Benjamin Frankiif Although theGazette de Franceas the more popular
newspaper in France, tléazette de Leydarinted more detailed information and had
greater freedom in choosing what to print.

It is difficult to assess the exact number of readers, since one newspaper would
pass through an indeterminate number of hands at a café, salon, club, or private
residence, but th@azette de FrancandGazette de Leydegether sold nearly 15,000
copies twice a week, a sufficient number to ensure widespread readenship the

elite3*° Owing to its thorough descriptions of major European battleG#lzette de

33¢ Jeremy PopkinNews and Politics in the Age of the Revolufithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989),
47, 48.
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%3 bid., 87, 76.
339 Number of subscriptions @azette de France 1781: 12,000; number of subscriptionsG&zette de
Leydein 1778: 2,560. See PopkiNews and Politics in the Age of the Revolutié®, 121.
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Leydein particular helped military professionals stay abreast of developments on the
battlefield, and French officers were regular subscrif@rs.

Analysis of the contents of the papers can help establish the general iompress
that most educated Frenchmen would have formed of the American army and militia.
Although the papers are replete with inaccuracies, their accounts of theedmear—
reports of battles, descriptions of the military, pertinent Congressionaltiesst—allow
us to reconstruct French perceptions of the American army and militia awdyken
which that perception conditioned and was conditioned by the context of the French
moral and military crisis. The evidence suggests that French readershawaltbrmed
an impression of the American military matching the ancients’ image thetdsel
French publications as well as Guibert’s portrayal of citizen warfadeSarvan’s portrait
of the citizen soldier. As the war unfolded, it appeared as though the Americans wer
employing the major tenets of ancient warfare. According to the newspapeericans
were tough, disciplined, and most of all, patriotic. Soldiers felt a distinct rtiotiv@
defend thepatrie, and the entire country supported and celebrated the citizen soldiers in
return. Conditioned by the writings of the ancients, as well as a wide rangassicel
republicans,” French readers would have seen Americans as contemporarisancie
some even referred to the Americans as “ancients” as they drew olesealtiance with
the new republic.

According to long-established notions of citizen warfare, citizen arcoigisl
only fight defensive wars, and beginning with the Battles of Concord and Lexington,

both newspapers cast the British army in the role of the aggressor and thd eotoypia

340 popkin, 129-31.
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and militias as the defenders, fighting to protect their homes. In reporting Battlee
of Lexington, for example, th@azette de Leydaresented a section of a letter that the
Provincial Congress of New England addressed to the inhabitants of Graat, Brit
explaining the cause for the conflict, including a graphic description of theg&avéhat
the British supposedly committed against American citizens. Following ttie, Bat
great number of houses on the way were pillaged and destroyed, some of them were
burned, women who were in their beds were chased naked down the road by the [British]
soldiers, who killed old men in cold blood in their homes.” The letters placed on British
troops the blame for “scenes of horror so dark, that they would dishonor the annals of
even the most barbaric nation¥"*

Having reported this dramatic event, tBazette de Leydedded that London
awaited news from General Gage for his account of the matter, which it cutigdpoin
the next issue of the journal four days later. Gage’s account placed responsibihty f
battle on the “rebels,” whom he claimed fired at the British troops from behind houses
and brick walls. Gage reported that he and his men simply carried out orders, igstroyi
only colonial stores of weapons and supplfés.For some readers, Gage’s account
might have seemed the more plausible of the two, but in printing the American account
first, with its dramatic language and graphic imagery, botiGtmette de Leydand the
Gazette de Francmtroduced the American war as a colonial response to British
aggression.

From the newspapers’ perspective, the Americans resembled the ancikais in

natural, war-like conduct. Like the Romans they seemed “robust and hardier than [the]

%1 Gazette de Leyddune 13, 1775.

342 Gazette de Leyddune 20, 1775.
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enemy,” and their hardiness appeared to be the product of Spartan “exércise the
newspapers recounted, the American soldiers and officers had occupations other than
soldiering—most were farmers or artisans. The pay for soldiering wasahiand some

of the wealthier officers provided their own money for supplies. Unlike European
soldiers, it was not these citizens’ profession to fight, yet the Americarendtiated a
great “ardor for battle®** Whereas most of the French soldiers were poorly trained and
exercised, the Americans appeared naturally hardy, accustomed to “thsiexteat” or
cold of their environment, as well as to local dised&es This toughness alone helped
them while fighting the British, who “succumbed to the heat and exhaustfohe

paper described the American army as a group “of men, who, from their childhood, are
accustomed to work, [and] firing a rifle in good mann&f.”So ingrained was the
importance of warfare in American culture that they prepared for theiragutifizen
soldiers from infancy, being educated in weaponry and acculturated to constiant har
work. By this account, the citizen-warriors of America matched Servardsofléhe

citizen soldier perfectly, being brought up with the expectation to fight imsefef their
country and therefore trained while very youfiy These traits were highlighted on the
battlefield, as the majority of the battle accounts depicted the troops tif combat**°

British letters stated that “the Americans equal our soldiers in courtgs’friumphed
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despite “inconceivable exhaustion” and even Washington reported that the militia
“assembled in the most courageous manner, firmly resolved to . . . give us asdmagh ai
possible.®° Such accounts paralleled so precisely the training and discipline of Sparta
and Rome that readers would have inevitably filtered these accounts throughtieat fra
of reference, evoking images of ancient warriors fighting on American soil.

In keeping with the themes of training and discipline, the tazetgegpresented
the American officers as educated patriots, whose concern for theirycoiatmed
their leadership. Because America did not have a traditional nobility, statiad slid not
necessarily influence military rank. Thazettegprinted a few brief biographies of some
of the officers, enough to give the impression that high-ranking officers of thecame
military had a great deal of experience and expertise, earned the wfdpeat soldiers
and fellow citizens, and merited their rank. Like the disciplined ancients, tfesers
received “instruction in the art of war in a country where that art is held highest
degree.®®! Because these officers could not expect a rise in social rank or a promotion at
court, thegazettesnferred that they served out of patriotic duty alone.

Though these tough, homegrown American citizen warriors seemed a fasrory fr
the upper nobility of the French military, the newspapers also presentegenteel
aspects of the Americans that must have seemed comforting and famildr¢o
Frenchmen, perhaps making ancient virtues more compatible with modern mores. The
Gazette de Franceeported an instance in which American General Gates hosted a

formal dinner party for British General Burgoyne. Although a board sitting on two

30 Gazette de Frangedugust 11, 1775Gazette de FrangéMarch 29, 1777Gazette de Leyd&eptember
9, 1777.
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barrels served as a dining table, and the meal consisted of watered down rum and very
plain fare from the officers’ mess, both gentlemen enjoyed each other’'s cpanmhn

ended the meal toasting their countries and ledderhis anecdote would have

resonated with French officers, for whom ceremony and protocol often ovencdimeal
differences. General Howe recounted in a letter how British General &walghis family

(who accompanied him to America) did not have sufficient food until American General
Putnam learned of their condition and “sent Mrs. Gage a quarter of freshly killeéd3¥ea
These actions demonstrated that the Americans were more than mere backvinexds fig
who believed in their country’s cause—they had goodwill, good manners, and good taste,
and they recognized the class distinctions in the British army by demons&déwg of
deference and politeness to high-ranking British officers. The Amenwgyd have

practiced an entirely different form of warfare from the French, but tjlespses of
American gentility demonstrated that the Americans were not wholly divoraed f
European manners. The Americans also reportedly acted benevolently towistls B
troops by refusing to starve them out of New York, which the newspapers repoated as
“example of humanity, which distinguished, during the entire course of the war, the
conduct of the American commanders.” This conduct further had an effect in wooing the
German mercenaries, who throughout the war came “to the side of the Ametiéans.”

These gestures of mercy and humanity to the enemy at wartime weresocemiaf

32 Gazette de Frangdanuary 2, 1778.

33 Gazette de Leyddugust 1, 1775.
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Phocion’s maxim that “the one virtue superior to love of country was love of
humanity.®>°

As reported in these newspapers, the Americans exhibited intense pathatism t
rivaled the civic vigor of the Romans and Greeks, investing all their citizehs a
resources into defeating the British and protecting their establishesl righe
Americans first of all responded to this attack on thatrie by repelling the British
armies with “full exertion of [their] power.” Immediately after repagtthe outbreak of
war with the Battles of Concord and Lexington, bgdzettegprinted abridged versions
of the “Declaration of the Causes and the Necessity of Taking up Arms,” Cdagress
explanation of the violence between British and Provincial troops, as well as ae ofitli
the conditions necessary for peace. Like Guibert’s citizen soldier who did $raien
his weapons” until the defeat of his eneffiCongress declared the American people
“unanimously resolved to die as free men rather than to live in slavery . . .We do not fight
for vain glory nor for conquest. We will cease hostilities when hostilities teasged on
the part of the aggressors . . . but not befdte.Later in the war, after several
exaggerated reports of British brutality against American homesteangreéSs reiterated
that if the British soldiers “persist in their current acts of barbarism, iW&ke such an
exemplary vengeance that it will inspire such a terror as to deter them’afry more
such actiong®® Even near the war’s end, when George Washington reportedly reduced

his forces, several of his soldiers wished to stay in the army as volunteassingfon
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praised “their zeal and their love for the country,” but insisted they returnitdtimees.
The men departed, but “with reluctance, and they gave all the assurances the most sole
of their disposition to return, as soon as the interest of their country requited it.”

In protecting their homeland, the Americans appeared to use all of their essourc
to repel their enemy, including manpower, finances, and suppliesGazedte de
Francereported that out of a population of 2,400,000 people, 600,000 men, or one
colonist of every four, participated in either the American army or locaiaffift Even
Quakers, a community of pacifists, reportedly constituted their own company of
soldiers®*! The remaining members of society contributed to the war effort by making
saltpeter for gunpowder or clothing for the soldf&fs. As Mably had said of the
Greeks, “each citizen was a soldier. Not knowing how to die fqudtrée would have
been an infamy.?** And indeed, according to the reports of the papers, the entire
‘nation’ of America mobilized for war and provided military support for any oplon
under attack. Shortly after the battles of Lexington and Concorcahette de Leyde
reported that Connecticut “offered 10,000 men to New York” in preparation for the
ensuing British attack® In 1777, once the war was well under way, American soldiers

busily attempting to replace lost supplies from their magazines in Danburg and
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Ridgefield, “received much help from the other colonf&3.1n reporting the American
war, both newspapers emphasized a feeling of unity and mutual support among the
colonists. As Guibert described in lssaj the Americans appeared to be “contented
citizens interested in defending their prosperous stite.”

Thegazettesvere further attuned to the Americans’ domestic political culture,
which, reminiscent of Rousseau’s description of the celebratory yet sobanRéies,
consisted of festivals celebrating their independence and commemanaimigiten
comrades. Perhaps the most extravagant reports of patriotism appearednmbo8ept
1777, when the papers recounted how the Americans celebrated the first annofersary
the signing of the Declaration of Independence. In Boston, the Fourth of July was
“celebrated . . . with all the enthusiasm that can inspiééedghat recognizes the liberty of
Republican souls®’ TheGazette de Leydeported that all thirteen colonies, “broke
publicly and gloriously the sword which Britain had forged for them; and generously
took back the rights that God and Nature had accorded to mariRinBsth newspapers
reported the memorials that the army dedicated to their fallen soldiers medsoff
reminiscent of Rollin’s description of Athens’ “august religious cerembaied
monuments erected in the memory of fallen citizens. This image was alsst@oinsith
Servan’s belief that theatrie had to recognize the sacrifice of its soldiers with “a day of

celebration,” in which the “veteran defenders of the state,” are “praised . . . and
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encourage those who will one day replace th&h.According to thesazette de Leyde
the very tombstone of the beloved General Montgomery accomplished this goal by
exclaiming, “What more noble destiny could the virtue of a patriot desife!”

Accounts of the American soldiers in combat portrayed strategy and tactics that
were unconventional by European standards, but were consistent with what Guibert ha
encouraged in hiEssai Rather than meet the British army on the battlefield and fight
according to the traditional limits of linear warfare, Washington was “cotadrdrass
[British] troops and refuse[d] to engagé?” As bothgazetteseported, Washington
further bent the rules of European warfare during the Battle of Trenton, in which he
crossed the Delaware River on Christmas Eve with about 4,000 troops and surprised a
group of Hessians encamped at Trenton on Christmas morning. According to both
gazettesthe engagement resulted in the death or capture of hundreds of Hessians at no
cost to the American army? As Guibert had suggested to French officers irEtsa;j
Washington’s officers, well-versed in the shape and scope of the landscape, used the
geography of the battle grounds to their advantag@he major battles of the American
Revolution did conform more closely to European style fighting, yejakzettegave
disproportionate attention to Washington’s strategy of attrition, limited engagt, and

partisan warfare, which they presented as largely successful. “The Pabjanciy]
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continually harass [British] troops on their march with sudden attacks . . . unanticipate
in the woods, the gorges, which America is full of, and against which this army cannot
present an extended front*

Because of the geographic and chronological distance between Ameringn eve
and the corresponding reports in the newspapers, and because the newspapers relied on
resolutions, letters, and secondary reports as the basis of their news, ofténedyre
bleak American event could appear to the French readers as a great sutaasph
over adversity. Th&azette de Leydéor example, printed a series of letters and
resolutions from Congress pleading with citizens to join either the Amerioanaar
militia. These resolutions appealed to the personal and cultural aspects of,the war
discussing the protection of wives, children, and property, as well as the deisiedro |
liberty and enjoy the rights “accorded to [them] by heavéh A critical reader might
see these resolutions as a failure of the citizens to fulfill their patdaty. Yet shortly
after thegazetteprinted these calls for help, it reported huge rises in the number of troops
in Washington’s army: 99,000 active duty soldiers, with an additional 47,600 available
for “occasional needs:®® The patriotic Americans had responded to their government’s
call to arms. This series of articles illustrates the optimisterpnétation—and
sometimes even inventions—thazetteoffered when reporting American news. A war
that historically had many unsuccessful moments was actually repckgeate

continually positive light in these newspapers.
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In short, as portrayed by tigazettesthe American war matched the French
understanding of a citizen army in nearly every aspect: the citizeesnested in the
outcome of the war, fought for a just government, were united in a common cause, and
were motivated by patriotism. As a result, they were waging a sfido#ss against one
of the most powerful armies in Europe, one that had defeated the French army just
thirteen years before during the Seven Years’ War. As a perfect illoistoditthis
patriotic citizen army, th&azette de Leydarinted a story of the Connecticut militia,
which was desperate for more troops. When the governor appealed to men who had
extensive families, and thus were exempted from military service, tepgndedn
masse The reporter for th&azetteextolled them: “The example of these respectable
citizens proves to what degree patriotism raises their hearts, and howtdiffidliibe to
subjugate a people, in which the vast majority know how to sacrifice theirdatas
and their most valued personal interests to savpatre in danger.?”” Such praise was
reminiscent of Rollin’s description of the ancient Athenians, who for thedetdrove of
liberty . . . abandoned, without the least regret, their lands, estates, city, and houses,”
defend their freedoms against a “common eneiffy. The Americans provided
contemporary proof that patriotism brought military sucééss.

By 1777, as America and France drew closer to a military alliance, the
newspapers began explicitly referring to the Americans as ancieatgerdb\Washington

in particular received praise, being compared to the “great men of anticurity’sf
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willingness to defend and make sacrifices for his coufitrgnd his strategies put
journalists in mind of a “modern Fabiud®* Concerning the American army as a whole,
the Gazette de Leydeported its troops possessing “the most noble motives . . . their
common goal is liberty, the same principle directed the armies of Rome in the days of
their glory . . .®*3 While French readers must have already seen the parallels between
their ancient heroes and the American patriots, by 1777 the connection between the
ancients and the Americans was undeniable. From reading about the contemporary
ancients, the reading public must have seen that it was still possible to acititavg m
superiority, and that citizen warfare, very similar to Guibert’s and Sersagjgested
models, was the key for doing so.

French participation in the American Revolution only increased Americans’
already extreme patriotic impulses. Both @ezette de LeydendGazette de France
characterized French aid, monetary and military, as assurance that ¢hieak®s would
finally win the war. With the signing of the treaty of Amity and Commerce, &g
publicly declared that, “France grants us all the assistance that we askeohpand
there is reason to believe that they will not be long in taking a greater phetlaying
against Britain.®®® The promised provisions of French troops appeared igahettess
a promise on behalf of France to achieve America’s “liberty, their someyernd their
absolute and unlimited independence.” Bydheette’saccount, this promise excited

“sentiments of confidence and affection.” All that remained for the waryw&aerican
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fighters was to “persevere,” and they would be “assured peace, lastinyg Igtery, and
sovereignty” for themselves and their childféh.

Bothgazettesast the French army as a benevolent force aiding a grateful and
struggling patriotic army. When General Rochambeau and his troops arrivedairhe
the Americans greeted them “with illuminations and fétes.” Shortly aearhival,
Rochambeau needed about 300 men to help construct a redoubt, and the American militia
responded instantly. Rochambeau reportedly offered them “bread, meat, whiskey, and
money,” but the American militiamen refused saying, “you come to fight foma fhat
is our compensation,” and for three days they worked “as hard as galley-slawdth but
the greatest gaiety® All American patriots appeared inspired by the French presence.
The Gazette de Leydaublished a report that heavily complimented the power of French
influence. “[S]ince the arrival of the French troops in this country, the ar@goéral
Washington has accrued more than ten thousand volunteers eager to come and offer their
arms and their help to achieve and solidly assure the Liberty of their coumtrg.”
number of volunteers mounted significantly, because the “Americans take#tesgr
and most righteous confidence,” in the French army, which “protects and defends
them.”®® While the American citizen army had been capable of defending their land
from the “barbarous” British army and its mercenary alliesgtmettesalso cast the
French army as necessary to these citizen soldiers. Such reports did nstidiha

power or success of this patriotic army, but did elevate the status of the Fregch a
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which had been longing for an opportunity to exhibit its military prowess since the
humiliating loss of the Seven Years’ War.

The extent to which the image of Americans as citizen warriors saturated
educated society is evident in tA#aires de 'Angleterre et de ’Amériqua newspaper
used by the French government to garner support for the American war aggiistBr
Though the paper was primarily a propaganda tool, the editors disguised it as aialimpart
gazetteby portraying it as a French-language periodical printed in Antwerp, much like
the Gazette de LeydeThe Comte de Vergennes, France’s minister of foreign affairs,
heavily subsidized the paper and oversaw its publication in Paris. Edmé-Jaques Genét, a
zealous advocate of the American cause, edited the paper and receivdd\setara
contributions from Benjamin Franklin and John Adams, who were in France negotiating
for military aid**® They supplied the periodical with copies of the Declaration of
Independence, state constitutions, and letters and reports from American nesvegper
were often reprinted in full. Franklin not only supplied materials from Araghiat he
wrote some of the ‘articles’ himseff® In addition to these contributions, the paper
included transcripts of several debates in the British parliament, aftimheghe British

newspapemhe Remembranceand the letters from ‘a London banker to M. *** in
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3% George B. Wattd,es Affaires de I'’Angleterre et de 'Amérique amthd Adams1-10.

389 Durand Echeverridylirage of the West: A History of the French Imagémerican Society to 1815
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957), 56.
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Antwerp,” which usually described recent events from the war in a way thatyheauvil
favored the Americans. The paper dealt primarily with issues of commercke lietvt
articles that reported news of the actual war extolled the Americanfarmy virtue and
military prowess, much like the other twazettes That the monarchy would so heavily
emphasize the success of a perceived Republican army and disparage thetlaemy of
English monarchy suggests how deeply the image of the citizen army penéieated t
consciousness of European elites.

As portrayed by théffaires the British army suffered from some of the same
shortcomings as the French army, especially difficulties in recrigbidjers and hiring
mercenaries. When the Revolutionary War began, the British government sahtrac
several thousand German mercenaries to supplement their forces in Anrerdaat
appears to be a transcript of a debate in Parliament concerning the use arigHestie
American war, théffairesreported Lord Shelburne’s critique of employing mercenaries
and the ‘machine fighting’ that resulté® Other members of Parliament were
concerned over the cost of the Hessians, their likely fraternization witha@espeaking
colonists in Pennsylvania, and the image of Britain abroad if she could not supply her
own troops’® In arguing against mercenaries, Shelburne himself alluded to Guibert’s
Essaj which revealed “the pitiful mechanism of foreign military discipline. €hgou
would learn to judge the inadequacy of a similar aid, by the difference in bravewebet

the soldiers who fight for their liberty and their possessions, and the machind®far w

39 Affaires de L’Angleterre et de 'Amériquie 2, 4.
391 A concise and accurate summary of parliament'sisbon mercenaries as reported inAfiaires de

I'Angleterre et de '’Amériquean be found in August W. Eberle, ‘The Americavétetion in theAffaires
de I'Angleterre et de I’Amériquies-19.
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merit consists solely of maneuvers and who fight without the least interbstquarrel
of the Prince who pays ther?®

Whether or not Lord Shelburne actually spoke these words to his fellow members
of Parliament, in printing this speech tiairesoffered a stunning portrayal of the
British Parliament criticizing its own military according to the now Wwidamiliar terms
of citizen warfare. Lord Shelburne’s ideas about mercenaries revealasditiespread
and accepted Guibertisssaihad become in Europe, and further supported the French
papers’ portrayal of the American military as a citizen army. TitesB Parliament
appeared to recognize the difference in the quality of fighting when sdioligyist for
personal reasons or beliefs rather than for the whim of a monarch. The Americans,
fighting for their own interests, would fight more effectively than the Hessi
mercenaries interested only in being paid. The idea of a citizen army, WaiEheinch
described in writing and which the Americans enacted on the battlefield, was act a m
French fancy but an idea that had begun to shake traditional military thinking.

Like the othegazettestheAffairespresented the Americans as ‘invincible,’
replete with ‘war-like virtue,” a stark contrast to the more traditiongisBrmilitary
suffering from the same problems as the French. While it is unlikelyhthd&rench
government purposely used the British and American militaries as a meangiiruit
the European military system, tAgfairesdid contrast the reported brutality of the
British against the virtue of the Americans, and thus made dangerous iropkcaliout
the monarchy. Even if the French military viewed itself as too honorable to tommi

atrocities like the British, it still used similar tactics and merdesawhich according to

392 Affaires |, 2, 5.
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the Affairescould not defeat a citizen army. Furthermore, the support that the monarchy
gave to this distant citizen army, which would endanger the crown if implemented a
home, indicated the level to which reform rhetoric and excitement about the America
model penetrated even the highest levels of French society. In France arphathef

Europe, the American citizen army was not a fad, but a tempting reality.

Il. A Patriotic Citizen Army: How French society reproduced the Ana@ri@evolution

The excitement and certainty with which the French readers embraged thi
exaggerated and even fictional American image irgeettess apparent in the
grandiose way French readers and writers replicated the image throutgtyaofa
mediums. Th@azettespresentation of the American army and militia was so popular
that an eager market devoured the products of French novelists, clothiers, higtmns;-wr
poets, and artists reproducing the image. The sheer volume of American Revolutionary-
related literature and visual material that continued to be produced from 1775 to 1789
indicates that America was a marketable and therefore popular commblidy.
American image presented in thazettesappeared in genres aimed at both men and
women of high and low social status. lllustrated books and cartoons meant that even the
illiterate could appreciate the Revolutionary triumph across the Atlantghidreable
women, from either the second or third estates, could wear “America” in libibie <,
hats, or hair. Even philosophers and history writers, who adopted a more academic tone
to describe the events of the American Revolution, produced works consistent with
popular imagination. This pro-American Revolutionary output shows that not only did

the French embrace the American image presented lgp#attesthey could not sate

186



their appetite for it. This penchant for the American army and militia is noisagpras
the images pervading France supported and furthered the vision of a citizematrmy t
French readers and writers had debated since the loss of the Seven YeasWar
military reformers and non-military critics of the army envisionetbaer relationship
between French society and military institutions, they viewed the AameRevolution
as an endorsement of their ideas. From the outbreak of the American Revolution in 1775,
through the outbreak of the French Revolution in1789, laudatory visions of the American
citizen army pervaded France, confirming French hopes that a citizen auidybe a
reality in the contemporary world.

French readers were so eager for further accounts of the American Wt tha
first history was published in 1778 as a history of the war to date. Paul Ulrich Du
Buisson’s history, entitled Precise Guide to the Anglo-American Revolution since its
beginning in the year 1774 until the first of January 1 &htered on the history of the
people in the war and their attitude towards the fighting. By his account, the America
people were fundamentally “farmers and warriors,” who were powerfullychagainst
their metropolé®® Before the English government pushed the colonists into war, “their
courage had been inert,” but by 1774, it had “become a lively f6f¢eBy Buisson’s
account, every kind of American patriot found a way to be useful in the effort against
Britain, including “an old man of 84 years,” who, when the militia assembled in
Massachusetts to face the British Army at Lexington, “put himself amongrtks, ike

the others.” As he took his place, he said, “with truly heroic magnanimity, ‘M dea

393 paul Ulrich du BuissorAbrégé de la Révolution de I'’Amérique Angalise def@icommencement de
'année 1774 jusq’au premier Janvier 17{#aris, 1778), 9.

4 bid., 17.
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still be useful; I will put myself in front of one who is younger than me, andeative
the bullet intended for him.” The old man explained that he was not trying to merely
save a life, but to “conserve a defender of my countty”

Like thegazettesBuisson maintained the important distinction that the British
had been the aggressors in this war, and he furthered the prediction of Guibert that a
citizen-army, terrible in its anger, would unleash an absolute force adaastwho had
disturbed its peace. Buisson described the early battles of Lexington and C@&ord a
group of “Royalists” who “fired on [militiamen] with their pistols,” kitig eight men at
Lexington. On their way to Concord, they were met by several companies &, milit
numbering 2,800 men “burning to exact revenge for the insult they had rec&ved.”
Shortly after this event, George Washington, whom Buisson describedeasbt# than
a “very rich inhabitant of Virginia” with a vast plantation, “uprooted his plow for the
interest of the Republic in danger.” He raised and supplied an army entirely ofrhis ow
expens€’’ Here, du Buisson clearly makes a reference to the ancient Roman hero,
Cincinnatus, a characterization of Washington familiar to readers gaiettes

Buisson’s work focused on other famous patriots, and he lingered over patriotic
deaths and famous funeral speeches, especially the speech that extolléshtpatfzot
Dr. Warren and called American citizens to arms. Owing to his “courage drfdrzea
liberty,” Dr. Warren was “placed in the ranks of his own heroes.” The funetal ora
declared, “Citizens, he is not dead,” but lives, “in the souls of his compatriots.” nSitize

who could not bear arms were told to “embrace” those that could, “and may your last

3% |bid., 53-54.
3% |bid., 134-135.

7 bid., 143-176.
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wish for them be that they return victorious or die in like Warren in the arms ofagidry
liberty.”®%® Such accounts advanced the image of Americans as virtuous warriors, who,
Spartan-like, returned either with their shields or on them. The death of tloswr fe

patriots appears here, not as a reason to mourn, but as an inspiration that encamages th
to act on their own patriotic urges.

Buisson also cast the American War as a universal concern. When George
Washington decided to invade Canada, he declared that “the cause of America and of
liberty has become the cause of all virtuous citizens.” While Washington aeftithese
words to Canadians, French readers, who considered themselves virtuous citizdns, coul
not have helped but understand that the American cause was theirs, too.

Little changed in the tone and presentation of the American Revolution in other
histories, even those that were written well after the war ended. DavisbiRaam
American writer, produced a history of the war as it transpired solely inaiodiigas,
and the French translation of his work, appearing in 1788, also perpetuagaddttie’s
image of the American Army and militia, indulging in sentimental presentaf fallen
patriots and sacrifices made on behalf ofgagie. Like Buisson, Ramsay recounted
that the American people’s “lively sense of liberty, that in America b&atsgdy in all
hearts,” could not withstand living under British rule, and they preferred to ‘&be*f’

By rebelling against their monarch, they followed “the duty of the goocknitiz defend
themselves and their threatenmadrie.”*®° Ramsay also focused much of his book on

battle accounts and patriotic vignettes. Sergeant MacDonald, for examplapvially

%% |bid., 175-177.
%9 David Ramsaytistoire de la Révolution d’Amérique par rapportldeCaroline2 vols., (1788), vol. ,

34, 39.
400 hid., 40.
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wounded by a cannon ball, and he “used the few moments” between the blow and his
death, “to exhort his comrades to remain firm in the cause forpgheie and their
liberty.”*®* Another citizen soldier, Moyse Allen, served as a chaplain in the Georgia
brigade, and enjoyed a reputation for bravery, always fighting in the fnastil battle
and “looking on all occasions for the most dangerous and most honorable post.” By
Ramsay’s account, “the friends of independence admired his talents, his condage, a
large number of other virtues.” This patriot died heroically while trying tasfrom a
British prison ship. While he knew he would drown in the endeavor, Allen preferred to
die “in recovering his liberty,” rather than as a prisofferAmerican battles typically
consisted of reports of clever American tactics, in which “nothing could dupial t
surprise and the confusion” of the English from surprise American afficksnericans
owed their success on the battlefield not to training and discipline, but their “sincere
attachment to the cause of independefi¢k Kothing in these histories, whether written
before or after the war, altered th@zettesimage of the patriotic American citizen-
army. Rather, these works presented accounts of the war that further ebeabtiera
Americans’ competence in battle and their universal love of country and litbextyual
or not, French readers embraced this image in official histories, as they wouidrin ot
genres.

The American Revolution as portrayed in gazetteentered French psyches in

subtler ways. Novelists, such as Michel-René Hilliard d’Auberteuil, setaRtienstories

% Ibid., 131.
402 RamsayHistoire de la Révolutigrvol.2, 7-8.
“% |bid., 245.

404 1bid., 241.
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against the dramatic and glorious background of the American Revolution. In
d’Auberteuil’s pieceMis Mac Rea, roman historiquéenny, a young woman living in
New York with her father, falls in love with a dashing British officer. When ol
father flies to the aid of General Washington, Jenny conspires with her maidy Bet
meet her lover in secret. She is surprised when he tries to seduce her, but pcomises t
marry him as soon as possible. On her journey to his camp, where they plan to wed,
however, she is attacked and killed by Indians, who are collecting Amergias far
the British. This woeful tale of tragic love could occur against any backdrop, but the
author chose the American Revolution—a setting which allowed him to feature the
citizen-warrior aspect of the American Revolution even though it is not edgerthe
plot.

D’Auberteuil made a conscious choice with the setting of Revolutionary New
York, which either served to attract readers interested in America or exyeimierest
in America to readers of fiction. While part of the story is “the effectlnviety
imagination,” d’Auberteuil asserted that the “foundation is only too true.” Bygdtis
story against the backdrop of “one of the most brilliant and atrocious wars” inyhistor
was able to contrast “American innocence with the vices of Europe,” while ingpart

romantic fable'®®

D’Auberteuil gave his work a sense of authenticity by describing the
latest moves of General Washington at Kingsbridge in the opening pages. When
Nathanial, Jenny’s father, hears that Washington’s army has been defedteas fled to
Whiteplains, he rallies the neighboring young men and leads them to join Washington in

battle. “My friends,” he says, “while winter has whitened my hair, strinat frozen my

courage; | want to march as your leader, and show you the path of duty and honor.” He

%5 Michel-René Hilliard d’AuberteujlMis Mac Rea, roman historiquearis, 1784), vii-viii.
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did not fear “the bought-men [mercenaries] of Europe,” because “they do not know
liberty, which has toughened us to fight.” By the end of his patriotic speech, they have
rallied “to defend [thepatrig] until the last drop of their blood” is spilt. Like the old man
in Buisson’s history, Nathanial explains to his daughter that despite his age, $idl ca
be useful by “taking the place of a young man,” and preserving the defendess of
patrie. As he leaves his daughter, he reminds her that the tyrants “have only discipline
and cruelty,” while the Americans have “courage and honor,” and will be “victors in
turn.”°® D’Auberteuil then presents a beautifully tragic scene of the departiregidan
forces. Like a sentimental image from Valley Forge, the young menp6aréy clothed
and have bare feet,” the only provisions they carry with them are “some sdlckg of
and rice.” And yet their spirits are “joyful and full of ardor.” Citizensverg town
offer these new soldiers “meat and fruits,” and young women, “simple . . . but beautiful
as virtue herself,” supply them with rum and medicinal syrups, promising to marry them
upon their victorious retuffi” The long pause in the plot ends happily when Washington,
with the help of these new volunteers, wins the day at Trenton and Princeton, “taking the
fruit of victory from Britain.”°®

While the plot of the novel revolved around Jenny’s relationship with her rakish
British officer, D’Auberteuil seemed to relish discussing these pateggats. Because
the novel is not a history, philosophy, or political treatise, and therefore is natcetjui
have ‘official’ information, one can conclude that the presentation drew from the

common stock of images that readers would have had of the American Revolution.

406 |hid., 61-63.
407 |bid., 63.
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While the war in America had many facets to it, D’Auberteuil chose to highlight
America’s supposed citizen-army, perhaps the most intriguing aspécirfoand a
guaranteed way to attract readers. The very existence of this novel, andikehers |
reveals that there was a market for the American Revolution among czesilels:
D’Auberteuil’s dramatic presentation of brave American citizen soldiiag the
initiative to join General Washington, impervious to hardships or self-interest, als
reveals that non-military readers found this presentation of citizen satlierstive and
plausible. At the same time, this type of presentation of a contemporary citizgn a
bravely fighting for thepatrie would continue to sustain and increase the popularity of
the citizen army as the perfect military system.

Poetic representations of the American army made even tighter connections
between the American patriots and the ancients they apparently resemblBduliér’s
poem,Hommage a la Patrigfurther perpetuated the image of the Americans as modern
ancients:

The soul of Fabius wandered the earth

for the last temple of morals and liberty,

A place that even for tyrants has worth . . .

Of Europe’s troubles and chains, he was not impressed

And he crossed the vast ocean into the west

Where he saw an improvised land, a Shadow of Rome

Which touched his noble pride, where the land met the foam

August Liberty, he saw had settled in Boston

And as Fabius’s soul embraced that of Washington

Their two souls melded, and became Sfe.

In this poetic genre, the author takes the parallels between America and i@t #\twca

higher level. Thgazettepresented American military men as sharing certain traits and

similarities with the ancients, to the point where America could even be catsale

409 Baumier,Hommage a la Patrie (Bruxelles et Paris, 1782).
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“New Rome,” but the poet presents an ancient hero not only approving of America, but
choosing to reside in Washington’s soul. Fabius had been a Roman commander famous
for refusing to meet superior forces directly on the battle field, but finding cheayes to
defeat them, and enjoyed a reputation as an authoritative and just ruler. Frdech rea
likely applied these characteristics to Washington, as well, making him ands e
obvious match. This poem may have especially touched French sensibilities, as the poet
has Fabius choosing to live in America instead of Europe. America, and especially
leading citizen-warrior-general, had become an asylum for the anciendra/dnat
French writers had presented so often as heroes for emulation.

French readers could literally see the American army in action, and how i
managed to defeat the British with Francois Godefroy and Nicolas Pohéstimibd
history of the American Revolution, a series of engravings with detailecspt
depicting the major scenes and surrenders of the war. Their version of theakmer
Revolution spanned Florida, the Caribbean, and Spain, as well as North America,
emphasizing the conflict’'s global aspects. Their scenes from North éanbowever,
almost uniquely focused on the actions of the citizen army, rather than on the congress
the economic potential of a newly liberated American ally. One scene, fopkxam
portrayed the surrender of British General Burgoyne to American &d#eratio Gates.
The caption reads: “Burgoyne’s well-disciplined soldiers put down their weapons befor

the American militia newly-raised from their farms and led by Horatite&**°

1% Francois Godefroy and Nicolas Pon€ellection d'estampes représentant les événenderissguerre,
pour la liberté de 'Amérique septentriondfaris, 1784).
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While this image is replete with inaccuracies, it faithfully represesat French viewers

desired to see. The American militiamen, sporting plumed miter hats on thefrigat

image, are hearty, ordered, and seem to be unsurprised in their victory. Tdtedsniy,

on the other hand, seems weak and distraught, as if unable to comprehend their loss to
farmers who had just come from their fields. The numbers of the Americans, and the
upright posture, also assert their ownership of the land, while the British on treelaft s
bent over and sparse. To the casual viewer, the winner of such a match would obviously
be the Americans. Their citizen army outmatches what appears to be a cv@lyara

delicate or feeble army from Europe.

195



Members of the non-military French elite found their own ways of embraueng t
victorious American citizen by wearing it as a high fashion of the day. Jouy,@& fabr
company that catered to wealthy women of the third estate, wove dress fabsiesting
allegorical American scenes. In one scene, George Washington is standing in his
carriage, pulled by leopards, and led by an American Indian holding an Améaigan f
while a second Amerindian blows a trumpet. In the carriage with Washingtam sits
Amerindian woman holding a shield that proclaims “American Independent ANCE
1776.” In the left hand corner of this scene, cannon balls, shields, and armor are leaning
against a self-labeled “liberty tree.” In the background of this scenejidanesolders sit
on horseback with guns and flags. The freeing of America is evidentlytarityil
important event, and this scene in particular presents America as ailyngitang
country, led by citizen-general George Washington. This visible repreeardfthe
American Revolution again perpetuated the glory of the American citizen arnmglsbut
shows that the consumers of this image were not restricted to military meenanale
French readers, but wealthy ladies of fashion.

In addition to these dress fabrics, women could wear their hair in “American
curls,” or as a way to show off the “Belle Poule,” a French ship which won a natlal bat
against the British in 1778. Those who were not inclined to wear these physically
demanding styles could don a “New England Hat,” a high and heavily decorated version
of an American mob cap. Women of fashion, whether enlighteslednieresor simply
fashion conscious, embraced the American cause and, by extension, the Amgzean ci

army with their choice of dress. While these hair and hat styles did not sppdnsga
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soldiers, or ancient figures, they did represent patriotic American womenwpantant
part of the citizenry supporting America’s aritly.

The American Revolution in France was more than a product to be sold or a
fashion statement to be madehilosophesesponded to the American War with awe and
elation, as though this event proved the validity of their previous musings. These
philosopheseveled in the role of the citizen in making this revolution and new nation,
and the citizen’s willingness to take up arms against tyrannical oppressioordikg to
Raynal, Americans understood their own time as “ ‘an era of momentous revolution,” “ in
which “ ‘this fateful event will forever decide the regrets or the adromatf
posterity.”*!? Raynal dated the beginning of the Revolution with the closing of the
Boston port, an action that caused American “citizens to assemble and discuss,” their
problems in public places, and publish pamphlets “full of eloquence and of {gare
characterized these pamphlets as a call to action, and quoted their fieryeanmdeel
language: “Rise up, therefore, O Americans! Never has the region thathabit been
so covered with somber clouds. They call you rebels, because you do not want to be
taxed by any other than your representatives. Justify this pretension byoyoage, or

seal it forever with the loss of your blood™ When Great Britain responded to

“11 All of the images and styles mentioned above @fobnd inBenjamin Franklin, un Américain a Paris
(1776-1785)a book of the exhibit at the Musée Carnavaletetlis de Paris, 5 December 2007-9 Mars
2008.

12 Raynal,Révolution de I’Amériqué_ondres: 1781), 27.
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American resistance by sending troops, Raynal focused on how America became
“occupied with its defense. The citizens there became soldférs.”

Like the histories, literature, and images that presented the Americalufevo
to attentive members of French society, Raynal’s account of the Revolutioredemrer
the actions of individual citizens uniting against a tyrannical and oppressive gowgrnme
who were eventually pushed to take up arms for the defense of their freedom-loying wa
of life. By Raynal’s account, Americans recognized the importance ofd&esion to
take up arms against Britain, and that doing so would win them the “admiration” of future
generations. Unlike rioters in France, who were not viewed in such glorious ter
American rebels were enlightened. It might seem strange that Fnarsted the “Flour
War” rebellion in 1775, yet glorified the American resistance to the Englistarah.
The Americans, however, appeared as “enlightened” rebels. Raynal pointed the that
irony of the American Revolution lay in its principles. “These principles,ai sre
“born in Europe and especially in England,” but “have been transplanted to America
through philosophy.” The Americans took that philosophy, and then used “the
enlightenment against the metropole that inventett§t.tinlike Europeans who
philosophize, but whose musings produce little action, these enlightened American
citizens put their principles into practice, and lived the philosophy that Raythalis

contemporaries could only write about. This philosophical base gave the American

415 bid., 29.

418 1bid., 33.
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Revolution a legitimacy that had been absent in any mere peasant rebelliande &r
England and separated it from the bloody insurrections in Cdf3ica.

Raynal’s one regret about the newly established United States was Hityit@bi
ever see it for himself. His closing thoughts on this treatise ring with a toualrdss,
as he knows that he will likely not live long enough to fully enjoy the embodiment of
enlightenment philosophy that he is certain will come with the independence atAmer
“Heroic country,” he laments, “my advanced age does not permit me to visit yall. |w
die without having seen the period of tolerance, of morals, of laws, of virtue, of liberty.
But | would have desired it, and my last words will be prayers addressed to haaven fo
your prosperity #18

Gabriel Bonnot de Mably, author of tR®nversations with Phocigaffirmed the
idea that the American Revolution had been a fulfillment of certain Enligletenm
principles. Compared to Europe, where governments “do not see citizens as anything
other than farm animals who are governed for the particular advantage atyrope
owners,” America’s emerging republic felt edifying. Mably expresseg deatification
that the “thirteen republics” decided to “draw on the sources of the wisest phijosoph
[and] human principles by which to govern themselé$.Specifically, Mably, himself
a connoisseur and champion of the Ancients, saw in America the revival of Greek and

Roman glory. He counted on the new states to “renew the spectacle” of ancient

“17 For further reading on the Corsican Revolution ah it elicited a different reaction in France ittae
American Revolution, see Armstrong Starkédar in the Age of Enlightenment, 1700-17{8gstport,
Connecticut: Praeger, 2003), 150-156, 161-189.

“18 Raynal,Révolution de I'’Amériqued2.

419 Mably, Observations sur le gouvernement et les lois dasfinis d’AmériquéAmsterdam, 1784), 2.
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Greece®°

Whereas for a long time “the politics of Europe have been founded on money
and commerce” leaving no trace of “the ancient virtues,” Mably had hopes that the
“could be reborn in America.” He saw the same virtues of ancient Rome thrive in
America, those of “love of country, of liberty, and of glof§™” In his excitement about
the possibilities of the new American Republic, Mably even dared to venture that the
United States might outshine its ancient forbearers. He observed to John Adams that
Americans “find yourselves today in a happier situation than the ancient regbhtiese
admire as the most wise and virtuous; and that you can with less trouble stamp your
establishments with a character of stability that render the laws tresstiaad most
respectable?*? With so much virtue and with such a promising future, Mably, like
Raynal, confirmed with a philosopher’s penetrating insight that the Americanu®ewol
had brought thehilosopheswildest fantasies to life. America, due to its citizen-based
society, eagerness for military glory, and republican foundation would renatégand
perhaps even surpass the ancients who had served as the pinnacle of civilizadion for s
long to Europeans struggling for virtue.

This variety of genres portraying the American Revolution and the methods of
presenting it, from history to hats, speaks to the flexibility of interpoetatf the
American Revolution; it suited nearly any purpose. It therefore served totegeng
support, endorse, underscore, or emphasize contemporary French interests isnpatrioti

and citizen armies for nearly every audience. The fact that so mangwuliffer

interpretations and presentations focused on American parallels to the anciehts and t

4201bid., 10-11.
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citizen army shows first of all how deeply this desire to “make society mititary” had
penetrated French consciousness. The attractions of a citizen army west not
tempting to military men actively trying to reform the French armyidtite very
citizens of France on several levels, from high thinkers, to fashionable ladiesutbahe
illiterate soaking in American images.

The interpretational flexibility of this American war more importagye
France a chance to reinvent itself. Still reeling from the loss of then Y®as’ War and
the accompanying humiliation, French readers saw an opportunity to recasotimry
in “American” terms. Especially after 1777, with French money and, eventtrathps
officially committed to the American cause, French writers, readersréats redrew
France not as a product of Old World Europe, but as the midwife of a Republic and a
monarchy of liberty. Helping Americans triumph in their revolt against iBritas not
just important for America’s sake, or even for aiding the development of tive “Ne
Rome.” If America triumphed as a Republic, then France would no longer be the
weakened state, wounded by military and colonial losses, but an ally of Ameirizea
army. France would be the mentor of the young Republic, providing military guidance
and old-world expertise, allowing it to think of itself in similarly laudat@myns of

ancient virtues and victorious armies.

lll. The French Army redeemed and recast

As the first international conflict involving the French Army since the Seve
Years’ War, the American Revolution provided France with its first opportunity to
recapture its reputation as a powerful fighting force. While Rochambeawshad few

opportunities to showcase its abilities—its only major battle was Yorktownrekre
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authors made much of its participation. With its armies in the field once agaiogFran
could regain, or at least begin to rebuild, its reputation. Those who followed French
military actions must have felt that the American Revolution provided Frarloehei
opportunity to avenge their loss to the British in Canada. In 1763, England robbed
France of her North American colonies, and in1783, France returned the favor. In
addition to interpreting the American fighting forces as the citizen axagyone had
been waiting for, French authors cast the French army as one worthpattsg with
the new ancients. In the handgbflosopheshistorians, poets, and artists the French
army was reborn and reinterpreted not just as an ally of the admirabRapawlic, but
as its strongest defender.

Longchamps, in his three-volunirapartial History of the war, focused primarily
on the French in his account of Yorktown. He credited Rochambeau with ending the
siege, adding that the Baron de Vioménil and the M. le Vicomte de Deux-Ponts were
“particularly distinguished in the attack” for their bravery and cool-heaetss.
Longchamps reserved his greatest praise, however, for the Marquis detleafavho
played the biggest part in this great enterprise.” By Longchampssrcd afayette
“followed General Cornwallis’s every step, having harassed him without mety, a
necessitated his loss of Yorktown.” Lafayette commanded the respect anatiadnof
all those present, including the English, as “a great man of war,” despitaunig sge.

So impressed was Lord Cornwallis with Lafayette’s battlefield pednice, “that he
asked, as a favor, to make the treaty with M. de Lafayette, and to put down his arms

423
e

before no-one else’™ While this last excerpt from Longchamps’s history might be

23 LongchampsHistoire Impartiale des événements militaires elitRpies de la derniére guerre, dans les
quatre parties du mong8 vols, (Paris, 1785), vol Il 162-163.
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inaccurate, it effectively highlighted the skills of the French officeteaut detracting

from the hardiness of the Americans. Longchamps also drew comparisons baeveen t
English and French forces, and while he complimented the English on their bravery and
generalship, he also pointed out that, “England does not have the same resources as
France, and the patriotism of the English cannot surpass that of the F¥&nthe

American war provided France not only an opportunity to confront Britain, but also to
showecase their increasingly patriotic army.

Because of French actions in the American Revolution, French poets could now
put their pens to work on verses that flattered and glorified French Generalas thest
losses during the Seven Years’ War resulted in the jeering satires@fdzeRichelieu
and Soubise, so the victories during the American Revolution vindicated high-ranking
officers. One anonymous author commemorated the end of the war with a long poem on
how France delivered America from its chains of servitude under Britain, ahwhi
Rochambeau “too valiant to fear any danger” bravely “led French soldterthie
fray.”**® The Baron Vioménil received praise as “the idol, the glory, and the blood of the
state,” and young Comte de Noailles, who entered the American Revolution near its
conclusion, received encouragement to “pursue,” as a “tender warrior, yaanbril
career,” so that the English will “taste the dust under the force of your bl6Wa o
commemorate the victory at the Yorktown, Caron de Chasnet composed some verses on

the “double victory” of Rochambeau and Lafayette that he dedicated to their Wwives.

424 |_ongchampadistoire Impartiale vol Il 502-503.

425 Author unknown|.’Amérique Délivrée, Esquisse d’un Poéme sur I'imetédance de '’Amérique
(Amsterdam, 1783), 72.

426 Author unkownL’Amérique Délivrée73.
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addition to praising the two generals, Chasnet lauded their soldiers, who were so
“courageous” that upon being committed to the American cause by King Louis XYI, th
“looked to brave a thousand new perils,” and “overcame the wind and the water” in order
to land on America shore®¥’ With French victories, American officers were no longer

the only ones who merited comparisons to the Ancients, but now “the name of
Rochambeau” could be counted with Washington’s among those of “Cesar, of Augustus,
and of Cato.*?® By participating in the American Revolution and allying with the citizen
army of the “New Rome,” French officers merited ancient parallels. fiire event

glorified France, and its authors reveled in it. As the poet declared, “How thisieve
flattering for France! It augments its glory as well as its pd&rMinimizing Britain’s
influence and allying with her former colonies did increase France’s powdreimngt

able to defeat its old foe alongside an army worthy of the ancientsegldfifance, and

filled its need for an honorable victory.

While French poets were not stinting in their praise of French officers and
soldiers, their verses pale in comparison to the hearty gratitude that @hehn Rriters
imagined as the American response to French aid. Imipiartial History, Longchamps
guoted Washington’s touching sentiments towards Louis XVI's “attachment to the
American cause,” which motivated him to send “an army [that is] distinglishenuch
by their officers as by their soldiers” to the Americans’ aide. ThismactWashington

continued, “inspire[s] in all citizens of the United States the sentimentsliafratde

42T caron du Chansedta Double Victoire Poéme dédié & Madame la comtdesRochambead 781, with
an intro by Howard C. Rice, Jr. Institut Francags\dashington, 1954, 4.

428 |bid., 19.

429 bid., 20.
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gratitude” for this “shining success that we have just obtaiff@dBy Longchamps’s
account, Washington was not only grateful for France’s help, but recognizecttiod Fr
army as one “distinguished” in both its officer corps and quality of soldiers. d&img
the image that most French writers had of the American citizen armys thghi praise
indeed.

French authors further cast the French army as the protector and libétawr
struggling American citizen army by focusing on American gratitude diadl. r&/hen
the two armies meet for the first time in a sentimental play, Le Bdrag General
Washington order his “soldiers and fellow Americans” to embrace the Frenemdges
whom heaven has destined for (&-"The sentiments of common American citizens are
represented first by an old Virginian whose only son has died in battle. He tells his
daughter-in-law and grandson that this meeting “is sweet for our hearts ouldl ke
to die of love and of joy in the arms of the French.” Turning his eyes heavenward, he
gives thanks to God for “the happiness of fixing my last looks on the friendly and dntrepi
warriors.”**? His daughter-in-law expresses similar joy in finally seeing &h®ave and
generous defenders of our liberty.” She agrees with Washington on the divine nature of
the French army, saying that “heaven avenges us in giving us a good kinglgsaad al
protector.” Even her young son, upon catching sight of the French army, exclaims,

“Maman, my heart thrills with joy!**?

30 ongchampagiistoire Impartiale vol IIl, 174.
“31]. L. le BarbierAsgill, drame en 5 acte¢Paris, 1785), 37-38.
2 |pid., 34.

433 bid., 35-36.
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The praise of these common Americans speaks significantly to the waitsetha
French writers used the American Revolution to rethink the image of the Fremgh a
Rather than being an army of conquest, fighting with other European nations for
dominance of a particular area of land or control of a trade route, the Frenchtahisy
moment was an army defending a young republic, protecting a virtuous citie&mry
tyrannical oppression. The American army remained patriotic and victorious, but its
success was also dependent on help from France. This American praise allowed the
French army to gain some of the honor and virtue associated with a Republiean citiz
army without necessitating any actual changes in the French army.

The French monarchy likewise received a new image during the American
Revolution as one that, at least in word, enabled a Republic; because the French
monarchy understood the importance of liberty and human rights, it could provide
protection against an oppressive tyrant. The values and virtues of France’shuoahar
institution appeared conducive to working with a republic and its new ancienhcitize
soldiers, setting the tone for Louis XVI's kingship as one dedicated to liberty.

French writers cast the American need for French assistance adightered
nation asking another to answer a virtuous need. A poem chronicling the stay of Ben
Franklin in France had him asking Louis XVI to “reclaim, great king, your abundant
goodness.” He described the sad state of the people of Boston (who represented most
American misfortunes in French renderings). “We are exposed to our wdrshargs,”
he said, and only Louis XVI, a “great king” could “deign to break [American] chdit{s.”

Aiding America was presented as a unique mission that only France can accomplish,

434 LeManisser|e Docteur Franklin poémgParis, 1787), 8.
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ostensibly because Louis XVI (unlike the British monarch, it was implied) pesde
goodness and was generous with a free people facing destruction.

Louis XVI reaped the full reputation of a liberating monarch in French poetry and
prose. Americans supposedly loved him, as they would “come to offer their best wishes /
to this generous king,” who, apparently “would do all for thefff."While Louis is a
“young king” he also plays the part of the father, not just to Americans, but as the
“governing Citizen of his subject§® Here, the author seems to attribute Louis XVI
with some of the qualities usually reserved for George Washington. While Louis is a
king, and the undisputed ruler of his domain, he is also a citizen of his own land, much in
the way Washington was portrayed as the highest-ranking general, but aizenaafit
America. As “governing Citizen,” Louis XVI could therefore inspire “enthusias
“the Citizen [with his] sacred aspect,” which would “feed forever ttes that burn in
[the citizen’s] soul.”*” Because Louis XVI himself is a citizen and a king, he is able to
empathize with and understand how to best help the struggling citizens of Amar&a. |
diorama constructed in 1780 to commemorate the fourth anniversary of the signing of the
Declaration of Independence, which included Greek allegories to repregensva
American events, Louis XVI appeared in the sixth panel. His portrait pyas@iate in
this representation as “the protector of letters, the conserver of theafdghtsanity, the
81

ally and the friend of the American Peopf&®” Another author depicts Louis XVI

freeing the Canadians from Britain’s rule. Speaking for the king, a Canatdlisuhis

435 J.D. Bézassiefouplets sur la Paix de 1783784, 5.

438 Author unknown|.’Amérique Délivrée, Esquisse d’un Poéme sur I'imefédance de '’Amérique
(Amsterdam, 1783), 20.

37 pierre Duviquetyers sur la Paix1784, 6.

38 Almanach Literaire, need to get page numbers.
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brothers to arms, saying, “Brave and generous Canadians, break the chains gt hold
.. A'young and virtuous monarch will second your efforts and will cover you with his
shield.” Unlike the British king, Louis, who is “the protector of public tranquility, gnef
to the title of conqueror, one of arbiter of his neighbors and avenger of oppressed
humanity.”* Not only is Louis cast as a protector of the oppressed, shield of those
fighting to break their chains, but it implies that the French army’s golhlserthe same.
The king’s “shield” and his force is his army, and if the king is now an “arbitet2au
of a “conqueror”, then the French army will reflect the monarch’s new prestid be
fighting for more “virtuous” causes, in keeping with some of the charaatsradtthe
Americans that the French so highly admired.

Perhaps the best representation of how French advocates of the American

Revolution recast their monarch is in the image below.
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439G, E-J. Guilhem de Clermont-Lodéfe I'Etat et Du sort des Colonies, des Anciens Repuvrage
dans lequel on traite du gouvernement des ancierapsbliques, de leur droit public, &c., avec des
observations sur les colonies des Nations modef&sconduite des Anglais en Amérig(hiladelphie,
1779), 322-323.
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fig. 2
These two drawings from 1786 come together as a single piece of artworlopThe t
picture is entitled, “Independence of America” and features the French kingss shi
arriving at Boston Harbor (which oddly looks like a fortress), to give aid to thersgff
Bostonians. The Americans are portrayed as supplicating the French fgaiaist $he
British. Some have their hands stretched outward towards the French, others toward
heaven, agreeing with other representations of the French as heaven-segitecrt tieat
this action has on the French is evident in its companion piece, featured on the bottom,
entitled, “Servitude abolished,” in which, to quote the caption, “the King exits hisepalac
to announce the liberty of the Serfs of his staté$ Like the freed Bostonians, the serfs
of France are supplicating Louis XVI for their freedom, and he, being a monarch of
liberty and friend of the oppressed, grants it (though in actuality Louis XVIgralyted

freedom to the serfs of his domains, not of all of France). As the picture implies the wa

449 Monet (artist) and Francois Denis (engraver), filépendance de I'Amérique [engraving],” (Paris:
N.p., 1786).
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Louis XVI approached the American Revolution influenced, or at least was rdirmpre
the way he appeared to behave towards his own people.

The role of Louis XVI in ‘liberating’ the people of America rejuvenateghiee’s
sense of superiority. As the poet was quick to remind the newly freed American ally
without France, the American colonies might still be a part of Britain, and ibmgs
because of France’s generous military intervention that America is sowegeign
nation. While France also loaned a great deal of money to the American cause and
provided international recognition of America as a separate entity fraearBit is the
military intervention that captures the poets’ attention:

This People, without France,

Would still submissive be

Yes, despite its courage

What would it do without Louis?

Ever since our Bourbon King

Loaned out his canon

All lower their flags

Before its receiver, Washington . . .

If he is dependent

On the English no more

It is because he allied

With the French Army Corp&*
Because France set America free, it was not an embarrassed mondhehface of an
ancient-esque republic, but the “midwife” of the republic; helping it be born from a
corrupt monarchy and guarding it during its early days. French authors mauienthe
that America had depended on France for its liberty, again reinterpreginglehof

France, and of the French army in Europe from fellow conqueror (of Canada and India)

to an army of liberation and protection. Participating in the American Revolution

41 3.D. Bézassieouplets sur la Paix de 178§3784), 7.
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brought the French army one step closer to Guibert’'s description of the citizgrttaam
it “will not want to conquer, but only preserv&?

Independent of providing military aid and “granting” liberty to America, the
American Revolution was an important event for France in its own right. As one poet
phrased it, “to honor America is to honor France,” and France’s participation iwethie e
would appear “the most remarkable and the grandest to the eyes of philosophers and
posterity.” Another poet cast the event as France finally winning a war yatirs of
military struggle. “That this event is flattering for Francd!dugments its glory as well
as its power. / O fortune! O Joy! We triumph at |d8¢'IFrench soldiers and officers did
not just honor the Americans with their help and alliance, but they were perhaps more
self-consciously, “fighting for the honor of the French.” This poet saw the Aareri
Revolution as France’s fight, where the French “offenses command the war,” and it
heralded “the end of an effeminate century,” in which incompetence and luxury had
weakened the French army and lost them their Empire in the Seven Years’ War. Now
because of the French “success,” a “century of grandeur is op&AeBly’providing
France the opportunity to fight with and “liberate” a virtuous citizen armyokat
proportions, the American Revolution allowed France to view its army as a virtuous
institution conducive to fighting alongside citizen-soldiers. At the same tiaveever,
the American war was a crowning triumph for France as a victoriousumilit

engagement, making it the champion of Europe’s most recent war.

#42 Jacques-Antoine Hippolyte, Comte de Guibert, ‘E€néral de Tactique,’ iBcrits militaires ed.
Henri Ménard (Paris: Copernic, 1976), 67.

443 Chansetl.a Double Victoire 20.

44 Nicolas-Joseph-Laurent Gilbe@de sur la Guerre Présente, aprés le combat D’Caeg®aris, 1778),
7.
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The American Revolution was vital in France’s development towards ancitize
army. It provided France with its first opportunity in seventeen years to aRews
capabilities on the battlefield and demonstrate to Europe that the French arstijl\aas
powerful foe to contend with. The American Revolution was also a timely event
occurring in the midst of the massive reform efforts to reorganize aneéngjievtheir
weakened army. As French officers contemplated introducing “citizen arspgcts
into their system by “citizen-izing” their soldiers, they had an opportunityithess the
actions of a modern-day citizen army, and then to fight alongside that armgtaga
common foe. Through literature, the non-military writers recast theRk@my from a
lost, bumbling, disorganized band of incompetent officers and undisciplined soldiers into
a patriotic army of “magnanimous souls” who won the admiration of an ideal citizen
army while liberating it from British chains. To distinguish the Frenchanchy that
aided America in its fight from the British monarch that oppressed it, writers
characterized Louis XVI as a monarch of liberty, who, rather than conquer as &urope
monarchs are wont to do, protects and defends the rights of humanity. By describing the
French monarch in these terms, the French monarchical system appeared caa@ucive
citizen army. Through the prism of the American Revolution, non-militarychren
writers and readers could view their country’s fighting force as an honpvatleus
institution, something that French citizens could not only support but perhaps even

participate in.

IV. French officers and the American Revolution
Like French readers and writers who found inspiration in the American

Revolution from a citizen’s perspective, French military men appreciageéirherican
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army and militia as a modern example of a working citizen army. Frenchreff
contributed to the idealization of the American Revolution by writing memoirs and
publishing letters that supported the established image of the American War. f theen i
American army was not as glorious, smooth-running, patriotic, victorious, ariseant

of the ancients as the French liked to believe, French officers who had ptatidgipthe
war still presented the American army in those terms. Reports to leadmagl®fh
France, such as Lafayette’s letters to Vergennes, touted the sucttesgoferican army
and militia. Upon returning to France, officers scrambled to join the French brameh of t
Society of the Cincinnati, a newly-formed American club to honor its officers and
maintain brotherly ties forged during the war. The society not only signified prite i
members’ military victory, but it also signified that the French hageskewith, and in
some cases as a part of, the heralded American citizen army. The Anveaiceould
even be a rich cache of inspirational stories used to educate French soldherns in t
patriotic duties.

When French officers returned from America, either having been part of
Rochambeau’s army or as former volunteers under George Washington, an eager market
awaited their first hand accounts of their time abroad. Many officers demmhetoo
happy to comply, adding accounts that confirmed earlier French imabes/dhe
American army and citizenry operated. Francois-Jean Chastellux,Rioeha’s second
in command, confirmed in his account of American travels that “North America is
entirely military, entirely war-like,” and raising new troops never proedaeta

problem?* He spoke well of the members of the American army, whom he observed at

4> Francois-Jean Chastellipyages dans I’Amérique septentrionale dans legesi 780, 1781, et 1782
(Librairie Jules Tallandier, 1980; first publish&@88), 54-59.
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Kingsbridge. There, “the troops were poorly dressed, but they had a good apgEeasan

for the officers, they left nothing to be desired, in as much as their countenaace as f

their manner of marching and commandifitf.”One American officer, General Heath,

had been a farmer before the Revolution, but Chastellux was pleased to learn that “his
natural taste tends toward the study of war,” and had many French works @ tactic
including “the one by M. Guibert for which he makes a particular ¢45€eThe tight
relationship between citizens and soldiers also proved true, as Chastelleck acttbry

of his hosts, Mr. and Mrs. Hill, caring for an ailing soldier in their home. Mrs. Hill ha
welcomed the soldier to stay with them, even though she had never been acquainted with
him and he had no means to pay her for the room and seffickes1787, the year

before Chastellux’s account would be made available to the publi&|ritianac

Littéraire advertised it as an interesting new work. Part of the description of the book
included an anecdote confirming the citizen warfare image of Americanélol

Langhedon, finding a particular meeting had become too tedious for him, excused
himself saying, “Sirs, you can talk as much as you like; but | know that theyaaen

our borders, and | am going to take my guns and mount my horse to combat [them] along
side my fellow citizens™° The editors of th&lmanac Littéraireknew that this was the

kind of story their readers longed to see. Chastellux’s fellow French sffsech as
Rochambeau, Jean-Francois-Louis de Clermont-Crévecoeur, Louis de Récicourt de

Ganot, Jean-Baptiste Antoine de Verger, Louis-Alexandre Berthier, and thei@hdga

448 |bid., 85.
47 bid., 85.
448 bid., 59.

449 Almanach Littéraire, 1787.
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Pontgibaud all presented similar stories of courageous fighting, supportieasjtand
American military prowess, worthy of ancient Greek and Roman associations.

Rather than correcting any misconceptions surrounding the American Rawpluti
returning French officers appeared more interested in adding to the positiagswrit
about America and continuing the idealization process of its citizen army. pB¢hleg
wanted to publish their letters, perhaps they appreciated the ready audiendegos pe
they thought it was more important for members of the French public to indulgerin thei
fantasies of a citizen army. Either way, French officers im[yliapproved of these
characterizations by entering the genre with their first-hand accourtsf tAése
published accounts gave readers a strong reason to accept the repraseasftatnerica
that had been circulating throughout France.

Senior French officers who served in the American Revolution maintained ties
with America and flaunted their service in this popular war through the Sociétg of t
Cincinnati, an American society founded in 1783 by American officer Henry Knox
Knox created the Society as a means to stay in touch with fellow officershielp t
widows of fallen comrades, and perpetuate the importance of Revolution through future
generations. Each former colony had a chapter, and as a sign of amity d@ndegrte
Society magistrates extended membership to French colonels and generald who ha
fought on America soil. Membership in the society included the privilege ofngeam

emblem in the shape of an eagle attached to a blue and white ribbon that symbolized the

50 See the Journals of Louis-Alexandre Bertheir, Japtiste Antoine de Verger, Jean-Francois-Louis de
Clermont-Crévecoeur ifihe American Campaigns of Rochambeau’s Aedytrans. Howard C. Rice, Jr.
and Anne S.K. Brown (Princeton: Princeton UnivgrBiress, 1972); see also Louis de Récicourt de
Ganot, “Voyage au continent américain par un Frasnga 1777 et Réflexions philosophiges sur ces
nouveaux Républicains”, ed. trans. Durand Echearamd Orville T. Murphy iMilitary Analysis of the
Revolutionary Wared. Don Higginbotham (Millwood: KTO Press, 197Chevalier de Pontgibaud,
Journal ed. and trans. Hugh F. RankilNarratives of the American Revoluti¢@hicago: R.R. Donnelley
and Sons Company, 1969).
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French-American alliance. As this medal was issued by a foreign hafayette had to
garner special permission from Louis XVI for officers to wear it. Lo(\$ was so
excited about the Society that he not only granted permission—which made the
Cincinnati eagle the only foreign decoration allowed besides the Golden Fleece—but he
endorsed the Society by requesting membership for himself. French reachien to t
Society was overwhelmingly positive. French officers who did not meet the nadnigber
criteria presented their arguments for admittance and felt unappretidteyg were not
granted it.

Two principal reasons accounted for the popularity of the Society of the
Cincinnati among French officers. Despite the French reform eff@tddllowed the
Seven Years’ War, the French army remained unchanged in certain area$ Fren
officers still saw medals and promotion as among their top priorities, and t@ely op
requested what they felt was owed to them. The Duc de Luzerne wrote Washington on
behalf of one of his compatriots, the Chevalier Lemeth, who had participated in tae battl
of Yorktown, but who had not received the rank of Colonel until two months after the
conclusion of that battle. Luzerne reminded Washington that Lemeth “veasgsly
wounded at the Siege of Yorktown.” In response to the battle scars, Louis XVI had
“rewarded him for this in giving him the rank of Colonel,” but because he did not obtain
the rank until after the war, “he finds himself excluded from the Society.” rhaze
argued that, “if he is not admitted by a special grace [from Washington], his waxnchds
his zeal merit some favof> French officers considered the Society of the Cincinnati as
an organization that would honor French approaches to battlefield compensation. Just as

wounds won officers rank and recognition in the Seven Years’ War, so Luzerne deasone

451 Archives of the Society of the Cincinnati, La Luze to Washington, 6 May 1784.
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that Lemeth’s wounds “merited” him a place in the Society. French officers foend t
military decoration that came with membership particularly appealingadiswed them
to publicly proclaim their inclusion in the newest elite military society.

The Society of the Cincinnati also proved valuable because it recognizedsofficer
experience with the citizen army. Membership and the corresponding medal not only
announced the officers’ participation in the war, but signified their asgotiaith
citizen warfare. Like the plays and poems featuring the role of France Amiégcan
Revolution, the Society proved to be an important part of how France recassitself a
protector of free men. The Society first appeared in France with the following
description: “The officers in the American army, having generally béem ta the
number of citizens of America, have the highest veneration for the charattiex of
illustrious Roman, Lucius Quintius Cincinnatus, and being resolved to follow his
example, in returning to their homes, think that it would be suitable to name their society
the Cincinnati.*** The very existence of the Society confirmed that the American army
consisted of Romanesque citizen soldiers that upheld the ideals of the Roman citizen
himself. Just as French officers still concerned themselves with promatidns a
pensions, they also continued to value their personal reputations. What had changed,
however, was the type of reputation they desired. Whereas during the SevenNtaars’
many officers wished to receive honors for individual feats of bravery that veteuate
themselves and their families, officers now sought to base their reputationktorgfig
for virtuous causes. The Comte de Bressey wrote to the Society requestitigramem

because of his “pardonable ambition of having my name known in the world and

452 \Washington, D.C.—Library of the Society of the @imati, 87.89.
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transmitted to posterity as the Brother, friend, and companion of such noble advocates
for, and defenders of the natural Right of mankitid.”

Admittance into the Society became so highly valued among high-ranking
officers that many officers even viewed it as necessary for advanceBmunthet
pleaded with Washington for membership in the Society, not just as a reward for his good
service as a volunteer in the American army, but because his careed see®gend on
it. Shortly after his return to France, he again sailed to America\stogbresent his
case in person before George Washington. Unlike others, he did not list his multiple
services to the American army, but emphasized that “returning home disagdpointg
expectation would ruin both my character and all prospect | may have of prefaiment
the army.*** His predicament shows just how important fighting with the American
citizen army had become to French officers; fighting with the Americans@tgast a
fashionable experience, but a legitimizing one as well.

Requests for admittance into the society continued throughout the 1780s, which
kept the American Revolution in the forefront of most noble officers’ minds, even if it
became a potentially threatening institution. The Society quickly becanreeanstal in
America, because it had a hereditary clause that allowed membership torltedrihe
the eldest son of a member. This aspect of the Society also receivedirii€isance,
most notably by Mirabeau, who, influenced by Benjamin Franklin, wZotesiderations
of the Society on the CincinnatDespite his eloquent words, however, the Society

remained extremely popular in France until the early years of the FrenctuRon,

“53 Archives of the Society of the Cincinnati, O’Rgjlcomte de Bressy, to the Secretary General, b8 Fe
1786.

454 Archives of the Society of the Cincinnati, Du Bbetto Washington, 17 May 1784.
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when it was temporarily abolished. William Doyle has recently contendethéha
Society of the Cincinnati and the controversy surrounding it provided the “first overt and
direct attack on the principle of Nobility in Europe itséff” Indeed, the Society of the
Cincinnati provided an opportunity for French officers to contemplate the contoadicti
of being involved with a Republican citizen army, while trying to maintain tivéqges
of officers in an aristocratic army. French officers’ eager embrite Gociety also
suggests, however, that perhaps they did not see any contradiction between mgintaini
their noble privilege and being involved in a citizen army.

Finally, the American Revolution held military significance for thenEhearmy
by providing a laboratory in which writers interested in with military erattould
observe the citizen army in action. Outside of the sentimental and sel&ttdatpry
literature that came from French involvement in the American Revolution, sohwsaut
knowledgeable of contemporary military debates observed the difference héteee
way the American and European forces operated. Chevalier Deslandes, whoetbanpos
didactic piece on the importance of the American Revolution, observed that the@&meri
fighting forces were mostly effective because they depended on citintsrsial
patriotic motivation. It was “patriotism, and not demeaning discipline,” wihiich f
Americans “with heroic courage that distinguishes them from the old bandsapfeEur
In America, “they elect the generals,” who then “show themselves worthg chbice
of their country.” Under their orders, “brave men will feel double their foxdé
perform miracles, and will associate their glory with that of the immoniigias that, in

all the ages and in all the countries consecrate their valor to the august cause of

“>>William Doyle, Aristocracy and its Enemies in the Age of Revaiut@xford: Oxford University Press,
2009), 137.
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liberty.”**® Hilliard D’Auberteuil also considered the effectiveness of a citizery am
his book of collected essays on the history and politics of North America. Alfiéing
the American victory at Germantown, he observed that “When one drives hirelings
[stipendaires] to war . . . they must be maintained by discipline and tactical
combinations.” In contrast, “among the republicans armed for the defense of their
country, animated by the vengeance and the movements of a just indignation, [& soldie
will always stay at his highest strength and personal bravery, and thesesjaasure
them victory.”’

Both of these observers noticed that internal patriotism proved more effective i
battle than mere discipline. Many French military reformers and norarngibiuthors
had made the same observations from studying ancient Greeks and Romans in the
aftermath of the Seven Years’ War. D’Auberteuil and Deslandes, howesenaiiced
that this kind of patriotism could be found in a republic or connected with fighting for
liberty, but that these aspects were not so easily managed in Francef Kxagri_buis
XVI could be considered a “governing citizen,” a citizen army still isgpkexisting under
a republic, free from the aristocratic hierarchy inherent in the Frenghafficer corps.
This may be why the American citizen army underwent some scrutiny in ipedblsoks
by men who were not actively participating in the army’s attempts atmef@vhile
French officers must have been aware of the American army’s appareggsas a
citizen army, and while French officers who had served in America perpethated t

positive image, very few refornémoiregnention the American Revolution or the

#%¢ Chevalier DeslandeBjscours sur la grandeur & I'importance de la réutibn qui vient de s’opérer
dans I’Amérique SeptentrionalParis, 1785), 39-40.

“>"Hilliard D’Auberteuil, Essais Historiques et Politiques sur les Anglo-Aoaéns (Bruxelles, 1782), 197-
198.
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American army. There are several reasons why officers searchisgjdtions to their
military problems, and already attracted by the prospects of a citizgt) &@ould not
have thought to mention the American example. For one, French reformers were in
search of new systematic ways to organize the army and train and recruri¢hei The
American army and militias, having been newly established and constanttyvisipg
under new conditions, had little of an existing system to study. More importantly
however, it was one thing to admire the American citizen army, and even @li, out
entirely another to suggest that the French army try to model itselftafi@oing so
would upend the entire structure of the French officer corps, and, even more seriously,
imply that France should become a republic. While fully supporting the American
Revolution and lauding the American military system, admirers of the citieenlead
always placed Louis XVI as a liberating monarch, not as a problematic.piivite
texts likes D’Auberteuil’s and Delandes, French observers could admireualydise
American army without ever suggesting anything antimonarchical foc&ran

Reformers’ ideas of turning French soldiers into citizens could use incidemts
the American war to inspire patriotic sentiment in their own troops. Inectiolh of
vignettes meant to provide moral and patriotic instruction to both soldiers and officers,
Laurent Bérenger included a tale of bravery from the American Revolutionstdiye
had first appeared in thi@azette de Frangdut Bérenger gave it a Spartan twist, likening
the event to the Battle of Thermopyf&8. His account is as follows:

During the war of the English against the United States of ikmeP8

soldiers were stopped on a bridge, [by] a considerable corps tiveer

orders of General Knifausen. Their courage calls to mind the day of

Thermopylae. Twenty one of these new Spartans were sprezs doe
bridge, the three brave ones who survived them were fighting enégénch

8 Gazette de FrangeSeptember 22, 1780.
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behind the bodies of their compatriots, resolved to die like them. A

reinforcement arrived, they let out cries of joy, the redoubled #ifzirt;

the American troops arrived, repulsed the English, animatelelsy three

heroes, and remained invincible in this important post. Such actions of

these twenty-four brave men should never perish in the memory offan.
This story combines the principal beliefs about the American army anchmilis a
patriotic citizen army, reminiscent of Ancient Sparta, that demonstrateénse courage
and heroic fighting—and presents it in a didactic form for the benefit of Frenchreff
and soldiers. Perhaps the French army could not replicate the American army’s
“system”, but it could emulate the values that the American soldiers seemmtdddye
and execute on the battlefield.

In 1779, the comte de Guibert, who had authored the faEsssGénérale de
Tactiquethat called France to develop a citizen army, tried to quell French enthusiasm
about the new form of warfare by printing retractions of his earlier work Estaihad
been so popular, however, that readers did not embrace his more recent, and more
reasoned argument for why the American Revolution did not fulfill his idealisiien of
citizen warfare. During the early years of the American Revolution, wiagry French
officers seemed keen on joining, Guibert warned them that the entire American
population was not hungering for independence. Rather, he perceived that “some of
Montesquieu’s ideas were fermenting in the heads of some principal citizens” aho ha
voice in Congress and desired independence. He also rightly perceived that that the
American colonies were so diverse that they would not easily unify, and few pedple ha

any understanding of war or any of the equipment or structures necessaguite at

successfully. Guibert predicted that France would not have the funds to fully help the

“*Yaurent Pierre BérengeEcole Historique et morale du soldat et de I'ofigia I'usage des troupes de
France et des écoles militairéBaris, 1788), 220-221.
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American cause, and that the American colonies would inevitably gain indepewndence
their own eventually, but he conceded that there “was no better time” to “hunilcate a
fight England.*®°

Ironically, Guibert ultimately proved that the appeal of the Americaeaiarmy
and new Republic was too strong for France to resist providing it with monetary and
military aid. In 1779, Guibert published a new essay called “Defense of tlerSyft
Modern War,” that repudiated his earlier ideas on citizen warfare in hig/tpgpular
Essai Whereas in thEssaiGuibert had lauded the citizen army as the ideal military
form and hoped that it might become a reality in France, in the “Defense” rebthtate
Prussian warfare was, in fact, the best type of warfare for Europe. Guéseaware
that his current treatise seemed to contradict the success of the Anogrzen army
against the British. Early victories “flattereghilosophesbeliefs that “love of liberty”
would give rise to a new nation skilled in the art of war. Guibert argued however, tha
these early American victories “only come from English faults” and misgement. He
acknowledged that “love of liberty” could “make heroes among some individuals,” but
organizing a large group of men to fight required discipifiewhile Guibert presented
by far the more accurate view of the nature of the American Revolution, few, if an
supported his ideas or followed him with the same gusto as they had gredissahis
Général By the time Guibert published his new book, just seven years aftesshe
French readers were already immersed in the promises of the Amengaarad militia.

His first Essaihad lighted too great a flame to be extinguished by a clarification and

0 SHAT, 1 M 1792 Guibert, “Mémoire sur les affaiggsentes”, 13 novembre, 1776.

“*Jacques-Antoine Hippolyte, comte de GuibBéfense du Systéme de Guerre Mode2nels,
(Neuchantel, 1779), vol. 2, 224-226.
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clear-headed analysis of the American Revolution. Ondédsigicame to life across the
Atlantic, nothing could induce its readers to see the American citizen aramyisng

other than the fulfillment of Guibert’s prophecy.

Conclusion:

The American Revolution could not have occurred at a more opportune time for
France. When it commenced in 1775, French reformer-minded thinkers inside and
outside the military were looking for a way to improve the army’s performamde
restore virtue to French society. Most writers in military and non-myilitacles argued
that the future of the French army and society required the cultivation ohg sense of
patriotism among both citizens and soldiers. Published works on philosophy and society
pointed to the example of the ancients, where citizens served their country s soldi
and soldiers likewise received respect from citizens for their heroic geddsmed in
the name of theipatrie. Reformers inside the military tried to address the moral needs of
soldiers by treating them as French citizens: increasing their paydimgtihem with
meaningful civilian work after their service was completed, and encouraging ihtamym
citizens to accept them in society.

As French writers and readers considered these reforms and wistfully
contemplated the victorious and virtuous armies of ancient Greece and Rome, a
contemporary example of this kind of patriotic citizen army appeared acro&tahtc.

As reported through thgazettesthe American army and militia, as well as the whole
American citizenry, seemed to behave in a manner reminiscent of the sitiifitng

the dreams that overly optimistic writers had imagined for France. This éaneri
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fighting force even executed remarkable victories against the typiiaiopean British

army, giving the impression that a citizen army could be effective in@Ean war.

French readers of tlgazettesvere so impassioned by these reports that they eagerly
reproduced heroic episodes and American symbols in literature, art, and fashion. When
France committed funds and troops to help the struggling American colonistss write
grabbed at the chance to turn the French army from a European army of contpast, i
brave defender of human rights and free citizens. Even Louis XVI appeared in these
representations as a monarch of liberty and preserver of human rights, making the
monarchy seem perfectly compatible with a citizen army.

The American Revolution, in effect, confirmed the pre-existing French ideas
about citizen warfare, and because the American army and militia veasesnporary
military phenomenon, it made citizen warfare seem like a concrete pogddilihe first
time since the days of Ancient Rome. Non-military French readers, andh®se who
were illiterate but caught glimpses of the American War through arnaagess, also saw
an example of a citizenry that at the same time could be military. Iodsrahere
citizens and soldiers had been diametrically opposed groups for centuries, this was a
novel idea. French citizens could respect, include, and even wish to emulate French
soldiers. More importantly, the American Revolutionary images repeatedgnfeds
soldiers and citizens working together out of love for thatrie. French soldiers and
citizens entered the period of army reform after the Seven Years’ Waloathing for
each other, but entered the late 1780s with much more common sympathies. These

American Revolutionary representations must have, in subtle but powerful waygedhan
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the way citizens viewed soldiers and the way citizens viewed their owmridhees of
war.

The French army did not import revolution directly from American to French
shores. Few veterans, after all, had overt Republican political sympathies.emble Fr
army did play a central role, however, in getting French citizens and sotiltbrsk of
themselves in revolutionary ways. Because of the French army’s adkistanse time
of reform after the Seven Years’ War, members of the army and thesweiclety
became open to possibilities of how the army and non-military society cdtatiel e
each other. The recasting of the French army in literature, histories, philasaptie
images about the American Revolution also presented the army as a cigndhy
institution, coming to the aid of a frightened and struggling citizenry, and theruyias
the essential support behind the army’s victories. This presentation of the-saldesr
relationship as something symbiotic, even brotherly, would make it possible bydtloé e
the 1780s for French citizens and soldiers to join forces in taking down the Bastille and

carrying out a Revolution of their own.
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Chapter 5

The Arsenal of Revolution: The Council of War and the Emergence of the Gien
Warrior in France

This dissertation has traced the creation of the citizen army in Frangghta
largely cultural lens that focused on the transformation of the French soldierthem “
most vile and miserable” of subjects to a respectable—and respectemn-tifi The
aristocratic army of Louis XIV contained elements that eventually doonedailure in
the Seven Years’ War. A close examination of the French army fighting in Canada
showed that French officers alienated important allies and disregardedailytenti
successful tactics because they prioritized their personal gains fromrth8&gnning
after the Seven Years’ War, the French officer corps focused on how to improve the
army, especially the rank and file soldier. Inspired by ancient Greek ananRaymies,
French reformers believed that soldiers would perform more effectively dratthefield
if they felt patriotism. A sincere love for their country would motivaterthe train
harder, obey their officers, fight bravely, and abandon the “odious” practice ofiaesert
French officers worked to improve the lives of their soldiers, by providing better food,
pay, clothing, and training, as well as discussing how to better preparsaldiers to
re-enter civilian life and even inspire fellow-citizens to fight forphgéie. At the same
time, the American Revolution presented France with a working example of a

contemporary and victorious citizen army, and French writers seized the opgddunit

%2 Jacques Antoine Hippolyte, Comte de Guibert, “E€&méral de Tactique” iBcrits Militaires ed.
Henri Ménard (Paris: Copernic Press, 1977), 56.



read their hopes for the French army into the victories of the American foragsrsw
capitalizing on the war’s popularity portrayed the French army as one tbatldd free
citizens from oppressive tyrants, and recast the French army as adredhditizens. By
1781, the French army had become, in literature and image, if not in fact, a citizen arm
In practice, however, the French army did not align with the idealized image that
saturated public venues, largely because the officer corps itself laggad bettiis
period of reform. Like the rank and file, the French officer corps requireeba dgal of
reorganization in order to become a more efficient and effective fighting.fMvhile
some officers eager for reform tried to rearrange the workings of therafbeps, a long-
standing commitment to noble privilege in the army prevented any permanent reforms
from taking shape. Military reformers had tried to reorganize and retaesthe officer
corps since before the Seven Years’ War, but had achieved limited results. eitie Fr
army suffered from inexperienced officers who lacked the necessary edumadi
experience to command their troops, and skewed systems of promotion rewarded court
favorites with high military rank who knew little of warfare but coveted the
accompanying social status. The resulting officer corps was bloated @atthwor
favored nobles competing for even higher status but often inept in matters ofhilar, w
nobles who did not have the privilege or means to reside at court either resigned their
military duties or stagnated in lower ranks, never to be promoted. The reforms in the
second half of the eighteenth century tried various measures to give all merther
nobility equal opportunities for promotion, emphasize talent and merit, make the officer
corps more professional, and free it from the corrupting influence of wealtle, atlthe

same time maintaining the privileges of the noble class. Such reforms provigd nea
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impossible for the ministers of war, however, as competing pressures éitarious
officer corps based on egalitarian principles at times conflicted withethealogical
privileges that court nobles expected to maintain. Reformers and ministeientgns
vacillated for 30 years, at times instating tough privilege-curbing régoga and then
quickly conceding to the court nobility’s expectation for military honors aneetial
treatment. This chapter will examine the long-standing contradictions wogangsa

the emergence of the French citizen army, and how building tensions throughaet Fran
finally ruptured the aristocratic army of the old regime, making way for tlzegiarmy,

born from the initiative of French citizens and soldiers.

|. The Need to Professionalize

The officer corps had been trying to reform its systems and practicexéatede
since before the Seven Years’ War, but their attempts had not been as united or as
successful as their efforts to reform the status of their soldiers. Thef ibEsSeven
Years’ War had forced the army to confront problems with their systems of popamot
and awarding rank, the inherent inequality between court and provincial nobles, financial
abuses, and how officers did (or did not) fulfill the duties of their positions. Their
attempts at reform climaxed with the Ségur resolution of 1781, which effgctivel
restricted the officer corps to those nobles whose families had been in thy iobdt
least four generations. This measure amended few, if any, of the “abudesanmty,
and instead locked in some of the privileges that reformers had been attempting to
eliminate for years. The lack of improvement after the passing of this iesolut

confirmed in some minds that the decadence and expectations of court nobility had

229



contributed to the French army’s failings, and heightened the division between reforme
seeking a more egalitarian, professional and efficient officer candghase who
believed that noble privilege could not be sacrificed.

Efforts to render the nobility more egalitarian and refocus promotion and caree
status on personal merit, rather than wealth or court connections, began in 1751, when
Louis XV instituted the Ecole Militaire. This institution, located in Parisyul oversee
the education of up to 500 young nobles whose families did not have the financial ability
to send them to the colleges or academies where most young men intended foythe ar
received their education. Admission to the Ecole Militaire required appdita submit
original documents proving that their family was from noble lineage and had pmovide
the king with officers in the past. Preference was then given to young men \atiness f
had died while in the service of the king. While in school, students studied subjects that
would be relevant in their careers as officers: mathematics, techragahdr history,
and contemporary foreign languages. Upon completing their studies, the French
government found them a position working under a colonel and continued to provide
financial assistance until the new officer had obtained the rank of captain. Additiona
financial aid was available if officers who had studied at the Ecole Mditeeeded extra
equipment for particular expeditions (such as the invasion of Corsica) or ifebdgah
additional schooling for their positions. This specialized training for poorer msmaber
the nobility demonstrated the ministry of war's commitment to maintaiheglirect
relationship between the army and nobility and to restoring a sense of tggaimong
nobles who would compete with their merit—not their pocketbooks—for positions in the

army. The ministry of war took an additional step to provide equality by openingetwel
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new branches of the Ecole Militaire in 1776 in order to increase the number of
scholarship students they could teach. In these schools, paying nobles, and even
bourgeois, could also attend and study alongside the members of the poorer nobility, but
only the scholarship students were guaranteed commig&ions.

The ministers of war whose tenures followed the creation of the Ecotaihdili
campaigned to further ‘level the playing field’ between wealthy nobleshemdpoorer
counterparts by reducing the necessary expenses of low-ranking offiteister of
War Belle Isle, who served in that position from 1758 to 1761 increased the pay of
subaltern officers and prevented colonels from selling commissions in theieregt®
The Duke de Choiseul, who followed him in 1761, continued to reduce the financial
burden on young officers by having the state assume many of the adminisaskse
that usually fell to captains. Such a measure again reduced the expense tpat youn
officers had to bear, but put a larger financial strain on the &triyo curb some of the
excesses in the army, Choiseul stringently regulated the number of officextsven a
service, so that no more would be serving during peacetime than absolutelydrémjuire
training and supervising troops. This reduction in the officer corps, however, resulted |
many officers being cut off in the midst of their careers, with no further hope of
advancement, and they attacked Choiseul vigorously for denying them their vocation.

Choiseul had also made “diehard” enemies at court, and his influence waned. He left the

463 Rafe BlaufarbThe French Army, 1750-1820: Careers, Talent, M@#w York: Manchester
University Press, 2002), 22-24; Jay M. Smithe Culture of Merit: nobility, royal service, atite making
of absolute monarchy in France, 1600-148®&n Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996432244.
464 Blaufarb, The French Army24.
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position in 1770 to a minister who would not take up his unfinished work or continue to
cut wasteful spending and positions, Louis Francois, marquis de Monté{hard.
Monteynard was not indifferent to the cause of equality within the officer corps,
but he was less-capable than Choiseul or Belle-Isle to resist the “compiainassailed
him” at court’®” Monteynard had inherited a fiercely discontented high-nobility from
Choiseul, putting his tenure as minister of war at a disadvantage from the/¢santing
to satisfy and appease the discontented officers, Monteynard often acted lagans
designs for the officer corps, and “overthrew all the ordinances of his predet8%
King Louis XV confounded matters by passing out brevets to the favorites of his
mistress, Mme Du Barry, then placing the responsibility for them with thistny of
war. Mme Du Barry also selected Monteynard’s successor, the Duc Dlaiguitho
followed her line of thinking and once more caved to court pressure to provide more
senior-ranks for those seeking the social status that came with miéitarges Even
though D’Aiguillon attempted to cater to the court by creating more positions for
colonels, he lost much of his popularity when there was not enough money left in the
treasury to pay retiring officers their pensiéffs By 1775, nearly all measures taken by
Belle-Isle and Choiseul to purge the French army of wealth’s corruptilgmte had
been overturned. There had been a great willingness among officerd@ctémagform

to effect change, but at every turn they met stiff resistance from those witloesaw

status and privilege jeopardized with these new measures.

%6 Albert Latreille,L’Armée et la Nation & la fin de I'Ancien Régimeslderniers Ministres de la Guerre
de la MonarchigParis, 1914), 3-22.
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Attempts to reform the officer corps were renewed with the Maréchaluge M
D’Aiguillon’s successor, who worked to remove wealth as a factor in promotion by
rewarding seniority. In each battalion, the oldest captain would be promoted to major,
and replace the superior officers in command when they were absent. Sigfyear
serving as major and garnering experience in higher commands would earn tliaidivi
the rank of lieutenant colon& In order to prevent eager young officers from buying
rank or from advancing too rapidly as a court favorite, de Muy enforced a seren ye
minimum service requirement before officers could be promoted to colonel, and a five-
year requirement to be captain. Future colonels also had to have had experience
commanding a regiment of two battalions for at least three years, and no one could
achieve the rank of captain until he was at least twenty-three years @sle 3thict
regulations counteracted the “abuse” of commissioning too many colonels during
D’Aiguillon’s tenure, and ensured that the men holding higher ranks would have the
experience necessary to execute them ¥elDe Muy’s reforms did not receive much
support from the court or king, however, as they curbed privilege and the king’'s
discretion to assign rank at will. De Muy died in 1775 after years of poor healihgha
seen few of his reforms permanently establistied.

St. Germain exploded on the scene as the next minister of war, determined to
slash the army’s budget and eliminate any branches that did not fill absoluiebsaey
functions, but his enthusiasm for reform met equally strong ire and resisiaoceg

privileged officers. St. Germain showed little concern for how these autkshaffect, or
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displease, members of the court nobility, as it was their branches of servici tha

bore the brunt of his assault. St. Germain attackech#igon militaire the branch of the
army responsible for the king’s safety, which had become largely cerdrandia

perferred place for court nobles to serve, as it required little trainingaane with a

great deal of status. In St. Germain’s eyespntheson militiareintroduced and sustained

a steady influx of corrupting luxury into the army. He succeeded in cutting only #50 me
from the organization (instead of the 2,700 he had initially intended), but managexd to cli
some of the noble officers’ court privileg&s. He also completely eliminated the
Grenadiers and the Muskete&f.St. Germain conducted a thorough examination of
“favors” granted from the treasury to officers and court favorites #sg@ed them to
honorable offices complete with a high income. He eliminated most of these pdStions.
He also assailed the venality of ranks, “which had for a long time contributieel to t
destruction of emulation among officef€® These reforms, intended to reduce spending
and the influence of wealth, had only a small immediate effect on the state df Frenc
finances, but caused a great deal of animosity among court nobles. Officers whose
positions had been eliminated or who had been forced to retire early demanded
compensation for the full amount of time they had intended to serve, and in order to pay
them, St. Germain had to allow some venality to remain. He did manage to reduce the
amount that ranks had been sold for by a fourth of their worth, but St. Germain was not

satisfied with such a small decrease. Some officers complained bitteérlyelend of
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venality had hurt the esprit of the officer corps, that there were not enoughsotificer

fulfill their duties, and that the work of the subalterns had become more burdensome to
make up for the missing men. St. Germain received even more condemnation for his new
rules governing the promotion process for young officers. Rather than enkeriagny

at whatever rank a young man could purchase, St. Germain ruled that every officer mus
serve for one year as a non-commissioned officer, and execute those dhbes w

access to wealth or the comforts reserved for officers in order to leanotk®f the

army and how to care for his men. Yougentilhommesvould then progress through the
ranks by seniority, and no exceptions would be provided for “exceptional youth” with
friends at court. Incensed nobles argued that a full year of service did notredrovict
manage affairs or property, and was therefore an unjust requiréthent.

St. Germain, who viewed himself as a friend to soldiers, eliminated the death
penalty for deserters. Counterbalancing this measure, however, wasrisusfa
institution of the blows with the flat of a saber, or a baton, as a means of discipline.
Soldiers had previously been given prison sentences for disobedience, and while the
blows were intended to instill a sharper sense of discipline, they backfibeihgs‘not
in keeping with national character” and dishonorable for soldiers and officers alike
Complaints against St. Germain clouded his successes in giving the French army
stronger and more uniform composition. His reforms did improve the institution of the
army, but those achievements were drowned out ihdBesagainst his reduction of
offices and beating of soldiet€ St. Germain’s tenure was a tragic one, because while

he managed to accomplish a great deal that would help the army as a whole, ceart nobl
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were prepared to up-end everything that had offended their sense of privilegeaand w
they merited by their families’ positions at court. By 1777, St. Germain stepped down
from his post, exhausted and suffering poor health.

The Prince de Montbarey followed on St. Germain’s heels as the minister of war.
He, too, tried to institute precise rules that would regulate the advancement@fsoffi
but he made limited progress, as his primary duties focused on preparing the Frgnch ar
to enter the American Revolution. De Montbarey made some changes in the
organization of the army, but nothing to challenge noble privilege. Since Saint
Germain’s fall from power, the “years passed without being marked for thebgramy
useful innovation *"®

The period of the French army and reforms in the officer corps from 1750 to 1781
was one of attempted reform constantly thwarted. The officer corps de$meds¢hat
would render it more efficient, more effective, while at the same time imgoable
privilege. While on paper, these basic designs did not seem necessarilglictorirait
was nearly impossible to professionalize the officer corps and emphasiigyequang
nobles competing for rank without impinging on the privileges of wealthy court nobles.
The search for equality became even more intense during the years of theaAme
Revolution, with the combination of poor and paying students at the Ecole militaire in
1776, and St. Germain’s bold reform that placed all new officers at the same level of
gentilhomme With powerful court nobles protesting such measures as an affront to their
status bestowed on them by right of birth, such potentially beneficial reforrastent-
lived. The ministers of war were not able to reconcile the desire for a micrergff

army, while preserving genealogical privilege that had nothing to do with the tasks
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officers had to perform. By 1781, the officer corps was trapped in a bad cycld-of wel
meaning but short-lived reforms.

Officers who later reflected on this period before 1781 expressed their
dissatisfaction at the lack of permanent reform, recognizing that tadreden too many
ministers of war who wanted to please the higher court nobility rather thettystri
enforce more efficient regulations. Chevalier de Keralio charaetethis period as one
of constant change, in which ministers of war responsible for instituting reforen wer
either too concerned with their popularity among the officers or did not know how to
make necessary reforms last. M. le duc d’Aiguillon “only busied himselhglinis
ministry by pleasing the army; he gave out prodigious commissions of colonegrnsens
Croix de St. Louiswithout choice or discernment.” The comte de St. Germain seemed
promising at first, as he brought “his great experience,” and “profound undemnstdndi
which inspired the “greatest confidence” in those longing for reform, but their lnaves
dashed by “the military men of the court.” M. Keralio blamed them for wantieigher
order nor discipline,” and overturning St. Germain’s promising reforms andhthef dis
ministry. St. Germain’s successor, Me. le Prince de Montbarey, agaitectthe
reform effort, because he “wanted to please everyone [and] made prodigious promise
that he could not keep.” He only succeeded in “discontenting the nation and the army.”
480 Chevalier de Keralio understood that the ministers of war who served from the end of
the Seven Years’ War to 1781 were either too weak to institute meaningful refdoo, or
overwhelmed by members of the court nobility to make lasting reform.

The constant changing of the minister of war and their inconsistent, shdrt-live

reforms made this period one of general confusion for the army, where officergled

480 SHAT, 1 M 1716, M. le Cher. de Keralio, “Premidiémoire Armée de France”, 1787.
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to keep up with the constant changes made within the “constitution”—a series of rules
and regulations that governed the workings of the French army. The comte de St.
Germain had been most appreciated as having “tried to give to Franceimtongstbut
before any of his reforms had a chance to take root, he had “succumbed to the edficulti
[of the court nobility] and left his work imperfect® Another officer characterized this
time from the Seven Years’ War to the early 1780s as twenty years in whigh man
ministers made ordinances, but “according to different principles,” that produdedgot
but confusion for the French arm§? French civilians had been disenchanted with this
period as well, and one author considered the ordinances of the ministers of war as
“ridiculous, always in contradiction with their predecessors, and often withsdteas.”

The ministers have “without ceasing created, reformed, cancelled ated;rand all
discombobulated to the point that the military men seem to be toys between the hands of
capricious and fanciful children who only please themselves with changing and
destroying.*®® The years of fluctuation between ministers favoring rigorous reforms,
and those who abandoned those measures to favor the court nobility only increased
officers’ urgency for a lasting reform that would make a measuraberdatiite in the
operation of the officer corps and extend beyond one minister’'s term. As the tone of
these complaints about the reform period revealed, officers and interesliedsiike

had reached their threshold for well-meaning but fruitless reforms. Theyreay for

something permanent and effective.

81 SHAT, 1 A 3766, anonymous mémoire, “Organizatidlitaire”, December 31, 1787.
*82SHAT, 1 M 1944, documents relative to the condeibuerre, 1787.

83 Author Unknownceux d’un Citoyen, pour le Militaire Francgis789).

238



The one reform that, at least initially, promised permanent and meanirsyflitre
came from the ministry of the Comte de Ségur, who had every intention of amending the
officer corps. The Ségur Resolution of 1781 aimed to provide a certain degree of
professionalism while protecting the privileges of court nobles by effegttl@ing the
officer ranks of the army to any individual whose family had not been among theynobili
for at least four generations. It prevented wealthy new nobles fromngriiee officer
corps, thus retaining all those positions for the nobles of older, more prestigiolissiami
For decades, historians believed this new measure evinced a “noble readiost ag
encroachingoturiers threatening to dominate the officer corps. David Bien’s 1974
article countered this view by showing that the officer corps contained fewaindes.
Rather, Bien argued that Ségur issued this resolution to block entry to incompete
recently ennobled men who did not have a family tradition of serving thé¥iry
Bien’s reckoning, many in the army perceived this resolution as a professiogalizi
measure that prevented wealthy new nobles from buying ranks that they were not
otherwise qualified to hold. It also helped older and less wealthy mild@aniés in the
provinces to compete for available positions and promotions. The Ségur Resolution
made exceptions to the four-generation rule for the sons of the few non-noblesofficer
who had earned the coveted Croix de St. Louis, a decoration that indicated long-term
service as an officer in the king’s army, highlighting one of the potentied tay this

resolution could have worked to professionalize the dfty.

“84 David D. Bien, “La réaction aristocratique avaigQ: 'exemple de 'arméeAnnales, E.S.Q9
(1974) : 23-48, 505-34.

“8% Blaufarb, The French Army34-35.
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Even if the Ségur Resolution did work to professionalize the French officer corps
it also solidified the relationship between the officer corps and the nobilitghigning
restrictions on who could be eligible to serve as an officer. While the vasitsnaf the
French officer corps had always consisted of members of the nobility, it had nemer be
necessary to make an official resolution declaring the service of non-ndddes. ilThis
was also the first time that a law was created to define who was truly *nople
officially differentiating between nobles of long standing and those who hackgesttly
joined the estate. On one hand, many officers likely applauded this professionalizing
measure, because it rid the army of a corrupting influence and affirmetetitenherent
in officers whose families had long served in the army. On the other hand, it also
severely limited who could be in the officer corps and worked against thetrdeng
egalitarian expectations that were becoming popular in France, espéeuratiy and
after the American Revoluticff®

While perhaps seen as the most promising reform to date, the Séguroagtbliti
not resolve any of the problems that had plagued the French army and defeatadeffe
reform even further. Even with the absence of the wealthy nobles who had recently
sprung from bourgeois families, French reformers continued to plead for the sache, m
needed reforms. The number of generals, for example, still distressett Bfécers,
who became more adamant in the@moirego the minister of war calling for
meaningful change. French officers had complained in the 1760s and 1770s that too
many officers viewed the rank of general as the only suitable goalnfdlitary career

and that the multiplicity of generals had made the army less efficient. By 8@s,

8¢ Colin Jones, “Bourgeois Revolution Revivified: B78nd social change,” ifhe French Revolution:
Recent Debates and New Controversges Gary Kates (New York: Routeledge, 1998), 94.
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reformers referred to this problem as the “first and most striking of myjlinbuses.”
By this time, France boasted “1,261 Lieutenant generals, maréchaux de camp, or
brigadiers,” which was more than “all the rest of Europe combiffédThe comte de
Guibert characterized this problem as a “universal pretension,” and an “erslvaamnas$o
employ the general officers during the peace.” This number of generalsdrhe
finances of the king,” because of their excesses and the large pensions due tohdem. T
general officer also “disgust[ed]” the inferior ranks, because he “consmaadeuvers
poorly, swears, yells, insulting the officer, striking the soldier, and bygh@ance and
his rigor give everyone at every moment a revolting and ridiculous spet{atie less
than a decade, the problem with the number of generals had gone from one of
inconvenience to one that severely hindered the ability of the army to function, drained
French finances, bred discord in the army, and proved to be an international
embarrassment of decadence and waste. By failing to make any meaciagiges in
the officer corps, the Ségur resolution established an undeniable link between poor army
performance and the court nobility. The stinging observations that followedthede
need for reform all the more urgent, not only by reiterating unresolved problenay, but
reflecting the same tired frustration at the lack of effective systelmange.

Recognition of the Ségur resolution’s failure coincided with the widespread
excitement over images from the American Revolution that portrayed a succéassful
army defeating the British empire without the benefit of luxury goods @sexgenerals.

Officers in America did not come from a pre-destined “race” of men who Wwerently

487 SHAT, 1 M 1944, Guibert, “Premiére Séance du Cibdsela Guerre”, 28 October 1787.

488 SHAT, 1 M 1944, Guibert, “Premiére Séance du Cibdsela Guerre”, 28 October 1787; Author
Unknown,Vaeux d'un Citoyen, pour le Militaire Francdis789).
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ones eligible to serve in the officer corps, but from concerned citizens who had enough
education and talent to lead troops. George Washington in particular had captured
French imagination as the ultimate citizen-general, who did not come from icthl,
but who used his wealth, education, and patriotism to inspire his army and lead them
through an ultimately victorious war. Tkazette de Franckad referred to Washington
as a “modern Fabius,” citing his war-of-attrition approach to fighting the highly
organized, skilled, and disciplined British arfiiy. In poetry, the souls of Washington
and Fabius melded into ofi&. Other writers called him the “Atlas of America” and his
figure appeared on women'’s dresses as well as screens and other dorifasta #rt
Throughout nearly all the literature on the American Revolution produced during this
time period, Washington stood as the central figure, embodying all the \oftaes
patriotic citizen-soldier, while at the same time showing mercy and did@atging his
entire nation to victory against an oppressive tyrant and his disciplined armguldt lae
difficult to assess reactions to this omnipresent image among Frenchsofficecivilian
readers, but whether fantastical or realistic, Washington’s image eaprd3avhat an
officer could be—when he was separated from favoritism and privilege.

Separating officers from these abuses had been attempted during theesioist
Choiseul and St. Germain, but reformers attacked the problem with renewed \agor aft
1781, this time by trying to alter systems of promotion in a way that woulddewnerit

while honoring noble privilege. A new system would have to limit the authority of

89 Gazette de Frang&September 12, 1780.
49 Baumier,Hommage a la Patrie (Bruxelles et Paris, 1782).

91 Joseph Ceratti,’Aigle et le Hibou, Fable, écrit pour un jeune Ree que I'on osait blamer de son
amour pour les Sciences et les Lettiearis, 1783.
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younger, high-ranking officers while rewarding the long-term servicddafr officers
who occupied the lower ranks. Guibert recognized that current promotion practices
caused “languor and stagnation” among the officers, making the French armycraedio
and ruinous.*®? But the officer corps’ tie to the French nobility would make “a good
hierarchy of superior and inferior ranks” and a “reasoned and moderate promotion in the
number of officers,” a difficult system to institute. Chastellier du Mesgiled that a
“reasoned and moderate” system of promotion must be based on seniority. He pointed
out that younger officers who performed brave actions in battle would oftenerece
promotion as a reward, bypassing “the older officers that served withrekdistinction
during peace and war,” and who would likely lose their opportunity to “arrive at their
turn in the companies.” Mesnil found such a practice “detrimental to the good of the
service,” as older officers’ experience made them “more appropf@tativanced
ranks?*®* While Mesnil'smémoiremade a specific case about the “officers of fortune”,
and their “disruptive” role in the army, his complaint spoke to a larger trend of
inconsistency within promotions. The individual who received the higher rank was often
not the older or more experienced officers, but “the young men as vain as they are
ignorant, who torment . . . their subordinat&¥.”In other words, Mesnil's suggestions of
promotion would work against the noble families that were highly favored by the king
and abolish their privilege to enter the army with a high rank.

Mesnil was not alone in his observations; many officers recognized the cour

nobility’s destructive effect on the army, owing in part to their relatoxgth when they

492 GHAT, 1 M 1944, Guibert, “Premiére Séance du Cibdgela Guerre”, 28 October 1787.
493 SHAT, YA 74, Chastellier-du Mesnil to M. le Cte Geiibert, Metz, 22 May 1788.

494 Author Unknownceux d’un Citoyen, pour le Militaire Francgis789).
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assumed command. One critic pointed out that “those who are 23 years old and are rich
want to be colonels; and by the age of 30 all the world bores them,” leading to fe€&lings o
indifference towards his position and his army. This practice also bred discord amon
the high nobles. The “pretension to merit” signified by their high ranks caustou$y
in the corps,” indifference for the current status of the army, and a sense afté&lisr
all those who are not preferred.” The critic found “this distaste . . . inevitablbeee
were “more men with pretensions than there are plat8sBy allowing young, wealthy
nobles, even those with long family histories in the nobility and the military, tanobtai
high ranks so early in their careers, the French army invited indifferencéenighest
positions, and sowed rivalries and petty jealousies among commanders.

When these young colonels led soldiers into battle, their inexperience ahd thirs
for heroics spelled doom for the subordinate officers and their troops. Young men did
not know how to lead, how to read the terrain or anticipate the movements of the enemy,
and therefore would give incompetent orders. This issue was all the more ironic, as the
body of troops would undoubtedly possess older, more experienced officers, whose lower
rank made them powerless to prevent the inevitable disaster. The Baron d’Arros
complained that the French army provided “a young man of seventeen or eiglaeen ye
with . . . four detachments of infantry, that have at the helm ancient captains full of
experience, but it becomes useless to them. The young hero, proud of an authority that
will triumph over our enemies, taking hold of command, without consulting the area,
without knowing the forces that he will combat, marches blindly against enemies, who

are strengthened by the traps they have set for him.” The older officerstmitghpoint

49 SHAT, 1 M 1716, anonyme, “Réflexions Généralesiadiormation d’'un Conseil de Guerre, sa
difficulté, sa composition, I'étendue de son pouyetc.”, no date.
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out to their commander that “he exposes his troops, that they did not put enough prudence
in his enterprise, too much vivacity in his expedition.” Too proud to listen to his
inferiors, however the young man will tell them to “obey . . . | know my business, [but]
you do not know my mission.” Because the young nobles contain “a false love of glory,
an imprudent courage, a dangerous recklessness,” he will destine his troopsato “cert
death.” The “carnage of the brave men that he commands,” is enough of a crime in and
of itself, but d’Arros further explains that a battle lost in such a slaughten“oftanges

the destiny of the army,” and the war, as a whAdleBaron d’Arros may have spoken

from experience, as he held the rank of captain when he pennatkthisirein 1784, but
whether he had been a witness to such reckless youth and wasted lives or spoke out of
general knowledge, it is clear that he had very little respect for the hm@mn Wwe feared
commanded the majority of the French army by the 1780s.

Reformers also accused the high nobility of being “ruined by luxiify.One
described these “citizens of a distinguished rank,” as “useless to soaibby,instead of
inspiring acts of bravery or selflessness by their example, encourthgeeiiulation of
vanity.” These high nobles “live in opulence,” while doing little to serve the,statl
therefore their lifestyle only “apes dignity,” and is but the “ghost of ¢l&#y.This critic
accused the guilty members of the high nobility of play-acting as ngiléaders by
having all the trappings of military ceremony, pomp, and honor, without having any of
the skills, discipline, experience, or accomplishments necessary to msgit the

accoutrements. Though officers of the court embraced the wealth and luxury

9% SHAT, 1 M 1716, Baron D’Arros to Monseigneur le Mehal de Ségur, 24 March 1784.
97 SHAT, 1 M 1716, Baron D’Arros to Monseigneur le Mehal de Ségur, 24 March 1784.

498 SHAT, 1 M 1716, Baron D’Arros to Monseigneur le iehal de Ségur, 24 March 1784.

245



accompanying their rank, these elements also kept them from actuailyiegeheir

duties, and made them an embarrassing spectacle before their subordisdtes. A
chevalier Keralio remarked, “it is fair to say that the indiscipline ismtte subaltern
officers, but in the men holding the highest ranks of the army, who will always be

detestable . . . those that one so appropriately calls the high ntBiity

The provincial nobles of the lower ranks, who inhabited the opposite end of the
spectrum from the Court nobility, typically came from families that had long bee
steeped in French military service, but who lacked the wealth to maintain atamast
or support the expenses involved in serving in the higher ranks. These officers likely
received their education at one of the Ecoles Militaires that Louis XV lmqdlznd
Louis XVI had maintained specifically for members of the poorer nobility, andderve
the ranks of lieutenant, captain, and major in the king's army. These men would stay in
one rank for a great deal of time, while wealthier or better-connected nobtgses
available promotions. Despite these officers’ considerable experiengeatbly
achieved a rank higher than lieutenant colonel. This status frustrated the ptovinci
nobles and reformers, who saw these men as the core of the French army. The Baron
d’Arros lamented this “crowd of brave officers without wealth, and without planesi
advanced ranks that suffered from “inertia” because of the lack of promotion
opportunities or recognition. These officers were the “men of real merit” iarémeh
army, who had long waited to receive credit for their service, and to completenevit

high nobility for rank and career opportunitfés.

49 SHAT, 1 M 1717 Chev. de Keralio, “Mémoire abrémyé 'armée de France, pour étre joint au tableau
comparatif des armées de France, impériale etieruss, 1788, original emphases.
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Themémoiresf the baron d’Arros and the other strong-minded critics of the
army reflect the virulent concerns of reformers in the last decadeslib®French
Revolution. The Ségur resolution had not rid the army of young, incompetent, wealthy
men who dominated the upper ranks, because these men came not only from new noble
families but from the court. The biting criticism in these complaintsnagaourt nobles
reflects both reformers’ frustrations with the situation and their desirertotse
growing division between court and provincial nobles. Many believed that a Council of
War, called to redefine the French systems of promotion, finances, and the continuing
problems within the officer corps, would be able to make definitive rulings and ereate
more permanent and effective “constitution.”

A Council of War was patrticularly suited to this task, because it would be able to
do the work that a minister of war could not. Before 1787, when the Council of War
assembled to make definitive pronouncements regarding army matters, therroinis
war had been in charge of realizing recommended reforms and constant tumrtbeer i
ministry meant constant changes to the rules and regulations of the army. For the
previous twenty-six years, by Guibert’s account, the army has been, “floaimgdea
to idea, never conceiving of a general plaH.”A council would “give a consistence and
a base to the administration of the department of war,” so that every member of the
department would not feel “threatened by a sudden chaffge.”

Unlike a minister of war, the Council of War would be able to make difficult

decisions without becoming too embroiled in politics. “When a man is inept,” explained

1 SHAT, 1 M1790, Guibert, “Rapport au Roi sur laaeae division du travail du conseil de la guerre”,
1787-89.

02 GHAT, 1 M1944, Guibert, “Mémoire sur I'établisseme’un conseil de la guerre”, 1787.
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one anonymous reformer, “it is necessary to fire him. A minister does not dare . . . but

the Council of War can decide his retirement,” which would relieve the aray of
incompetent person, and prevent those who were not prepared for certain duties from
ever receiving high ranks; the minister of war would become “an intermediargdietw

King and the Council of War?®® If operating outside of the court, the Council of War

would be better able to “maintain the execution of laws, prevent continual fluctuations of
principles, put in order and economize expenses, and erect a blockade against pretensions
and to demands for favors* By consisting of several people, a Council would render
decisions more as a result of thoughtful debate than the whim of one person. Especially
in “a nation where the imagination marches always before judgment,” oneegfor

reasoned, it would be a great benefit to have a council “composed of the most serious and
experienced of men, who have seen the most.”

Adding to the now-dire urgency for a Council of War was the simultaneous
crumbling of old regime institutions. Discussions of military reform tookepéayainst a
backdrop of crisis in the crown’s finances, an Assembly of Notables tthdncean
convened to discuss the possibility of new taxes, and the growing unrest among civilians
in France. In the same year that the Council of War came to order, five of the venal
financiers for the state declared bankruptcy, dooming Finance-Ministenrigés fiscal

program. Amidst the financial crisis, the Assembly of Notables gathedidduss the

future of French politics, tax policy, and finance, and its members did not sympathize

3 SHAT, 1 M1716, anonymous mémoire, “Réflexions Géles sur la formation d’'un Conseil de Guerre,
sa difficulté, sa composition, I'étendue de sonymay etc.”, no date.

%4 SHAT, 1 M1944, Guibert, “Mémoire sur |'établisseme’un conseil de la guerre”, 1787.
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with the nobles of the court, which promised drastic reform ind®et@heir sentiments
mirrored Chevalier de Keralio’s who likewise argued that “if the court corditaue

dominate the army, [we] must lose all hop&” The great changes anticipated

throughout the governing system made the Council of War a part of this criticaltpome
in which it could not fail to institute new measures, or a new constitution, for the army t
follow. As Guibert ascended to his position as the head of the Council in 1787, he was
conscious of participating in a momentous occasion. “Never,” he said, “have the
circumstances added more to this moment of immediacy to form the Council of War and
to charge it with the renewal” of the army. Few officers were likehkihg of

Revolution in 1787, but the Council of War would set the stage for it.

Il. Great Expectations and Great Disappointment: The Council of War, 1787-1789
In 1787, the Council of War began its work of instituting reforms for the entire
army, creating a new constitution, improving soldiers’ conditions, cutting tthegatr
spending, and curbing the court nobility’s privileges. Officers, soldiers, anidmsvi
alike had great expectations that the Council’'s reforms would resolve all @ftthses”
that had been mounting for thirty years. As Guibert informed the king, if the Caodincil
War does not reform the military, “the army will stay without organizatios,
constitution with all its vices, the soldier in misery, all the militaggestn languor and
apathy, and the minister himself settles for retiring with distasts.’a Anilitary man,

[and] as a citizen,” Guibert swore to the king to “give to these corps a new camstigut

% Munro Price, “Politics: Louis XIV” irOld Regime Franced. William Doyle, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 241, 244.
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better composition and the ways to fulfill the functions with diligence and witt Z&4l

By 1789, the Council of War had passed numerous resolutions on details as small as what
soldiers were to wear, to larger questions on army organization. But insteadlofdulfi
reformers’ expectations, the Council of War only solidified noble privilege and
institutionalized the unofficial divisions within the officer corps, locking @nyof the

traditions that reformers had been combating for decades.

The Council of War reintroduced previous tensions regarding the soldiers’
condition in the army by simultaneously improving their living standard whileasang
discipline in a way that reformers could not have helped to see as contradidtery. T
Council augmented soldiers’ salary by six deniers (half a penny) a day, dltmke
improve their food,” and provided access to gardens in several provinces to help soldiers
sustain themselves. The most senior soldiers of the Order of St. Louis received an
additional pension”® As a sign of soldiers’ elevated status, officers were no longer
allowed to address them with the informal “tu,” but had to use the more respectful
“vous.” To help promising soldiers who had not received much education, the Council
required each regiment to establish a school for potential non-commissiolcedsafhi
teach them reading, writing, and basic mathematfcghese measures did continue the
reforms that began after the Seven Years’ War and formalized the oftioarsilitment
to their soldier-citizens, but seemed contradicted by the reintroduction of tiregbea

with a cane or the flat of a saber as a means of discipline. Guibert explaintistha

%8 SHAT, 1 M 1790, Guibert, “Rapport au Roi sur laaede division du travail du conseil de la guerre”,
1787-89.

"9 SHAT, 1 M 1790, Guibert, “Rapport au Roi sur laaede division du travail du conseil de la guerre”,
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regulation differed, because the blows could only be administered in a private
“punishment room” by senior-ranking officers, which would have “corrected the
principle inconveniences” of humiliation and dishonor to honor. Guibert’s reasoning,
and the Council’'s others measures on behalf of the soldier, however, did not batisfy t
expectations of officer and citizeti*

In 1789, either in preparation for the meeting of the Estates General,ror as a
official complaint to the new National Assembly, officers and civilianpamed lists of
complaints about the army in every province. They expressed their disappoiatadent
anger at the decisions of the Council of War concerning soldiers on the grounds that
soldiers, being citizens, deserved a great deal more respect than bexmgftetheir
service. The Regiment de Fores acknowledged that “military disciplines necessary
to maintain order, [as] it prepares [the army] for victory.” Discipline, dx@v “must not
be founded on slavery and fear,” which “destroys the general enthusiasm, tmsinati
honor that characterizes the French military man” and makes him loathe taddelge
soldier in the eyes of his fellow citizend™ According to the Regiment de Fores, by
disciplining the soldier in this manner, or by treating him with any level ofidjstee
army was also harming and depriving the nations’ citizens: “The soldigitatesthe
army like the people constitute the nation: their rights are confounded, because ea
soldier is a citizen, and each citizen can become a soldier.” Because the li@enbetw
citizen and soldier had crumbled, the nation’s greatest interest was in “frieeisgldier

from the slavery in which he moaned, and to never abandon him to the arbitrary

*LSHAT, 1 M 1790, Guibert, “Rapport au Roi sur la@ede division du travail du conseil de la guerre”,
1787-89.

*12GHAT, 1 M 1907, “Réclamations des officiers du Relg Fores”, 1 September 1789.
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ministers, that in their frequent changes destroy almost all the work of their
predecessors’®® The officers from the infantry regiment of Aunia heartily agreed. They
defined a soldier as a “French citizen [who] is born free,” who “sacrificesdividual
liberty . . . for the liberty of all, for the security of their days, of their prigpand for the
glory of the state.” Thegatrie,” is therefore obligated to “reenter the soldier into his
rights,” since he “elected to give up those rights in the first place to proseetlow
citizens.®* When the Regiment of Auvergne sent their complaints to the National
Assembly, they snidely swiped at the Council of War adding, “the august agseitbl
not be indifferent to the sort of patriot warriors, always ready to spill their btodddir
country.”®® The work of the reformers in the 1760s and 1770s to “citizen-ize” the
French soldier, supported by descriptions of American citizen armies eyitlentgd the
soldier into a citizen in the minds of many officers. They therefore resp@ugnantly
when the Council of War made some changes to improve the soldier’s condition, but
reinstated the hated blows. From the perspective of these officers, the decrteeet
some of the progress they had made on behalf of the soldiers to that point.

Guibert and the Council proved more successful with its reduction of French army
expenses, but those reforms elicited angry reactions from officers of the Gauipert
and the Council resented maintaining a large army during times of peace, whichydid ve
little and cost a great deal to the state. Much of this large, inactive armytedmsis

specialized corps, whose function was more ceremonial than war fighting, stheh as

*3SHAT, 1 M 1907, “Réclamations des officiers du Relg Fores”, 1 September 1789.
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maison militaire(the king’'s personal troops), that attracted wealthy sons of the high
nobility and gave them prestigious rank in the army and society. St. Germarretddd t
reduce thenaison militaire but had been thwarted by concerns about “young men of
quality, for whom a military career was their only option.” Critics had coimgdiathat
the army was forced to compromise a better military constitution “for theasakese
young lords, the particular advantage of some of the [great] familiesalrelete with
fortune and favors from the king™® Guibert and the Council agreed with the critics, and
cut themaison militairedrastically, as well as many of the ranks and positions in the
officer corps that served as holding places for wealthy nobles who desirearhgh but
for whom there was no current opening. These positions awarded military rank without
requiring any actual service, creating a terrible fiscal strain ortatee SGuibert put an
end to “this monstrous inactive army, that increases the number of ranks in the army to
excess, opens the door to an immense abt$eSince this practice was “a continual
object of distaste” for other officers and led to the “extinction of emulatioméoattive
army”, Guibert received some praise for ending the abusive pratticEhese measures
struck a heavy blow to the high nobility, however, and increased the tensions tltht alrea
existed between the wealthier court nobility and the poorer provincial nobility.

Those preexisting tensions exploded when the Council instituted a system of two-
track advancement, an idea that ministers of war had considered before, but rezler dar

to create. In 1780, minister of war Maréchal de Ségur contemplated developangndiff

*18 Author UnknownDe I'Esprit Militaire (Londres, 1783), 216-218.

*"SHAT, 1 M 1790, Guibert, “Rapport au Roi sur laaede division du travail du conseil de la guerre,”
1787-89.
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promotional tracks for the provincial and court nobles as a means of professngniiiezi
army, but feared it would create too much disorder and resentment within the office
corps. Guibert and the Council did institute this reform in 1788, which would start court
nobles and provincial nobles on different promotional tracks, keeping the lower-ranking
officers in the more functional positions of the army, and allowing the courttydbili

have the advanced ranks, but without as much direct military involvement. Offm@rs f

the provincial nobility would enter the ranks asaget-gentilhommer as a second

lieutenant, and then advance through the lower ranks by seniority. The highest rank that
these nobles could achieve, and few would obtain it, would be lieutenant-colonel, but
those who held the rank would command in place of the colonel whenever he was absent
(and he would likely be absent frequently). Since the majors oversaw the instradtion a
discipline of a regiment, and the colonel (or lieutenant colonel in his place) conunande
the regiment, this type of advancement would in effect allow the provincial nobles t
command the majority of the army’s functions and forces competently.

Officers of the court nobility had to follow a different process of promotion that
involved much less service than the provincial officers, but more service than they ha
been accustomed to under the old system. After entering the army with the
recommendation of the king, these young men would serve in unpaid positions for five
months a year and replace regular officers as needed. In five yeagsiabéss would
be eligible to be a full colonel in the king’s army. The fast-track advanceandrhe
prestige in being part of the “first nobility” or the “upper nobility” would attithe
courtiers who preferred the military honors and high rank to actual service, andhedlow

Council to have more control over who advanced to what rank. Isolating the court
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nobility into a different group sequestered from the regular nobility would also prevent
wealthy nobles from competing for rank with the provincial nobility, the “backbone” of
the army>*®

The Council of War instituted the two-track advancement with the aim of
increasing the professionalism and the effectiveness of the French areatthe same
time preserving the privileges of the wealthy court nobility. While on paper, gtensy
may have seemed reasonable to some, provincial nobles perceived it as formal
declaration of the court nobility’s superiority. Even if it had always been uylikat a
member of the provincial nobility would obtain the rank of general, it had remained a
possibility. Now, there was almost no legal opportunity for provincial officershigee
such a high rank, regardless of their merit. Incensed officers arguedetinaithty’s
members had always had equal value before the king, and that this “ridiculous
ordinance,” divided “the ancient and respectable corps of the French noBflitjigbles
from the Baillage of Toul found this practice to be inherently unfair, and theyl diskt
the “merit and the services [be] reunited in the military state,” by maltirggntlemen
“eligible for all ranks and dignities®** Other provinces, like the Bailliage de Tourain,

specifically demanded a return of the “the most perfect equality estalilisbisveen all

the officers of Francé??

19 BjaufarbThe French Army41-44.

*2«y/ceux d’un Citoyen,” cited in Blaufariareers, Talents, Merit4.
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As Rafe Blaufarb has pointed out, this plea for equality to be returned to the
French nobility was not a forward-looking call for #galitéof the French Revolution,
but a plea to return to a time when the nobility was not corrupted by luxury, decadence,
or favoritism; when each noble officer rose through the appropriate ranks becausse of hi
personal merit to increase the glory of the KifigThis ideal time may have never
existed, but the provincial officers seemed to recognize a pattern of the colity nobi
pulling closer and closer into itself in the 1780s. The ségur Resolution had eddtnit
officer corps to nobles who had at least four generations of noble blood in their veins,
enclosing the officer corps around a smaller group of more elite nobles. Thigeneas
helped the provincial nobility by eliminating wealthy competition for rank. fde
tightening of the officer corps, however, brought the upper nobility closer to the king, the
court, the highest ranks, and the honors and privileges that went with them, while
instituting a model that increased the provincial nobility’s distance from titerce
Perhaps they also feared that they had become the new “fringe of the nobility” whose
status and place in society could be reduced even further in favor of the court nobles
Guibert answered these complaints on behalf of the Council of War, arguing that
the reforms had intended to standardize military practices and elimmetesa Before
the Council, he reminded them, “nothing was more arbitrary,” than the systems of
promotion in the army, and now the Council “is making things unifotfi.Guibert
reiterated that the king had requested the Council to “establish a better otdeg®f t

like the destruction of these abuses and the re-establishment of an order that is more

523 Blaufarb,Careers, Talent, Merjt52.
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intelligent and more economical in all the parts of the department of Raflecting on

the volumes omémoiresaaddressed to the Council of War as they considered what to
institute, Guibert argued that, “the cry of the public joins that of the intentiohs of t

king.” According to Guibert, “it was the opinions of the army itself that soliciletie
changes” in order to “finally establish some stability in the ideas and coineeence in

the principles” of the military constitutioi> Guibert’s responses to the critics of the
Council of War were to no avail. As the ultimate sign of how the two-track advanteme
had upset the nobility, Guibert faced disgrace when he offered his services to the
province of Berry in March of 1789 to represent the second estate in the Estated. Gener
Guibert could not even deliver his address before being shouted down with cries that he
had “humiliated the nobility,” and he sought sanctuary in a neighboring catfdral.

The Council of War’s decisions and the French army’s protest of them left the
French army in a very precarious position in 1788 and 1789. The army had not simply
divided over the past decade into provincial nobles against court nobles, but had fallen
into a state of confusion. There was a consensus within the Estates Genetta¢ that “
council of war of 1788 so overturned the army that it has disgusted the officers and the
soldiers; nobody knows their place anymotg."But it was not just the Council of War
that had “discombobulated” the army, but the differing and competing ideas of what the
French army was. By the 1780s, the French army had had a long history of being a

strictly aristocratic institution, but it had failed in the Seven Years’ \afad,then had

% SHAT, 1 M 1790, Guibert, “Rapport au Roi sur laaede division du travail du conseil de la guerre”,
1787-89.
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257



been recast during the American Revolution as an army that was compatibleasatd s
similar values, with a citizen army. Decades of reform had citizen-izesbttiers in the
minds of many officers, and as the events of 1789 would show, in the soldiers
themselves. Throughout the latter half of the eighteenth century, theseshaerg
hobbled by an uncompromising commitment to the contradictory principles surrounding
noble privilege.

These competing ideas of what the French army was, and therefore how it would
operate made the army extremely ineffective during the riots in the pesvamel in Paris
in 1787, 1788, and 1789. While members of the Council of War and their adversaries
had been battling for a working constitution, the Estates General had been summoned,
France’s finances had exploded, and peasants had begun to resist giving over their
precious grain during a season of famine. The French army had become embrhited in t
move towards revolution—the state of the army was consistent with the stag¢e of t
nation. As the broken army tried to respond to the violence building around it, some
officers tried to maintain a hold on their aristocratic duties, others exhibited the
displeasure by refusing to follow orders and subdue the populace, and soldiers defected t
the side of their fellow citizens. By resurrecting beatings for soldmalgnstituting the
two-track advancement for officers, the Council of War added to the confusion nggardi
the direction of the French army, creating an environment where offiadso#tiers

became reticent to follow orders.

lll. Aristocratic Rupture and the Rise of the National Guard
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From 1787 through 1789, riots broke out across France over the scarcity of grain
and the price of bread. The season of 1789 marked the third successive crop failure, and
especially from June through August, residents of the provinces feared staagsthey
waited for the new crop to be harvest&t The dwindling grain supply resulted in a
great deal of violence between peasants, artisans, and town authorities over its
distribution. In the small town of Limoux, for example, a crowd of nearly a thousand
people forced itself into the town hall and demanded that the authorities seal thiegrana
in the town to prevent it from being removed. They increased their demands the next day
by insisting that taxes be abolished and the grain distributed to the needy ofrihe tow
When the authorities refused, protestors stormed the municipal offices and dumped the
account books into the local riv&". Even if authorities succeeded in removing the grain,
it was susceptible to being forcibly seized by jobless and starving vagabahds as
traveled across the countrysitfé. Adding to the urgency and intensity of these riots was
the opportunity for peasants, artisans, and town dwellers to voice their comiplaings
cahiers de doléancea collection of complaints to be sent to the Estates General, and
ruminate over the fiscal inequities in French society. The scarcityaof gnd the
political climate, combined, made the various regions of France resist g@argrnm
interference.

In scenes reminiscent of the Flour Wars of 1775, the most recent clash between

soldiers and peasants over grain, French troops arrived in several of the riotingteegions

% Alan ForrestParis, the Provinces, and the French Revolugidew York, Oxford University Press,
2004), 59; Jacques Godechbhe Taking of the Bastille July",4789trans. Jean Stewart (New York:
Charles Scribner’'s Sons, 1970), 128.

% GodechotThe Taking of the Bastilld 30.

53%bid., 130.
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disperse the angry populace, regulate the distribution of grain, and protect bakeries—but
this time the army proved much less successful in quelling the violence. In some
instances, troops did successfully disperse rioters. On April 20, 1789, in Avancon, for
example, armed peasants inspired villagers from a nearby town to sack tlae elhate
Valserres, whose lord was absent. Fortunately for the lord, a light cavdlscattered

the peasants and town dwellers before they did any damage to thé*¢aistlether

areas, the army responded to rioters, but was attacked in turn, and was much less
successful in controlling the violence. Such was the case when the villagerthé

areas surrounding Amiens attacked a convoy of 11 carts of wheat under &n Eseor
officer “commanded them to disperse,” and when they did not, “he was obliged teerepuls
them by force, [but] they continued to assail him with rocks.” He ordered his troops to
fire on them, killing two and wounding five peasants. Only then did the rioters allow the
wheat to pass by. The commanding officer left soldiers in the area over night tat preve
further uprisings, but the peasants threw one soldier into the water, “burned tisé dfai
another, and let the third one Y3. Similar scenes occurred throughout France, and

many towns requested the presence of soldiers to maintain the peace. The Duc de
Baurron complained that “the citizens of Falaize are without defense towpogsilace
whose seditious dispositions have manifested in a very worrying manner.tisBetiae

help of the ordinary police are insufficient in our town, the maintenance of good order

and public security demand the continual residence of a regim&ntWhile during

%31 |bid., 129.
32 SHAT, 4 A 54, Somniyevue, 1789.
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previous riots, the Duc de Baurron’s request would have been reasonable, the riots of the
1780s proved difficult to suppress, even when the soldiers carried out their duties agains
the populace, which they often did not.

One difficulty with restoring order in the provinces was the relative shortage of
troops for the size of the problem. The fact that these riots occurred throughoet Franc
over the same two-year period, instead of being localized in one general tre&lasir
Wars had been, inhibited the French army’s ability to respond sufficiently oifcer
supposed that “if there is a chain of troops established on the frontier for preveating th
exportation of grains,” then it might give the people of France confidence thgrihe
would stay in France and provide the necessary “liberty to transport [itJdrommce to
province.” There were not, of course, enough available troops to line the frontier. Even
if there were, “the people are so fired up,” he said, “that there would be #iegjre
danger to employ the troops here unless they arrive in great féfc&tie French army
found itself in a position where there were too many places needing troops throughout the
country to concentrate them in just one location, but at the same time, so masyhplhce
such violent riots that they could not be quelled but by a large concentration of troops.

Adding to the army’s problems in responding to this crisis were officers and
soldiers who either chose to be insubordinate or sided with the rebelling populace. The
recent unpopular rulings of the Council of War gave provincial officers littentnge to
follow orders. Some officers followed a passive-aggressive approach, sheh as t
officers of the Austraise-Infanterie who responded to the request for troQsmnoble
in 1788, but did so very slowly. Other officers submitted their resignations when asked

to lead troops in quelling the riots, such as officers from Brittany who refusedymaoéar

34 SHAT, 4 A 54, M. le De la Touodurig, 11 Septemb@8s9.
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orders in Rennes. In Toulouse, one officer submitted his resignation, reasoning that “i
was not the business of the army to attack citizefts.”

Troops followed a similar suit, being insubordinate or having cause to join the
rebelling populace. In d’Aversus, for example, M. le Cte. Esterhazy met wittuliiyf
when transporting grain, because the soldiers who had come to guard it siddaewit
rioters. The soldiers had quieted the area to allow for the transport of grawhdiut
inhabitants complained that the price of bread was too high, the soldiers agreed, and
refused to enforce the new price. A similar event had already occubDeday, where
“the soldiers of the troops of the king were themselves asking for a diminution for the
price of bread, preventing” them from executing their ord&ttike the officers who
were reluctant to obey orders, French troops could have been insubordinate in order to
protest the recent declarations from the Council of War, but they were most likely
reacting to their officers’ long-term attempts to “citizen-izegm.

As discussed in Chapter 3, reformers of the French army had been working to turn
the French soldiers into citizens for decades. While reform on paper would notynstant
translate to changes within the ranks, the increased appeal to patriotism afidatient
with a form of citizenship likely translated in ways that the French offizagdsnot
originally intended. French officers responded to the loss of the Seven YeailsyWar
consulting Greek and Roman texts and contemplating ancient citizen armiesewith t
ultimate intention of rendering the French army more effective. Turningksoldiers

into patriotic citizens, who would naturally desire to fight for tipaitrie, agreed with

3 Jean Paul Bertau@he Army of the French Revolution: From citizerdsss to instrument of Power
trans. R.R. PalmefPrinceton: Princeton University Press: 1979), 23.
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“French national character,” unlike the discipline of cold, mechanical, Prussian
“automatons.” Reformers’ attempts at citizen-izing the soldiers hav& succeeded,
because by 1789, soldiers were sympathizing with civilians, something they had neve
done before. The increased sympathetic relationship between soldiers andi#res civil
they were supposed to subdue emerged as a likely unforeseen consequence of this
“citizen-ization” process, which rendered the French army ineffectivarmmst of

enforcing royal will in the countryside, or coercing the peasants andwgilers into
paying taxes. Despite a long history of mutual loathing, by 1788, soldiers had been
slowly citizen-ized, and evidently saw civilians not as domestic enemiess lheffow-
citizens, and sympathized with their plight.

The other event which had occurred since the Flour Wars of 1775 that would have
made soldiers reluctant to fire on citizens was the re-imaging of émelrarmy that
occurred during and after the American Revolution. Jacques Godechot views the
American Revolution as a significant contributor to the soldiers’ new attitodesds
civilians. Some of the soldiers “had fought in America side by side with the dolonia
insurgents from 1778-1783,” and were therefore “not immune to the appeal of new ideas,
to the glamour of the great principles of liberty and equality.Godechot is not alone in
this perception. In 1959, Forrest MacDonald conducted a study of the French soldiers
who served in the American Revolution. He compared where American Revolutionary
veterans had served in France to the regions that saw the most violence duriegt¢he Fr
Revolution. McDonald discovered a direct correlation between where returning
American Revolutionary veterans served and those areas of greatestevidienc

interpreted the data as an indication that the French soldier had absorbeddiué ide

3 GodechatThe Taking of the Bastilld 31.
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liberty and equality in America, and wanted to end economic feudalism in Efince
This correlation could have several explanations, but it is not the only indicatiohehat t
veterans of the American Revolution could have impacted how their fellow soldiers
responded in the late 1780s to civilian riots.

As discussed in chapter four, however, the greatest impact of the American
Revolution was not felt in France because of returning veterans, but because of the
plethora of written or illustrated sources about the American Revolution thedtsalt
popular culture in France. French ideas about the importance of ancient \vadues a
citizenship had been reinforced by the images of America that floodedethehRyublic
sphere. These images not only depicted the American citizens as comphbterd fido
had experienced the sufferings of military life, but showcased the Franglaarthe
ultimate champion of civilian rights. By 1783, the image of the army was no ltraer
of an instrument that the king could use against the people, but one that the king used to
defend his people. The relationship between soldiers and civilians had therefore,become
in some minds, far less adversarial and far more rooted in mutual duty and obligation.

This new understanding between civilians and soldiers seen in the French army
was matched by a new understanding that civilians and citizens had of th&insélig
with the army and their rights to serve in that army. Just as the membersexfdhd s
estate voiced their expectations for the French army in their complaints it
Council of War, so members of the third estate presented their expectationsaionyhe
in thecahiers de doléanced.ike the soldiers, they, too, saw their role as French citizens

changing, and many expressed eagerness to serve in the army as offiasto or

538 Forrest McDonald, “The Relation of the French Rea¥eterans of the American Revolution to the Fall
of Feudalism in France 1789-1792§ricultural History Magaziné1 (1951): 151-161.
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support thepatrie and fulfill their duties as citizens. While officers had envisioned
making the army more professional by opening the officer corps to talented and
experienced individuals of the second estate, the majority of citizensogr@dsnaking
the French army an actual citizen army, by opening the officer corps to angonarfy
estate with the talent and desire to serve. Like the soldiers who refugedto the
citizens, these civilian citizens also campaigned for a citizen army.

Members of the third estate imagined an army with an officer corps open to all
men of military merit, regardless of class or wealth. One province recdghizéorder
of the nobility” as “very necessary in a monarchy,” but wanted to see it ¢isacklizved
of its “pecuniary privileges” and “honorific prerogatives” to become more inWittethe
province’s “public rights.” These changes included that the “third estate bager|
excluded in the future the rank of officer of the army or the navy,” as theseierslus
only “snuff out emulation>° Another province similarly pointed out that the nobility
“enjoys fiefs, and has privileges and honors” because it is “solely oblitmatgdto war.”
These privileges, however, were obsolete, because “this obligation . . . has passigd entir
to the people, who have neither fiefs nor privileges nor honors, and does not even have
the same enjoyment of their rights,” even though it is more attachedpattie>*°
Residents of the province of Limousin asked that the king “declare that childnen fr
honest families can be admitted to the service in the capacity of offieagardless of
the family’s social rank. The bailliage de Reims simply asked that “dmeb@rs of the

third estate” be allowed to “rise to the rank of officer, then be promoted to lighest
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ranks, according to their merit,” which in 1789 had just been placed of out reach of even
the provincial nobility>**

The military-hopefuls writing to the Estates General suggested nesdbkat
would solidify the new relationship between soldiers and civilians as partneys. The
encouraged the army not to conscript or bribe men to be soldiers, but to rely on voluntary
enlistment as “the best way to recruit troops.” If the French army paid soldiftrsnd
kept its promises of providing respectful treatment, then “well-born men would enroll
voluntarily,” and the army would no longer be a collection of the most miserable
members of the stat&? Each province would “recruit a portion of its population,”
whose soldiers would be more inspired to defend its natal territory and the people in it.
As a safeguard against any French troops acting violently against the mopuiatv
soldiers would “take an oath to the king and the country, and notably to make no use of
their arms against the nation, nor to spill the blood of its citiz&sThe French army
had pledged itself, in literature, images, and its own rhetoric, as the defefr@er of
citizens during and after the American Revolution, and civilians expected the French
army to sustain and realize that new approach.

In keeping with their insistence that no one should be conscripted into the French
army, citizens also demanded the end of obligatory service in the Frencd. nTihis
hated institution, which, as discussed in chapter one, was a means of providing extra

cannon fodder for the French army out of untrained, unwilling, impoverished peasants,

541 A.N., Cahier de Doléances in the Archives Parleaiezs de 1787-1860 ed. MM. J. Mavidal and E.
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came under universal attack. None of¢hbiers de doléancemplaining about the
milice resented the idea of citizens being involved in military service, only the agpect
themilice that compelled them to serve. The parish of Croissy-sous-Chatou condemned
themilice as “the greatest scourge of the army” because it was responsible fog tbesin
only sons of poor families to enlist in the army and leave them devastated bgithis*de
For people in the provinces, the “burden oftibce” combined “all the injustices
possible”, but the baillage of Nemours felt certain that “natural equeddyFrench
honor” would not allow thenilice to continue, as the rich men who could escape it were
“touched by the misfortune of their fellow citizens> In place of the hated and soon-to-
be abolishednilice, the parish d’Essonnes envisioned replacing it with “provincial and
voluntary militias,” that would allow all members of the third estate—inclutheg
wealthy ones—to contribute to the defense of the coutfryThese cited examples
present a general sense of the universal hatred afitive as a pressed service that
targeted poorer members of the third estate, and the simultaneous eagernédss of eac
province to erect a volunteer military service that incorporated the entire s$tatd.eBy
these accounts, it was not the military service that the provinces objected he faat t
that it was an obligation. In order for thelice to become a citizen-militia, it had to rise
out of the incentive of its volunteers.

French citizens who supported the notion of a citizen army were not going to wai

for the French line army to institute it. From 1787 through 1790, many provinces
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exercised their self-proclaimed right to a volunteer-only citizen m#itithe same time

that representatives to the Estates General were articulating he Asench army failed

in containing the riots and chaos in the provinces, French citizens took it upon themselves
to provide protection and order in the forms of their own citizen militias.

In the late spring and summer of 1789, the city of Lille responded to violent
outbreaks over the scarcity of grain by creating its own army of bourgeo&ncitiz
soldiers—a forerunner to the National Guard that would soon become an official branch
of the army in Paris. The French army had sent troops to Lille to maintain order, but
when violence did break out, they could not contain it for long. Despite “the power of
the troops, the orders given by M. de Momroiser, and all possible prudence,” one market
day in late April ended with a great deal of turmoil, and “the pillage of severkéma
stalls and all the bread store” The market had begun as usual, but by 11:00, large
crowds had gathered at the grain stalls, and troops arrived to calm and dismiss them. The
crowd became violent with the arrival of some women who “excited the men, and the
greatest part of the remaining grain was pillaged.” The riot turned adansiin’s
bakers, who were “robbed, their houses broken into, and most of them very badly
treated.” Two men accused of hording “were assaulted in their houses, and all their
windows broken with stones.” Finally, the crowds dispersed around nightfall. The
commander of the troops “took the wisest measures to assure the peace of thé village
posting guards at the entrances to the bakeries, “so that the town does not go without

bread.®*®
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If the riot had been solely about grain prices and availability, then the French
troops’ actions to guard the bakers and their stores may have been sufficiamtttorm
order, but M. Esmangart knew the demonstration had also been “excited by the
pamphlets [billets] that come from different neighborhoods with the motto ‘win gt die’
accompanied by the “symbol of sedition” in this courfyDespite the troops’ initial
attempts at controlling the violence in Lille, they either became inaféeahd
abandoned the town, or were recalled to another area, as the next letteill&rcame
months later from a new band of home-grown soldiers. Having organized themselves to
combat the violence, they addressed the minister of the army in hopes of obtaining
legitimacy and more weapons.

The letter presented this new citizen militia as entirely negeswathe security
of Lille, and operating under the jurisdiction of the new government and the king. The
anonymous author described the violence towards government officials in the town as
extreme, requiring immediate action. In mid July, “towards the evening, badly
intentioned men arrived in a mob at the home of M. Desoursins, the pensioner of the
village of Lille, and they savagely pillaged the house.” The homes of the sgatelnd
the intendant were also attacked and “entirely burned down.” The lettersejtarated
himself from the violence, attributing it to peasants who “would not be pleased but by
blood” and were actively “searching for victims.” In response to this violendepat of
a need for self-protection, “some good citizens hurried to unite, and to enroll thesnsel
in a militia that all the honest men desire very much to be established.” Though the
uniting of these new citizen soldiers did restore temporary peace, theMetéempressed

that “it is necessary to arm ourselves, and to arm ourselves promptly” in@tertain

9 SHAT, 4 A54, M. Esmangart to M. de Puysegur, .i88 April 1789.
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the rioters permanently. Many of the citizens of the town agreed, and gathéred at
Hotel de Ville to elect the new officers. As a result, “M. the comte de HueM. le Ch.
de Brayan and M. Beghemi of Benslin were respectively named commandimglgene
commander in second, and third,” and “two thousand citizens” pledged to be under their
command and “under arms.” This newly established army had proved successful thus
far, as “the union, the intelligence, the zeal of the leaders of the cammaitt the
volunteers reestablished the calm for a little time, the blood of no citizendf|¢ared]
only two of the guilty perished under the glory of the law.” The letter-writgphasized,
however, that while the citizen army of Lille was initially successiuis only with
keeping arms at hand that one could prevent the calmness from erupting [into violence]
again.®® Successive letters confirmed that the committee and the new citizéa milit
had become legitimate and permanent: it held formal ceremonies where mehitbers
militia swore oaths to protect the people, and it continued the requests for government
sanctions™*

The actions at Lille and the letter-writers’ methods of relating ttiéierentiated
the citizen militia from temporary organizations that kept the peace, likailice when
it acted as a police force, and characterized it as a permanent fightieg flortkeeping
with thecahiers de doléancesequests for equal participation in the army, the citizens of
Lille saw their role of citizen as having a military component. Civilizaxd never had a
role in the army during the old regime, as the army had been the property tdy of
noble officer corps and of the conscripted soldiers who, once in the army, resigned

forever their connection with peasants of the country or artisans of the town. These

S0 SHAT, 4 A 54, Lille, 1789.

S1SHAT, 4 A 54, Lille, 27 July 1789.
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citizens were acting more like the widely circulated image of Americatiamen
organizing a legitimate fighting force, recognized and funded by the goeatnemtirely
of their own initiative>>?

The fall of the Bastille, which followed closely on the heels of Lille’s wcéizen
army, represented the culmination of citizens and soldiers combining forces and
determining the direction of military violence. The story of the Bastilfansliarly told
as one in which the people of Paris, frustrated by the oppressive old regime, freed the
political prisoners from the Bastille prison, a symbol of oppression itself, andeatteala
Revolution in France on July 14, 1789. At the same time, the fall of the Bastille
represented a new military order. Just as in Lille, citizens iis Rad proclaimed
themselves part of a new “national guard” with the aim of controlling the vielienie
city. As in other provinces, many soldiers and the local policegdlages-francais
sympathized with them and aided their efforts. In an earlier altercatiomisn $tane
gardes-francaidiad refused to fire on the rioters, which cemented their growing role as
the new allies of the Third Estate. As more troops poured into Paris to quell the ttioting a
the behest of Louis XVI, civilians grew anxious and wanted to arm themselves. While
the Bastille may have been a symbol of aristocratic oppression, it was moreimipa
military arsenal, and these self-proclaimed citizen-soldiers neeelgglons in order to be
effective. Officials hesitated to arm the volunteers for the guard, but theese m
discovered that most of the weapons in Paris were being held in the Bastille, and on July

14, gathered to retrieve theffi. When they heard that French citizens met with

52 For more examples of communities who followedrailsir pattern as Lille, see Godech®he Taking of
the Bastille 132-133.

%53 GodechotThe Taking of the Bastilld 97-198.
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resistance when they demanded arms from the Bastille, large numbarsged-
francaisesand soldiers ran to the citizens’ aid. Together they laid siege to the Bastille
and emptied it of weapons. While many soldiers did stay loyal to their reginugnto

75 men per regiment deserted during the days surrounding July 14. Others recorded

hearing soldiers declare that they would dismantle their weapons if orddneddn the

554
S)

people’®™ Samuel Scott has counted 54 regular soldiers who helped Parisians dismantle
the Bastille, but argued that there must have been many more participantemghwtv
recognized> The fall of the Bastille, while it stands as a symbolic beginning of the
French Revolution, also represents the forging of a citizen army, when thetiwezbe

who was a citizen and who was a soldier blurred to the point where trained soldiers of the
line army could protest with citizens, and citizens could arm themselves/t® s

alongside the soldiers as allies with the same mission.

This new relationship between citizens and soldiers, and the possibility of being
both a citizen and a soldier at the same time, became formalized with thercoédlie
National Guard in Paris. Like the Fall of the Bastille, the creation of dtiemal Guard
is very similar to the bourgeois citizen army in Lille. In Lille, town leaded decided
to create their own army to regulate the violence, and on July 15 in Paris, the Nationa
Assembly did the same. Like the fall of the Bastille, Paris’s Nationat@&was not the

first exhibition of the new attitudes in France towards citizens and soldierss but i

creation in Paris “would assure the success of the municipal revolution &eseyelse”

554 bid., 185.

% Scott, The Line Army59.
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in France’®® By July 13, 1789, the National Assembly had already decided that “the
people should guard the people,” and though the king was reluctant to agree, wanted to
create the kind of bourgeois-citizen militia that was already in place in otees af
France>’ In addition to institutionalizing the existing citizen-soldier relationskig, t
National Assembly acknowledged the influence of the American Revolution by
appointing Lafayette as its chigf The choice of Lafayette reflects the degree to which
the experience of France in the American Revolution, both at home and abroad, shaped
the early days of France’s citizen army. The National Assembly, in chdcsiagette,
communicated that they had in mind the type of citizen militia that America had
purportedly enjoyed—of hardy citizens prepared for their country’s defensayeltiafs
previous experiences fighting in a citizen army during the American Resoltade
him a legitimate choice, both to the new leaders of the French government and to the
people so eager to create their own citizen militia. To have an “Americaharge of
Paris’ citizen-militia speaks both to the influence of the American Revolutidheir
intentions for the National Guard.

When organized in this fashion, the National Guard attracted all kinds of
volunteers from traditional soldiers to traditional citizens who wanted to be af fitsrt
ranks. The formegardes-francaisesf Paris joined, as well as a large number of
deserters from the Swiss regiments of the French army. Lafayetieeolp@rmission

from the king to allow deserters from the army to join the National Guard, as many

°%¢ Georges Carrot,a Garde Nationale : Une force publique amibdRearis: L’Harmattan, 2001), 19.
> Ipid., 41.

%8 |_ucien de ChillyLe premier ministre constitutionnel de la guerre Tour du Pin. Les origines de
I'armée nouvelle sous la constitutigRaris, 1909), 39.
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already had, and the choice became so popular that many soldiers deserteahyheir ar
regiments with the aim of joining the National Guard. The National Guard alssteahsi
of artisans, and citizens from all walks of life, truly makingMational Guard, and not
just a small collection of zealots. Following the example that the capital thawlasgy
local chapters of the National Guard appeared all over France. Some provinces, such as
Rouen, boasted multiple corps of bourgeois militia, so eager were citizens to join
France’s new national fighting force. Neither was this new force subsetwidre

French army of the old regime, for its leader, Lafayette, “the most @omain of the era,
was on equal footing with the minister of war> France’s citizen army had come into
being during the last two years of the old regime, and the day after the fall cigtiéeB

it had been institutionalized as the citizen army of France, with an Amesétaran at its

head.

Conclusion

Was the French citizen army a product of the French Revolution or the old
regime? Two arguments stand out as reasons for attributing the creahiercitiizen
army to the French Revolution. First, the timing of the creation of the National Guard a
a new fighting force, simultaneous with the fall of the Bastille and the outbreh& of
French Revolution, would seem to indicate that the citizen army represenigden s
revolutionary, break with the old regime. Additionally, the National Guard did not
replace the French army institutionally, suggesting that the National Gaarderhaps a
citizen fighting force, but not a citizearmy. For these reasons, one might think that the

real citizen army of France emerged during the French Revolution witletiée len

9 Chilly, La Tour du Pip 40-45.
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Masse as a reformed line army. As Alan Forrest pointed out, the “citiziasrand
National Guard units were created locally, their powers remained limited ttefense
of property and local policing,” whereas the line army, dysfunctional though ihenay
been, remained the sole instrument for the defense of Ff&n&ais perspective again
suggests that the French citizen army did not emerge until 1793, and was pureguth
of the French Revolution.

| argue that by 1789 the French line army, while still in existence, hadieeco
nearly useless principally because it still operated under aristoasatimptions and
ineffective policies that were no longer tolerated by the wider populacemany of the
officers. By 1789, any aristocratic military organization was no longertaldperate as
an effective fighting force.
The National Guard and the other citizen militias springing up throughout the country
acted as the “new army of France,” because they could be effective,ashbeeline
army could not. Furthermore, the National Guard, like the militias of the Aameri
colonies and England, did represent a citizen army: it was an armed fatszdrem
the initiative of its members for the defense of France, consisting of botanetand
civilians who had never taken part in military training. While it never combated the
armies of Prussia or Austria, it did arise as a direct response to the presameiitafy
threat—the king's regiments, which arrived in Paris and the provinces to cadns aoid
collect grain that peasants could not spare. The National Guard, therefore, eseméepr
the institutionalization of a citizen army as the army of France. TherfdaGuard

and citizen militias of France stand not only as the beginning of a new mdreriput as

°80 Alan ForrestSoldiers of the French Revolutigpurham: Duke University Press, 1990), 26.
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the end result of decades of effort on the part of French officers and civiltarsw
interested in reform. The citizen army did not spring up in France suddenly and
unexpectedly, but had been cultivated slowly since the end of the Seven YearsdVar a
was realized as a concrete possibility during the American Revolution. As Roge
Chartier observed, something must be “conceivable” before it can be enacted, and the
citizen-ization of the soldier, combined with the impact and examples of thacamer
Revolution, made the citizen army of France conceivable. This dissertatioghed ar
that the National Guard, and the other citizen militias which took control of France in
1788 and 1789, would not have been possible without the decades of reform after the
Seven Years’ War, and the citizen-soldier example and popular cultural imphaet of
American Revolutiort®* While the citizen army bloomed during the French Revolution,

it had been planted and tended during the old regime.

%1 Roger ChartierThe Cultural Origins of the French Revoluti@@urham: Duke University Press, 1991),
2.
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Conclusion

Throughout this dissertation, | have argued that the citizen army of Frahcetdi
arise as a result of the French Revolution withLiée en Masséut was a product of
the old regime. It rose in conjunction with the Revolution, in the form of the National
Guard, leaving the Bastille in ruins in its wake. Even as the National Guandsiitged
the day after July 14, it represented decades of intellectual and cultural chingéhe
French army and French society as a whole. The real “revolution” in miltaking on
the part of officers, soldiers, and civilians, occurred before its dramatzateah of
1789. From the last days of the aristocratic army’s dominance to the eve of the French
Revolution, the old regime provided the intellectual environment, inspirational texts, and
military urgency necessary to imagine a citizen army for Frandeleaw inspiration
from one across the Atlantic, before it finally came to life in Paris and thenpesvi

France’s citizen army does owe a debt to its predecessor, becaussttloeatic
army that Louis XIV had constructed over the course of his reign had not been built to
last. By institutionalizing an army that had for decades relied on aristogsaumptions
and traditions, he made a system that nearly any well-born or wealthy gemtierrid
navigate and exploit. As the army grew, venality of office became raegdes the
French army to support itself financially. By the 1740s, the French army hamhé&ec
overwhelmed with officers competing for opportunities to display their valbatitle.

Many of the wealthier, higher ranking officers in the army—because tltkgitheer



bought their ranks or had received them as a sign of royal favor—did not have the
necessary education or training to competently command troops.

Soldiers of the aristocratic army represented the “ying” to the dffitgng.”
Because they came from the opposite side of the social spectrum, they wdigghtet e
to partake in the glory or honors of war. Officers regarded their soldiers ‘@sd&evile
and miserable” of subjects who joined the army only for promises of regular food and
shelter and opportunities for adventure and pilf¥§eSoldiers’ less-refined nature stood
them well on the battlefield where they executed partisan tactics agaérsi soldiers
and civilians as well as French subjects. Louis XIV’s use of the army toectzates,
convert protestants, and quell rebellions fostered hostile relationships eEbetoldiers
and the civilians that they “protected” from foreign invasion.

Perhaps the only commonality that soldiers and their officers shared was the
separation from civilian society. Whereas officers could glide betweetanmyili
campaigns and decadent court life fairly easily (and while the luxuribe aburt
accompanied them on campaign) their status as officers in the king’ssuanyobly
shed their blood for the state distinguished them from civil society. Likewise, once a
young man joined the army, he turned his back on his previous life as a peasant or urban
worker and became fully inculcated in a new society with different values aexctiobs.
Even when soldiers and civilians intermingled during wilkdgementseach group
suspected—and resented—the other. For these reasons, the aristocratis Et@ysa

1750, seemed as far away from a citizen army as it would ever be. Butilbeimatito

%92 Jacques Antoine Hippolyte, comte de Guibert, “E€&méral de Tactique” iBcrits Militaires ed. Henri
Ménard (Paris: Copernic Press, 1977), 56.
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the rise of the citizen army through its dramatic decline, which turneat!redtention to
a wholly different military system.

A monumental defeat that shook the French aristocratic army to its very
foundations, the Seven Years’ War, especially in the North American théwtihbenged
French methods of making war. The soldiers’ reaction to their Canadian compatriots
foreshadowed the type of army that the French were about to embrace. Bdloaese
in Canada bore to protect their territory from the rival English settlers tilehos
Amerindian nations, they constituted a citizen army. French soldiers, whemaithéy
lodge with Canadian residents over the winter, did not despise their hosts, as they did in
France, but embraced the Canadian lifestyle as one conducive to their militeast val
Many soldiers marriedanadiennesind acquired land with plans to settle in Canada at
the conclusion of the war. In addition to being accustomed to constant warfare, the
Canadian militia had a patriotic approach to their fighting. For them, unlike foclre
officers, the Seven Years’ War would determine if they kept their homeland oitaabm
to English—and Protestant—dominance. Especially in the final months of fightiirg, the
commanding officer and governor-general, Vaudreuil, rallied them with criedeiodde
their patrie.

Having failed to rescue Canada from the clutches of the English, the French arm
and Canadian officials returned to France in disgrace to face a series ofseadda
trials. Because only a small portion of the French army ventured to Canada, and becaus
many of the Canadian military officials retired quietly, it is difficwltmeasure the
impact of Canada’s citizen army on French military thinking. Even if Freffccers did

not take note of Canada’s citizen-militia during the Seven Years’ War, theywebtse
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military practices in their own army that led to their humiliating defeayoBa
difficulties with supply and the failure of the navy to contend with the Britis,fthe
Seven Years’ War in Canada exposed weaknesses within the very cultursaiflibes
and officer corps. French officers’ urgent need to display their militanygss proved
detrimental to the French army’s ability to win battles. In order to posheEmgelves as
the defenders of France, and provide themselves with sufficient time in canadiiit
their zeal for the service of the king, French officers dismissed theiriAdnean allies
and scorned their Canadian compatriots. Such behavior did allow French officers to
achieve personal gains from the war, but resulted in a collective failure. @iehFr
army’s humiliating losses in all theaters proved so striking to French sfacel
civilians alike, that rather than amending the current aristocratiasystany envisioned
a wholly new approach to warfare: a citizen army.

French response in the wake of this defeat marks perhaps the first and greates
“revolutionary moment” during the old regime, because of officers’ and aisilia
collective desire for a French “citizen army” based on patriotism ancémepge of the
Ancients. The rise of the National Guard, and much of the revolutionary activity that
came with it, would not have been possible without this initial intellectual turn. This
phenomenon found expression in published workghdbsophesnd other French
writers, as well as themémoiref French officers.Philosophesnvisioned the
restoration of civic virtue that would result from a citizen army, whilecefs calculated
that patriotic troops would perform more effectively on the battlefield. Both corgdbut

to a long-term dialogue pondering the potential realization of this citizeyy ard
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officers even began to implement reforms that would effectively &ritize” their
soldiers.

Not only was this combined intellectual endeavor necessary for the eventual
embodiment of a French citizen army, it exposed the first steps towardncanica
military worlds intermingling. As further evidence that the discussiafrench citizen
army was a collaborative process, French officers even referendethsi writings on
patriotism and citizen armies in theimoires Civilian society revealed its interest in
military officers’ perspectives on patriotism and the future of the Fremeir @hen
Guibert circulated higssai Général de Tactiquélhough his essay dealt largely with
tactical issues, it garnered widespread interest from educated ciaitidmaade Guibert
the darling of the Enlightenment. ServaS@dat Citoyenpublished in 1781, likewise
received praise from both military and civilian circles, exhibiting amjitand civilian
minds were thinking on similar terms.

The American Revolution gave military and civilian “patriots” the strohgesst
visible rallying point during the old regime and expanded the conversation about
patriotism and citizen soldiers into the fashionable, the poetic, the dramatic, artieeve
illiterate sides of France. It provided seemingly concrete evideatalt of the
optimistic thinking about patriotism could and would produce an effective and victorious
citizen army. The American Revolution did not introduce France to any new ideas, but
confirmed what French writers and reformers were already thinking. éssAde
Tocqueville stated, “the French saw in [the American Revolution] a brill@rftrmation
of theories already familiar to them. . . . it was conclusive proof that they nvére |

right. Indeed, the Americans seemed only to be putting into practice idezs valali
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been sponsored by our writers, and to be making our dreams their regfitieghe
excitement and the certainty with which nearly all writers, illustragren dressmakers
embraced the American army, militias, and their leader, George Washiegtwed the
growing closeness between military and civilian circles. Wheregdswisocieties used
to shy away from soldiers, and the officers of the army used to distain civihaags$ of
the American Revolution glorified both parts of society as mutually supporéueeets
of a citizen army.

Studying the effect of the American Revolution on the French army ratseals
importance for the coming of the French Revolution as mediated through the public’s
continuing fascination with ancients and the idea of the citizen-soldierydttda
recognized the importance of the American Revolution to the beginning of the French
Revolution when he presented George Washington with “the key to the Bastille” in 1790.
Lafayette explained that this emblem was “a tribute, which | owe, as a sgnaaptive
father, as an aide de Camp to my General, as a Missionary of libertyairigrch.®®*

With this gift, Lafayette symbolically placed the French Revolutiohe@tmericans’
feet, implying that the events of 1789 and 1790 owed a debt to Washington and the
American Revolution.

The American Revolution did impact the coming of the French Revolution by
reinforcing French tendencies for patriotism and equality, and it challehgéadnch
monarchy to endorse the American Revolution’s republican values. The image of Louis

XVI freeing his serfs while his officers arrived in frigates to fitee Bostonians

53 Alexis de TocquevilleThe Old Regime and the French Revolutioans. Stuart Gilbert (New York:
Anchor Books, 1983), 146.

%4 See Marquis de Lafayett€he Letters of Lafayette to Washingted. Louis Gottschalk (New York:
Helen Fahnestock Hubbard, 1944), 348.
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represented how French attitudes towards the Americans had to be constbtém wi
French elites’ attitudes toward their own people. While historians in Frameastudy
the French Revolution have traditionally been very reticent to engage in the lgpssibi
the American Revolution affecting the French, some are starting to reex#rai
relationship between the two Revolutions. Marie-Jeanne Rossignol has recently
reminded French historians of the American Revolution and government as a model for
the French in the late 1788%. Eric Peuchot has combed the records of the early days of
the National Assembly to uncover many references to the American Revoludidnea
influence of the American political exampf&. The American Revolution further
affected the coming of the French by acting as a catalyst that neacdutionary”
French ideas seem possible; observers not only had a desire to reproduce the image of the
American Revolution in every literary, fashion, and intellectual genre, but inaittens
as well.

The influence of the American Revolution on the coming of the French has been
difficult to detect because of the absence of definitive textual evidence, bufihence
is evident in French concerns and actions in the final years of the old regime. alde he
reaction to the Council of War’s decision to reinstate harsh discipline for sothidrto
enclose the court nobility in a cocoon of high rank and privilege evinces that civilians,
soldiers, and provincial nobles alike had internalized the ideas of patriotism atityequa

The requests of theahiers des doléancégr an officer corps open to anyone with merit,

%5 Marie-Jeanne Rossignol, “The American Revolutiofiiance: Under the Shadow of the French
Revolution,” inEurope’s American Revolutiped. Simon P. Newman (New York: Palgrave MacMillan
2006), 51-59.

%86 Eric Peuchot, “L'Influence des idées américainedes constituants” iha France de la Révolution et
les Etats-Unis d'Amérigued. Gilbert Bodinier (Paris: Masson, 1995), 22-34
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the disdain for the privileges that benefited the noble class, and the dedie éadtof
compulsory military service exhibited the wide reach of the American Réwols
influence. These words found support in the actions of self-proclaimed bourgeois
militias in Lille and other provinces, and in the fall of the Bastille and creatidreof t
National Guard in Paris. French civilians had expressed a desire to perfdaary mi
duties for patriotic reasons, and then took action without any official sanctiortrgerfur
military reform. Likewise, many French soldiers and provincial nobles supporte
civilians against higher orders to seize grain or quell riots. Having beenumrgly
surrounded by images and texts lauding the Americans for putting these Flesmio
practice, it is hardly surprising to see French soldiers and civilians behikewise
when their ideas were challenged. French images of the American Revolution had
intensified the patriotic citizen-army model, and then pushed its enthusiaststioto a

Part of that action took shape in the form of the National Guard, or the collection
of citizen militias simultaneously yet independently springing up inreifferegions
throughout France from Marseille to Lille. The fact that these nyildeganizations
sprung from the initiative and desires of the volunteers who comprised them marks the
National Guard as the final embodiment of French patriotic imaginingsordiog to the
texts in which civilian and military writers explored the values of pasnotand the
virtues of a citizen army, all military service had to be voluntary. Patmosierved as the
strongest motivation to induce citizens from all realms of society rush tortheesef
thepatrie. This willingness to fight appeared as marked component of texts and images
describing American military successes against the Britishzecoisoldiers, from

Ancient Sparta to Revolutionary America, all leapt from their foyers dirtehint of
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thepatrie being in danger. Voluntary service, inspired by patriotism, comprised the
essential ingredient to French concept of a citizen army. It is this compbagetite
National Guard could boast, but thevée en Masssould not. Whether or not thevée
en Massencluded more men, fought foreign armies, or institutionally restored the line
army is irrelevant; the National Guard was the only French force thed estitirely on
the patriotism of its willing participants.

And yet, although the modern, specialized warfare of the late twentiethycentur
made the citizen-soldier of France obsolete, the army dfdhée en Masdwas retained
a sacred place in French memory. Alan Forrest has explored how the legen@nhyhis
as the embodiment of a “nation in arms” has maintained a political and patriotic
resonance up to the modern day. “In the process of creating an integrated French nation,”
he argued, “military service was a political weapon as much as it waares ok
supplying the army with troops,” and it is this “political faith” which has ensurad t
Levée en Masdegend will continue to dominate French national memory—and even
historiography’®” The designation of tHeevée en Massas the French citizen army is
also an endorsement of the French Revolution, a confirmation that it was the Revolution
that gave France its coherence, its unity, and its patriotic nationalism. Tiotlceeold
regime with such elements vital to French memory and political culturedwouhplicate
their national story.

But the recognition of old regime as the incubator of the citizen army would
project a more intricate, and maybe even more accurate, view of the old régime, t

Revolution, and the relationship between the two. As the creator of a citizen amy, th

%7 Alan ForrestThe Legacy of the French Revolutionary W@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2009), 245.
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old regime does not come across only as an oppressive, decadent, corrupted society, but

also as a patriotic one, struggling with its own contradictions in an effort t@ @eabre

effective army that emphasized merit as well as privilege. By enzimgshe

importance of patriotism to the army, and by taking steps to align elemehésliofet

army with the citizen armies of the ancients and North America, refarmeitsgn

writers, and officers of the old regime did create, and implement, a citimgnimar

France. Conversely, in being credited with ltkeeée en Massa conscript army that

some likened to the hatedilice, the French Revolution appears regressive. It robbed

patriotic citizens of the opportunity to rise of their own accord and fight for phagile

by demanding that service of them. Patriotism became secondary to obedience to the

government. Such implications may be reason enough fhethée en Masge retain

its place in French memory, but historians must recognize that the old regime grovide

the cultural and intellectual foundation necessary for any citizen armigéoi@iFrance.
Even if the French citizen army only lasted a few years before reguman

conscription army, the elements that led to its creation are responsible &thaoithe

National Guard. The cultural and intellectual ferment of the old regime brougfairynil

and civilian spheres together as part of a single French society. Whereas aiifid

gentlemen, soldiers and subjects, had occupied separate, hostile communities in the

seventeenth century, they all could identify as citizens by the end of the ol reghe

military crisis that shattered certainties in the wake of the Seven’ Yéaropened

possibilities for a different approach to the French army. The era of questoning

reform that followed created an atmosphere in which the American Revolution b&came

meaningful sign that ancient modes of patriotic warfare had not been lost to history.
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Finally, it was with the interest in patriotic citizen armies that the gohre had
fostered, that soldiers, provincial officers, and civilians eventually chaliethgecourt
nobility for dominance of the army. In these ways, the old regime shares in the
Revolution. Early modern ideas were necessary for a modern institution; iohe reg

ideas were necessary for a revolution.
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