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PREFACE

This is a book about politics, in two senses. First, it is about politics
as the art of individuals and organizations getting people to do things
they did not think they wanted to do, about how the entry of dif-
ferent people into political debate changed the frameworks in which
politics took place. It focuses on a moment of acute uncertainty after
World War I1, when the future of colonial empire was in question and
a small group of African elected deputies pried open the cracks in the
imperial edifice of France. They claimed for their constituents—who
had been relegated to the diminished position of French subject—the
status and the rights of French citizens. In the ensuing years, Afri-
cans used citizenship in order to claim political, social, and economic
equality with other French citizens, and they sought, and sometimes
succeeded, to change the institutions through which France governed
its empire. Hence this is a book about give-and-take in the political
arena. The second sense is conceptual. It is a book about citizenship,
nation, empire, state, and sovereignty, but it is not a book about po-
litical theory in the formal sense. It is about how these concepts were
deployed—and queried and transformed—in the course of political
action.

I came to this topic via a particular pathway. After working for over
a decade on labor history in British East Africa, I undertook in the
1980s and 1990s a comparative project on the labor question and de-
colonization in British and French Africa. As I looked into sources in
France and Senegal, I was struck by how much the rhetoric that trade
unionists deployed to make claims invoked the concept of citizenship,
a concept much more salient in French than British Africa. Some time
later, around 2000, I decided that a comprehensive focus on citizenship
in France and French Africa would allow me to explore the tensions
intrinsic to political life in heterogeneous and unequal political struc-
tures: between claims to material resources and demands for social and
cultural recognition, between working within existing networks and in-
stitutions and seeking new forms of political order, between insistence
on equality and demands for autonomy. I began to examine how Af-
ricans tried to make use of citizenship, as individuals and as members



of collectivities. My project on citizenship became a study of political
rhetoric and political action in France and French Africa.

This is a study of political elites, of French and African political
actors confronting each other and trying to mobilize followers in a
context where workers, peasants, and students, men and women, were
voting in ever larger numbers, writing for African newspapers, and
holding meetings and demonstrations in which the nature of political
power was being contested. Coming from a study of African workers
who were claiming the wages and benefits enjoyed by French workers,
I was not caught up in the common narrative that presumes that what
colonial people most wanted was necessarily their own nation-state.
Most political activists, it turned out, were determined critics of colo-
nial rule, but open to a range of alternatives, including forms of fed-
eral or confederal institutions that balanced, or so they hoped, desires
for autonomy and cultural expression with an interest in participating
in a wider ensemble that in some sense remained French. And the
governing elites of France were so anxious to preserve a political entity
larger than metropolitan France that they became caught up in debate
with African leaders over what institutional forms such a composite
polity could take. This is a story that has largely been written out of
both French and African history.

This book describes only some of many forms of politics. There are
other perspectives that deserve the attention of scholars—in a variety
of languages and idioms, in different kinds of spaces. The focus here is
on a space that was mutually intelligible to French and Africa political
elites, who were pushing and pulhng against each other.

Because political discourse is central to the theme and arguments
of this book, I have tried to give a flavor of the give-and-take of de-
bates. The debates were so extensive and intense that I have had to
be selective, and this text contains a small fraction of the arguments
presented in the legislative debates, newspapers, books, surveillance
reports, official correspondence and reports, and other sources I have
consulted and an even smaller fraction of the material that exists. The
reader will observe a focus on figures whom I consider to be the most
influential in framing big issues. Others might put the emphasis else-
where, and there is no question that widening the scope will produce
a richer and more nuanced picture. Because one can take for granted
neither continuity nor change in any actor’s way of thinking and argu-
ing, I have brought out certain arguments that recur consistently as

well as those that shift, incrementally or sharply.

Readers might also observe a certain Senegalocentrism in this ac-
count, although the rest of French West Africa, especially Sudan and
Cote d’Ivoire, figure prominently in it. That bias reflects not only the
inevitable compromises that researchers make in studying large and
differentiated spaces—and the unevenness in the quality of research
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materials available—but a historical process. It was an older model
of citizenship, developed in the Quatre Communes of Senegal, that
became the basis for the citizenship provisions affecting all of overseas
France after 1946, and the Senegalese deputies to the assembly that
wrote the postwar constitution played important roles in writing those
articles. In exploring the politics of citizenship from the Constitution
of 1946 onward, I have looked at the range of forms it took in differ-
ent parts of French West Africa, but with particular attention to the
examples of Senegal and the Mali Federation. Some personages from
French Equatorial Africa also figure in my discussion of the debates
over the future of overseas France, but I leave to others the analysis
of political action and discourse within that region. I hope this book
will help other scholars pose questions about the complex politics of
French Africa, and further study will no doubt greatly enrich—and
perhaps contradict—the story told here.

The research for this book took place over more than a decade,
mainly in France and Senegal. Along the way, I accumulated numer-
ous debts. The first is to archivists in both countries: the Archives Na-
tionales Francaises (Paris), Archives d’Outre-mer (Aix-en-Provence),
the Archives Diplomatiques, formerly at the Quai d’Orsay, now at
La Courneuve, the Archives Diplomatiques de Nantes, the Centre
d’Archives Contemporaines (Fontainebleau, but now integrated into
the archival center at Pierrefitte), the Fondation Nationale des Sci-
ences Politiques (Paris), the Archives du Sénégal (Dakar), and the
Service Régional des Archives-Dakar. The richness of the archival col-
lection of the Archives du Sénégal has been particularly important
to this study. I made extensive use of the Bibliothéque Nationale de
France and also worked in Bobst Library of NYU, the New York Pub-
lic Library, the library of IFAN in Dakar, and the library of the Hoover
Institution at Stanford.

Most of my trips to archives were supported by research funds from
NYU. Writing over several years was facilitated by fellowships—and
the highly supportive staffs—from the Remarque Institute of NYU,
I'Institut d’Etudes Avancées de Nantes, and the Wissenschaftskolleg
zu Berlin, as well as by a grant from the American Council of Learned
Societies. The congenial working environment and the interaction
with other fellows and staff members at these institutes have been
stimulating and have made the experience of writing this book much
more rewarding than a relationship between author and computer. To
Alain Supiot and Luca Giuliani, a special word of thanks.

Since this project has been in gestation for a long time, I have had
the chance to air basic arguments as well as more specific parts of the
text at conferences and lectures too numerous to list. As a convert, over
some decades, from a student of economic and social history in British
East Africa to a student of political history in France and French West
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Africa, I have benefitted enormously from colleagues in France and
those who study the French Empire, who have included me in confer-
ences, invited me to give presentations, and talked to me about their
work and mine. A nonexhaustive list, in no particular order, includes
Francois Weil, Emmanuelle Saada, Emmanuelle Sibeud, Jean-Claude
Penrad, Camille Lefebvre, Séverine Awenengo Dalberto, Didier Fas-
sin, Eric Fassin, Jacques Revel, Cécile Vidal, José Kagabo, Alessan-
dro Stanziani, Jean-Frédéric Schaub, Romain Bertrand, Jean-Francois
Bayart, Achille Mbembe, Laura Downs, Florence Bernault, Isabelle
Merle, Benoit de I’Estoile, Laure Blévis, Noureddine Amara, Marie-
Noélle Bourguet, Jean-Frangois Klein, Pierre Singaravélou, Helene
Blais, Yerri Urban, Jane Guyer, Todd Shepard, Gregory Mann, Alice
Conklin, Gary Wilder, Odile Goerg, Robert Aldrich, Saliha Belmes-
sous, Charles Tshimanga, Didier Gondola, Mary Lewis, and Cath-
erine Coquery- V1drov1tch The Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences
Sociales has played a particularly important role in my integration
into French scholarly life.

Friends and colleagues have kept me looking beyond Paris and
Dakar. My long-standing interest in labor history has remained ac-
tive thanks to my association with the Re:Work research unit based
at Humboldt University in Berlin. Its director, Andreas Eckert, the
fellows of Re:Work, and the PhD students at the Re:Work conferences
and “summer academies” have kept me on my toes. Numerous confer-
ences on empires, at the Institut des Hautes Etudes Internationales
(Geneva), Humboldt University, Oxford University, Trinity College
Dublin, Duke University, the Autonomous University in Madrid, the
School of Social Sciences in Lisbon, New York University, Columbia
University, Harvard University, Birkbeck University, Université de
Paris 8, the University of Massachusetts, Yale University, UCLA, and
other institutions have widened my perspective, as have conferences
on decolonization at the Netherlands Institute for War Documenta-
tion, the Umver51ty of Cologne, the University of Texas, the Ecole
des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, and the Institute of Social
Sciences in Lisbon, plus a conference on sovereignty at the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee and one on civil registration at Cam-
bridge University. My students at NYU have made sure that I keep
rethinking African history, and several of their dissertation projects—
especially those of Michelle Pinto, Elisabeth Fink, Muriam Davis, Ra-
chel Kantrowitz, and Jessica Pearson-Patel, as well as that of Brandon
County of Columbia University—are illuminating different aspects of
the recent history of French Africa that are discussed in this book. I
also had the pleasure of participating in the defenses of two theses on
citizenship questions in New Caledonia and Céte d’Ivoire, by Benoit
Trépied (Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales) and Henri-
Michel Yéré (University of Basel).

Xl =w PREFACE



My biggest debt is to Mamadou Diouf. We first met in Dakar in
1986, and he has mentored me in the study of Senegalese history
ever since. We have been colleagues at the University of Michigan
and neighbors in New York. I timed my research trips to Dakar so
that I could be there with Mamadou, and we have worked side by
side in the archives. Mamadou’s research on citizenship in the Qua-
tre Communes before 1940 complements my own, and conversations
with him have helped shape the questions I ask in this book. I have
also enjoyed visiting his family compound in Rufisque and meeting
Senegalese intellectuals through Mamadou. I have also over the years
benefitted from the company and insights of Ibrahima Thioub, Omar
Gueye, Babacar Fall, and Mohamed Mbodj in Dakar, Ann Arbor,
Nantes, and elsewhere.

Earlier versions of this manuscript have been revised with help from
thoughtful readings by Emmanuelle Saada, Mamadou Diouf, Alice
Conklin, and Eric Jennings. Greg Mann deserves a special word of
thanks for sharing with me some of his many insights into the politics
of Mali and the draft of his forthcoming book. Jessica Pearson-Patel
did an extremely thorough job of checking the citations and footnotes
in the manuscript against my archival notes, digital images, photocop-
ies, and other sources. I greatly appreciate the encouragement and
good advice that Brigitta van Rheinberg of Princeton University Press
has given me.

These words—and the final revisions on the manuscript—are being
written in Sapporo, Japan. Following Jane Burbank halfway around
the world, as she took up her fellowship at the Slavic Research Center
of Hokkaido University, has brought me another of many experiences
we have shared, as we worked on our own research and writing as well
as on projects we have done together. She has given me close and valu-
able critiques of portions of this manuscript and, with insights coming
from her own research on Eurasia, has pushed me to keep in mind that
the range of political possibilities that exist in the world is wider than
that coming from scholarship that focuses on Western Europe and its
overseas colonies in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Jane’s col-
leagues at the Slavic Research Center here have been welcoming and
generous to a visiting Africanist. I am also grateful to Yoko Nagahara
and her colleagues who brought me to a stimulating seminar among
Japanese Africanists at Tokyo University. Living in a country that has
resisted the imperialism of the English language and places a writer in
the situation of living as an illiterate is perhaps a fitting way to bring
the journey that this book has entailed to a close.

Frederick Cooper
Sapporo, August 2013
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NOTES ON LANGUAGE AND
ABBREVIATIONS

I have translated most words from the French, except where a nu-
ance of meaning or tone makes it imperative to use the original. Some
words are untranslatable (except by a long phrase explaining them).
One is “ressortissant,” meaning a person under the jurisdiction of a
state. It means more than “inhabitant” and less than “citizen.” An-
other is “état-civil,” referring to a system of registering by the state of
the main life events of individuals—birth, marriage, filiation, divorce,
death. Whether the system applied to “ressortissants” or “citizens”
overseas was in question. The term “Renseignements,” as used in the
notes, refers to the reports of security services, usually based on infor-
mants. I use the word “African” to refer to people living in territories
south of the Sahara, except where more precision is required. The re-
gional distinctions of “North,” “West,” and “Equatorial” Africa do not
bear much analytical weight, but they do reflect common terms of
discourse.

In the text, I have translated the most commonly used designations
of French officials (e.g., Minister, Governor General, Governor) but
have not translated titles that have rather particular meanings. If the
word “Minister” is used without further specification, it refers to the
Minister of Overseas France (Ministre de la France d’Outre-Mer).
The title High Commissioner (of AOF or AEF) was used interchange-
ably with Governor General until 1956, when the title of Governor
General was dropped. I usually use the untranslated designation
Conseil de gouvernement—referring to a council exercising executive
functions and responsible to a legislature—and while it usually can
be translated as Council of Ministers, it was used in discussions of
government in African territories before the title of Minister was con-
ferred in 1957.

In the footnotes, I more often use untranslated titles for officials
to make it clearer to the reader who might want to pursue an archival
source exactly what the reference is, but I have used English for the
most obvious official titles that are also used in the text. Where En-
glish and French names of institutions are nearly identical, I use them
interchangeably in the text, but otherwise use institutional names in
the original.

In the text and notes, | use these French acronyms:

AEF Afrique Equatoriale Frangaise
ANC Assemblée Nationale Constituante



AOF
BDS
CGT
CGTA
IOM
MFDC
MRP
PAI
PCF
PDCI
PDG
PFA
PRA
RDA
UGTAN

ADLC
ADN
ANF
AOM
AS
AUF
CAC
FOM
FPR

FPU

GM

IGT
MD

SRAD

Afrique Occidentale Frangaise

Bloc Démocratique Sénégalais

Confédération Générale du Travail

Confédération Générale du Travail-Autonome
Indépendants d’Outre-mer

Mouvement des Forces Démocratiques de Casamance
Mouvement Républicain Populaire

Parti Africain de I'Indépendance

Parti Communiste Frangais

Parti Démocratique de la Cote d’Ivoire

Parti Démocratique de Guinée

Parti de la Fédération Africaine

Parti de Regroupement Africain

Rassemblement Démocratique Africain

Union Générale des Travailleurs de 'Afrique Noire

Abbreviations used in notes:

Archives Diplomatiques, La Courneuve

Archives Diplomatiques, Nantes

Archives Nationales de France, Paris

Archives d’Outre-Mer, Aix-en-Provence

Archives du Sénégal, Dakar

Assemblée de I'Union francaise

Centre d’Archives Contemporaines, Fontainebleau
France d’Outre-Mer

Papers of Jacques Foccart, Private, Archives Nationales
de France

Papers of Jacques Foccart, Public, Archives Nationales de
France

Papers of Gaston Monnerville, Fondation Nationale des
Sciences Politiques, Paris

Inspection Générale du Travail, Archives d’Outre-mer
Papers of Michel Debré, Fondation Nationale des
Sciences Politiques, Paris

Service Régional des Archives-Dakar
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INTRODUCTION

It is necessary that the imperialist concept of the nation-state give
way definitively to the modern concept of the multinational state.

—Mamadou Dia, 1955

The future of the 110 million men and women who live under our
flag is in an organization of federative form.

—Charles de Gaulle, 1946

Each [territory], in the framework of French sovereignty, should
receive its own status, depending on the very variable degree of
its development, regulating the ways and means by which the rep-
resentatives of its French or indigenous inhabitants debate among
themselves internal affairs and take part in their management.

—Charles de Gaulle, 19471

In the decades after World War II, the colonial empires in Africa gave
way to over forty nation-states. How can we think about the man-
ner in which this transformation took place? The words of Mamadou
Dia—one of the leading political activists of French West Africa in the
1950s, later Senegal’s first prime minister—should make us think be-
yond the conventional narrative of nationalist triumph. They should
make us rethink as well the standard view of global political history of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries as a long and inexorable transi-
tion from empire to nation-state. Nation and modernity, we are often
told, go hand in hand. Dia was saying that the nation-state was neither
modern nor desirable.

Dia’s views were widely shared among political leaders in French
West Africa. Their politics was firmly anticolonialist, but not national-
ist in the ordinary, territorially focused, sense. Almost all agreed that

"Mamadou Dia, La Condition Humaine, 29 August 1955; Charles de Gaulle, speech
at Bayeux, 16 June 1946, reprinted in Charles de Gaulle, Discours et messages 1940-1946
(Paris: Berger-Levraut, 1946), 721-27; Charles de Gaulle, speech in Bordeaux, reported
in Le Monde, 17 May 1947.



the colonies of French West Africa, eight small states with popula-
tions ranging from half a million to four million, were doomed to
poverty and subordination if they tried to survive as independent
nation-states. French West African political leaders sought instead to
transform colonial empire into another sort of assemblage of diverse
territories and peoples: a federation of African states with each other
and with France.

Charles de Gaulle’s very name evokes the idea of a strong French
state. Yet in 1946 and 1947 he was saying that such a state could not be
unitary. It would have to acknowledge the diversity of the territories
that constituted it. In calling for a federal state, he did not need to tell
his listeners that fewer than half of the 110 million French people he
referred to lived in European France.

De Gaulle’s federalism was not the same as Dia’s. It put more em-
phasis on the federating state—France—than on the federated states.
Neither federalism was classic, for neither posited a fully equal rela-
tionship among the federated components. Dia was more interested
than de Gaulle in setting a political process in motion—as a movement
toward the equality of African and European components of the fed-
eration. De Gaulle was above all interested in the federation remain-
ing French, even if he recognized that not everyone would be French
in the same way.

Why were such views imaginable in the 1940s and 1950s, 150 years
after the creation of the French Republic as the incarnation of the
French nation, at a time when Africans and Asians were seemingly
striving for the kind of state Europeans supposedly had? If the basic
narrative of transition from empire to nation-state is right, de Gaulle
should have been defending a resolutely French France, with colo-
nies as wholly subordinate entities, and Dia should have been claim-
ing national independence.? Yet most political activists in French
West Africa—from the radical Sékou Touré to the conservative Félix
Houphouét-Boigny—sought some variant on the federal theme. Our
expectations of what their history should have been are a backward
projection of an idealized post-1960 world of sovereign nation-states.

?Great Britain and the Netherlands were also considering different forms of fed-
eration as a response to the crisis of empire at the end of World War II, both to make
regional development more manageable and to give a new legitimacy to an imperial
polity. Michael Collins, “Decolonisation and the ‘Federal Moment,”” Diplomacy and State-
craft 24 (2013): 21-40; Jennifer Foray, “A Unified Empire of Equal Parts: The Dutch
Commonwealth Schemes of the 1920s-40s,” Fournal of Imperial and Commonwealth History
41 (2013): 259-84.

#John Kelly and Martha Kaplan also see the nation-state as a concept that became
salient only after World War II, projected backward to fit a narrative that portrays it
as natural and modern. “Nation and Decolonization: Toward a New Anthropology of
Nationalism,” Anthropological Theory 1 (2001): 419-37.
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We can easily miss the kinds of approaches that political actors
were pursuing. We know some turned into dead ends; the people in-
volved did not. This book tells the story of how it happened that in
1960 the political actors of France and French West Africa ended up
with a form of political organization that neither had wanted during
most of the previous fifteen years.

In France, the colonial past was for some decades marginalized from
even the best historical scholarship. By the 1990s, it was reappearing
in some fine research, mostly by younger scholars making use of new
archival sources.* More polemical works were also taking their place in
public discourse, turning upside down French self-representations as
the people of the rights of man. In such a perspective, colonial exploi-
tation and oppression were not mere sidelights to French history, but
an intrinsic part of French republicanism, its evil twin.’ The critique
of France’s colonial past brought out anxieties among French intel-
lectuals: about a French population divided between the descendants
of “colonizers” and “colonized,” about a society made up of multiple
ethnic communities.

These debates have raised serious issues and include thoughtful
works, but they have become so focused on defending or attacking the
concept of “the colonial” or “the postcolonial” that they have moved
away from the lived experiences the concept was supposed to eluci-
date.f The best way, to my mind, to move beyond this state of play is to
get directly to the point: not the arguments of 2014 but those of 1945
to 1960; not what we now think people should have said in a colonial
situation, but what they actually said, wrote, and did; not the suppos-
edly immanent logics of preidentified types of political regimes, but
the give-and-take of political actors in a time of profound uncertainty,

*Sece for example Raphaélle Branche, La torture et larmée pendant la guerre dAlgérie
1954-1962 (Paris: Gallimard, 2001) or articles collected in the special dossier “Sujets
d’empire,” Genéses 53 (2003/4). Some of the best analyses of colonialism focused on
the erasure of the subject from historical memory. See for example Benjamin Stora, La
gangréne et Loubli: La mémoire de la guerre dAlgérie (Paris: La Découverte, 1998).

SExamples include Pascal Blanchard, Nicolas Bancel, and Sandrine Lemaire, La
Sracture coloniale: la société frangaise au prisme de Phéritage colonial (Paris: La Découve{te, 2005),
and Olivier Le Cour Grandmaison, La République impériale: politique et racisme d’Etat (Paris:
Fayard, 2009).

6This tendency toward abstraction can be found in the contributions to the debate
over France and postcolonialism in Public Culture 23, 1 (2011). For a French scholar’s at-
tack on postcolonial studies, see Jean-Francois Bayart, Les études postcoloniales. Un carnaval
académique (Paris: Karthala, 2010). Useful discussions include Marie-Claude Smouts,
ed., La situation postcoloniale: Les Postcolonial Studies dans le débat frangais (Paris: Les Presses
de Sciences Po, 2007), and Romain Bertrand, Mémoires d'empire: La controverse autour du
“fait colonial” (Paris: Ed. du Croquant, 2006). On the connections between colonialism
and “immigration” today, sec Charles Tshimanga, Didier Gondola, and Peter J. Bloom,
eds., Frenchness and the African Diaspora: Identity and Uprising in Contemporary France (Blooming-
ton: Indiana University Press, 2009).
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the words and actions of people who were trying to figure out what
they wanted and what they might possibly obtain.

What lies between the “colonial” and the “post” Not an event, not
a moment, but a process. For some fifteen years, people struggled—
and sometimes fought—over alternative visions of how to transform
the French colonial empire, to make it more durable, to make it more
democratic and progressive, or to bring it to an end. Positions changed
during this time of interaction and conflict. To see this period in the
history of sub-Saharan Africa as the confrontation of an obdurate
French colonialism against a resolute African nationalism would be
to focus on the positions that were the least defended at the time. Even
in Algeria, what the French government was defending with extreme
brutality was—in the minds of much of the top leadership—France’s
control of the process of modernizing Algerian society.

This book explores concepts that have abstract meanings—citi-
zenship, nationality, sovereignty. But I examine their specific—ambig-
uous and changing—meanings given them by actors at the time, and
I emphasize the stakes people had in them: whether or not an African
would be able to claim as a citizen a right to enter and seek work in
European France, whether an African postal worker in Bamako could
demand the same rights to sick leave and union representation as a
worker from Toulouse, how a politician could assert a claim to state
resources and use them to mobilize supporters.

Citizenship, in most contemporary formulations, is a relationship
between a state and individuals. Two of its features make it a particu-
larly volatile framework. First, it defines inclusion—in a formal sense
of membership in a polity and a more subjective sense of belonging—
and therefore it also defines exclusion. Second, citizenship melds a
person’s rights and his or her obligations to a state, so that a state
that wishes to enforce obligations—military service, tax payments,
obedience to laws—faces the fact that the same set of expectations and
rhetorics on which its power is based also underscore the claims of
individuals to certain rights. Such a conception leaves open funda-
mental questions: On what basis are the boundaries of inclusion and
exclusion determined—and what sort of state includes or excludes cer-
tain categories of people from the status of citizen? What rights and
obligations are associated with citizenship, and what combinations of
state authority, judicial institutions, and actions by citizens—be they
in the street or the voting booth—shape what those rights will be?

Citizenship is the object of a contemporary critique of liberal or
republican governance—not least its entwinement with a history of
colonial conquest and repression and of national liberation. If citi-
zenship marks a liberation from forms of monarchical and autocratic
government, if a rights-bearing citizen chooses his or her leaders, does
the very act of individualistic participation separate people from their
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particular social connections and their particular histories, producing
anonymous individuals linked to the anonymous state?” Does libera-
tion from monarchs, oligarchs, aristocrats, and colonialists also sepa-
rate politics from community?

If at an abstract level citizenship seems like a relationship of in-
dividual and state, in practice citizens act as members of communi-
ties and participants in networks, and the men and women whose ac-
tions constitute “the state” mobilize and organize their followers in
the context of such relations. The notion of “belonging” that is intrin-
sic to citizenship might crystallize around collectivities that are both
smaller—based on ethnic affinity—or larger—notably the possibility of
citizenship in an imperial or multinational political entity that is the
principal subject of this book.?

There is a specifically French dimension to such debates: French
constitutions going back to the late eighteenth century proclaim the
Republic to be “one and indivisible.” Interpreting such a pronounce-
ment is no easy task. Some argue that the Republic cannot recognize
any distinction among citizens without threatening the fundamental
principle of equality. One version of this argument is a radical de-
fense of the equivalence of all citizens; another is a critique of citizens
who seem to willfully refuse to integrate themselves into French soci-
ety. Communitarianism appears in the latter argument as the current
enemy of republicanism. Muslim “immigrants” are the principal tar-
get of such contentions.

Whatever the merits and shortcomings of these present-day argu-
ments, the conceptual framework for both the egalitarian and the ex-
clusionary versions presumes a singularity of republican thought that
flattens French history. In the quite recent times that are the focus of
this book, people actively debated the relationship of equality and di-
versity. The Constitution of 1946 referred to the “peoples and nations”
of the French Union—in the plural—and, after much argument in
which African deputies played an active role, it recognized that over-
seas citizens, within the Republic, could be citizens in different ways.
They could vote in elections and have equal rights to education and
to positions in the civil service, but unlike the citizens of European

"Long before the postcolonial and poststructural critiques of modern governmental-
ity, Reinhard Bendix noted that citizenship “involves at many levels an institutionaliza-
tion of abstract criteria of equality which give rise both to new inequalities and new
measures to deal with these ancillary consequences.” Nation-building and Citizenship: Studies
of Our Changing Social Order (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977 [1964]), 126.
Recent scholarship on citizenship—and its increasing sensitivity to variety and complex-
ity in studying different parts of the world—can be traced through the journal Citizenship
Studies.

8Useful here is the notion of “meaningful citizenship” focused on the uneasy overlap
of ethnic and national affinities in Lahra Smith, Making Citizens in Africa: Ethnicity, Gender
and National Identity in Ethiopia (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).
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France, their civil affairs—marriage, inheritance, filiation—did not
have to come under the French civil code.

To say that a person could be French in one or in many ways is to
make an argument.’ I am less interested in attempting to pinpoint,
attack, or defend an essence of republican citizenship than to under-
stand how such concepts were changed as they were deployed and
contested in a specific historical context. One of the great debates of
the postwar years among politicians and intellectuals in European
and African France was how to reconcile a universalistic, egalitarian
conception of citizenship with the particularity of African culture or
cultures. This fundamental problem underlay controversies over nu-
merous issues facing the French state: how to write a constitution for a
France with metropolitan and overseas components, how to organize
political participation and allocate legislative authority between met-
ropolitan and overseas institutions, how to regulate labor or education
within a varied and unequal political entity, and how to record the life-
course events of citizens who had different conceptions of marriage,
family, and inheritance.

In 1945, the demand for an inclusive citizenship in empire was rev-
olutionary. The overwhelming majority of Africans—like Algerians—
were then considered French nationals and French subjects but not
French citizens. They could become French citizens only if they gave
up their personal status under Islamic or “customary” law, accepted
the rules of the French civil code over marriage and inheritance, and
convinced administrators that they had fully accepted French social
norms. Few chose to do so; fewer still were accepted.

But there was a notable exception. In the Quatre Communes (Four
Towns) of Senegal the original inhabitants—les originaires—had since
1848 at least some of the rights of the citizen, including the right to
vote, while keeping their personal and family affairs under the juris-
diction of Islamic courts. This situation was referred to as “citoyen-
neté dans le statut,” a citizenship that recognized the particular per-
sonal status of the originaire. In these colonial enclaves, dating to the
seventeenth century, French and local merchants forged ties to each
other, often founding mixed families, and they gave shape to a culture
of close interaction within a small world connected by sea to France
and the Americas and by land and rivers to a large continent that lay
beyond European knowledge and control. For French administra-
tors, ensuring cooperation within the Quatre Communes was more
important than defending the boundaries of Frenchness, and flexible

9As Niraja Gopal Jayal emphasizes in another context, “Every single dimension of
citizenship is contested in contemporary India. . . . There are countless ways of being a
citizen.” Citizenship and Its Discontents: An Indian History (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 2013), 2, 6.
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citizenship provisions made sense. Some French officials considered
that the originaires were “électeurs” (voters), not “citoyens,” with only
some of the rights of the citizen. At last, in 1916, the French legislature
made it explicit that they were citizens. For originaires, citoyenneté dans le
statut made sense in a different way: as a means to defend a specific
way of life. The established families spoke both French and Wolof;
many were literate. Their status as rights-bearing individuals in French
law was a bulwark in defense of a community that was not culturally
French.!?

By the time their citizenship status was secured, the people of the
Quatre Communes had become a tiny minority in a large empire, as
France conquered more and more of Western and Equatorial Africa.
The large majority of conquered people were incorporated into a French
imperial polity as subjects. For them—like most of the indigenous in-
habitants of Algeria and other parts of the French Empire—the con-
sequences of denial of citizenship were severe: lack of political rights,
a separate system of justice known as the indigénat that placed arbi-
trary power in the hands of a local administrator, routine use—overt or
masked—of forced labor. Throughout the history of the French Third
Republic (1871-1940), some legislators repeatedly argued that a dis-
tinction between a citizen and a subject violated republican principles
dating to the Revolution. But the distinction was already ingrained in
both law and practice before the Third Republic was installed; govern-
ing different people differently was what imperial systems did. This
book focuses on the last years of what had been an argument over
the reach of citizenship—whether national or imperial—that had been
going on for a long time, indeed since the French Revolution.

World War II created an opening in French politics that Africans
were able to pry wider. France’s defeat at the hands of Germany in
1940, the installation of a collaborationist regime in France itself, its
loss of effective control over Indochina to the Japanese, and the de-
struction of the war left French politicians with the task of reinvent-
ing their country. One part of the empire had refused to participate
in the collaborationist regime—French Equatorial Africa. It was no
coincidence that that man who became its Governor General, Félix
Eboué, was one of few men of color—he was from Guyana—to achieve
high rank in the colonial service. His adherence to the government in

""Mamadou Diouf, “The French Colonial Policy of Assimilation and the Civility of
the Originaires of the Four Communes (Senegal): A Nineteenth Century Globaliza-
tion Project,” Development and Change 29 (1998): 671-96; Hilary Jones, The Métis of Sencgal:
Urban Life and Politics in French West Africa (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2013).
The other exceptional citizenship regime was also an enclave colony—the French estab-
lishments in India. See Damien Deschamps, “Une citoyenneté différée: sens civique et
assimilation des indigénes dans les Etablissements frangais de 1'Inde,” Revue Frangaise de
Science Politique 47 (1997): 49-69.
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exile of Charles de Gaulle prov1ded a symbolic rallying point: France’s
honor was saved by its empire. Troops from North and sub-Saharan
Africa contributed greatly to the reconquest of southern France from
the Nazis."' As an Allied victory appeared within sight in 1944, the
leadership of the Free French knew that they had to inaugurate a
new—Fourth—Republic. Writing a constitution meant that the entire
organization of the state was up for debate in a situation where the
alignment of political forces was uncertain. There, defenders of the old
order and advocates of reform—incremental or revolutionary—would
collide.

The followmg pages trace the struggle of African political leaders to
turn empire into something else, above all to turn a system of invidious
distinction into a polity that was inclusive, diverse, and egalitarian.
Remarkably, it was the Senegalese system of citizenship that through
heated arguments became the basis of French constitutional law. The
citizens of 1946, as they became known, obtained the “quality”—and
the rights—of the citizens of 1789, but they did not have to abandon
the legal marker of their social and cultural distinctiveness, their per-
sonal status.

In 1946, France’s African subjects acquired the right to have rights,
the right to make claims.? African leaders whose activism was critical
to the process became icons of liberation. The extension of citizenship
overseas became known as “the Lamine Gueye law,” the act abolish-
ing forced labor as “the Houphouét-Boigny law.” But to what extent
could a young generation of African leaders turn citizenship into an
effective basis for making wider claims?

The argument was not just over an individual’s relationship to a
French state that was trying to portray itself as no longer “colonial.” It
was over what kind of community Africans could participate in. Lead-
ing African activists argued that each territorial unit within France
should be able to express its “personality.” They soon began to insist
that territories should become internally self-governing, but still be-
long to a larger, more inclusive unit that would remain French. Empire
would become federation or confederation, and the once-dominated
colonies—Senegal, Dahomey, Niger—would become equal partners
with European France.

Their arguments ran into practical and subjective objections from
metropolitan elites who took their superior mastery of the arts of
governance for granted. But these arguments could not easily be dis-
missed if France wanted to hold together some form of “grand en-

"Eric Jennings’s forthcoming book on Equatorial Africa and the Free French will
shed new light on this episode.

2The phrase “right to have rights” originates with Hannah Arendt, who was think-
ing about stateless people more than the colonized. Origins of Totalitarianism (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1951), 177. On the right to make claims, see below.
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semble” at a time when the naturalness and justice of colonial rule was
being questioned around the world. Would citizenship push Africans
into a homogenizing Frenchness, or could it provide them with politi-
cal tools to make good their claims to a status that was equal but dif-
ferent? And if Africans were to participate in a politics of citizenship,
would they do so through the territorial entities—Senegal, Dahomey,
and so on—that French colonization had created or as members of a
larger collectivity representing what Léopold Sédar Senghor referred
to as “Negro-African civilization”? These questions were debated con-
tinuously from 1945 to 1960—and beyond.

The citizenship that French West Africans were claiming in the
postwar years was not that of a nation-state, but an imperial citizen-
ship—in a composite political entity, built by conquest, governed in a
way that had subordinated and denigrated its subjects, but which was,
activists asserted, to be transformed into a structure that would ensure
the rights and cultural integrity of all citizens.” Such a conception
both assumed the history of colonization and transcended it.

African politicians were in part thinking in practical terms, that the
territories of French Africa were too small (unlike India or Algeria)
and too poor to survive as nation-states—one people, one territory,
one government. But they also had a deeper conviction of how poli-
tics was evolving in their time. They saw themselves as part of an in-
terdependent world. Reformed empire offered Africans the chance to
associate not just with a rich country but also with each other. They
saw the heritage of France as valuable too, especially the tradition of
the rights of man and of the citizen. If African peoples were to find
their way in the postwar world, these activists insisted, they needed
to develop and synthesize the best of the traditions that France and
Africa had to offer.

The imaginations of political actors in French West Africa were far
from imprisoned in a “derivative discourse” or a “modular national-
ism” stemming from the world’s prior history of nation making.' The

¥What Sukanya Banerjee writes about British India at the end of the nineteenth
century applies to French Africa in mid-twentieth century as well: “it was the empire,
rather than a preexisting prototype of nation, that generated a consciousness of the
formal equality of citizenship.” Becoming Imperial Citizens: Indians in the Late-Victorian Empire
(Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 2010), 17. See also Jayal, Citizenship and Its Discon-
tents, and Daniel Gorman, Imperial Citizenship: Empire and the Question of Belonging (Manches-
ter: Manchester University Press, 2006).

My argument differs from that of Benedict Anderson. I see “imagined communi-
ties” in the twentieth century taking on a variety of forms—including ideas of impe-
rial or postimperial communities and that of multinational states—rather than a single
modular form originating in the late eighteenth and carly nineteenth centuries. In dis-
tinction to Partha Chatterjee’s early critique of nationalism as a discourse derived from
European sources and his later attempt to locate a specifically non-European (in his
case Indian) path to the nation, I stress the original, nuanced, and interactive nature

INTRODUCTION &~ 9



possibilities debated between 1945 and 1960 were varied. We need to
understand what those possibilities were, what different people felt
each had to offer, and why, late in this period, those possibilities were
narrowed. If we think from the start that we know what citizenship is
and where it is located, we might not even look into such issues.

And if we begin with a premise that sovereignty means a division
of the world into distinct and equivalent political entities, we will miss
the ambiguities and conflicting conceptions that surrounded the con-
cept in the mid-twentieth century. As James Sheehan points out, “As a
doctrine, sovereignty is usually regarded as unified and inseparable; as
an activity, however, it is plural and divisible.”” It was this divisibility
of sovereignty that gave both African and French leaders the possibil-
ity of dismantling colonial empire without having to choose between
French colonialism and national independence, between assimilation
and separation.

In positing federalism as a route out of empire, African and French
leaders were trying to invent new political forms that would preserve
some kind of assemblage while giving a degree of autonomy to the
former colonial territories. How much autonomy and how the assem-
blage could be governed were in question.'® In two efforts at constitu-
tion writing, in 1946 and 1958, political leaders could not agree on
what—if any—form of federalism was acceptable in both African and
European France. They came up with words—first “French Union,”

of the arguments of African intellectuals and politicians. Benedict Anderson, Imagined
Commaunities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 1983); Partha
Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative Discourse? (London: Zed,
1986); Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histories (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1993). For a critique of Anderson emphasizing the multiple
forms of anticolonial politics, see Manu Goswami, “Rethinking the Modular Nation
Form: Toward a Sociohistorical Conception of Nationalism,” Comparative Studies in Society
and History 44 (2002): 770-99.

®James J. Shechan, “The Problem of Sovercignty in European History,” American
Historical Review 111 (2006): 2. Sheehan (3-4) conceptualizes sovereignty as a “basket” of
different rights, powers, and aspirations, all components of which are subject to claims
and counterclaims. As John Agnew notes, there is nothing new about such conceptions:
sovereignty has long been a varied notion with an ambiguous relationship to territory.
Globalization and Sovereignty (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2009), 98-99. For stud-
ies of sovereignty that look beyond Europe, see Douglas Howland and Luise White,
eds., The State of Sovereignty: Territories, Laws, Populations (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 2009), and Lauren Benton, A Search for Sovereignty: Law and Geography in European
Empires 1400-1900 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).

1The entry on “federalism” in the 1937 edition of the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences
[ed. Edwin R. A. Seligman and Alvin Johnson (New York: Macmillan, 1937) 5: 169-
72] terms it “a tendency to substitute coordinating for subordinating relationships.”
The author of this entry, Max Hildebert Boehm, thought that, in practice, federalism in
international politics offered only a “vague outline,” but it was this outline that Senghor
and others were trying to fill in a decade and a world war later.
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then “French Community”—to signify overlapping goals while allow-
ing arguments over their institutional manifestation to continue. The
uncertainty was intrinsic to what political theorists have pointed to as
the ambiguity of the federalism concept itself.

What forms of political organization can reconcile autonomy and
association? Since at least Samuel von Pufendorf in the seventeenth
century political theorists have tried to answer such a question, and
it was at the heart of debates over how to unite the former colonies
that became the United States of America. Some have pointed to two
possibilities: federation, in which only the federal unit is recognized
internationally and in which the division of powers between federal
and federated units is regulated by constitutional law, and confedera-
tion, in which the relationship among the units is governed by treaty
and each retains a sense of national identification and international
recognition. Among the political actors who worked with this distinc-
tion was Léopold Sédar Senghor of Senegal. Long concerned with
reconciling equality and difference within an inclusive political sys-
tem, he by the mid-1950s refined his argument into a plan for a three-
level political structure: individual African territories (Senegal, Cote
d’Ivoire, etc.) with local autonomy, a federation embracing all the
French West African territories (or perhaps a wider federation among
Africans) with legislative and executive authority, and a French con-
federation, in which the West African federation, European France,
and whatever other units chose to join would participate as free and
equal member states. The middle tier, the “primary” or “African” feder-
ation, was for Senghor intended to both express and develop national
sentiment among Africans and give Africans a stronger position in
relation to European France. Not all African statesmen agreed. Félix
Houphouét-Boigny of the Céte d’Ivoire opposed the middle layer.
He wanted each African territory, individually, to join metropolitan
France in a federation of equals. The dispute between Senghor and
Houphouét-Boigny became known in the late 1950s as the battle of
federation and confederation.

Both federation and confederation assume in principle the equiva-
lence of their component parts. But that was not the situation that
Senghor and other African leaders faced. Not only had France been a
colonial power, but it was rich and large, with a well-educated popu-
lation. And it had the great advantage of actually existing as an in-
ternationally recognized state. African states had to be created. The
reality of whatever kind of ensemble France and its former colonies
created was their inequality in resources and standard of living. Sen-
ghor referred to the need for both “horizontal solidarity” —of Africans
with each other—and vertical solidarity—of Africans with France. And
France was no disinterested, benevolent partner; its elites had their
interests, prejudices, and anxieties.
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Theorists have been telling us that the distinction between feder-
ation and confederation is artificial. If sovereignty is relational, the
issue is not whether federated states do or do not have it, but just
what the relationship among them is. The point is to recognize that
the larger unit should be both “a people” and a plurality of peoples,
that rights—including that of maintaining distinct cultural practices—
need protection at different levels, that institutions need to balance
common and local interests, that sovereignty is itself a bundle that can
be allocated and shared in different ways.!” Both the quarrel of federa-
tion and confederation and the euphemisms of Union and Commu-
nity reflect the importance and the difficulty of imagining and turning
into reality a complex political structure emerging out of a history of
colonization and the quest for liberation. Senghor, de Gaulle, Dia,
and Houphouét-Boigny were not theorists, but they were working
with the intellectual and political tools they had—and with their quite
different notions of what a Franco-African community should mean
and whose interests it should serve.

In the first years after World War II, the question of African fed-
eration took a back seat to the immediate aim of virtually all African
political actors: to obtain the rights of the citizen. Imperial citizen-
ship was neither an oxymoron nor an unequivocal benefit to those
who acquired it. For Africans, citizenship implied a claim on vitally
needed resources, but what made the claim powerful was also what
made attitudes toward it ambivalent—it was French citizenship.'® And
leaders in the French government were ambivalent about the basic
characteristics of imperial citizenship—the equivalence of all citizens
and the differences among them. They both welcomed and feared the
consequences of the social and economic dimensions of citizenship:
that Africans would become increasingly productive, useful, coopera-
tive members of a French polity and that they would demand equality
with their more affluent metropolitan brethren. They saw that France’s
recognition of the diversity of its citizens represented its best chance
for survival as a world power, but could not quite accept that the dif-
ferent civilizations to which they belonged were on a par.

Olivier Beaud, Théorie de la fédération (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 2009);
Jean L. Cohen, “Federation,” Political Concepts: A Ciritical Lexicon, www.political
concepts.org/2011/federation; Jean L. Cohen, “Whose Sovereignty? Empire Versus In-
ternational Law,” Ethics and International Affairs 18 (2004): 1-24; Radhika Mongia, “Histor-
icizing State Sovereignty: Inequality and the Form of Equivalence,” Comparative Studies
in Society and History 49 (2007): 384-411.

18As Shechan puts it, “A claim is neither a request nor a demand. . .. To make a claim
is to appeal to some standard of justice, some sort of right, but it is also to assert a will-
ingness to back up this appeal with some sort of action.” “Problem of Sovereignty,” 3.
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A Very Brief History of Citizenship

That citizenship has had shifting meanings over the sweep of history
is not surprising; that its parameters were still uncertain in the mid-
twentieth century is not so obvious.! Citizenship was associated with
the Greek polis and the Roman Republic, with the notion of belong-
ing to a unit of political solidarity, in which the people—or rather those
who were adult, male, and free—would be ultimately responsible for
governing that unit. When Rome expanded, citizenship was extended
selectively—one did not have to be from the original city-state to be-
come Roman. It entailed obligations—military above all—and rights,
including that of being tried, if accused of a crime, in a Roman tribu-
nal. Whether citizens could actually govern the empire was very much
in question, but Roman emperors did not have to come from Rome.
The empire included a diverse body of citizens, but also noncitizens,
who had not desired or had not been accepted to a status that had
become increasingly desirable as Rome’s power grew. Then, in AD
212, the emperor Caracalla declared all free, male inhabitants of the
empire’s territories to be Roman citizens. Citizenship did not mean
cultural conformity or that Rome was the exclusive focus of people’s
sense of belonging. One could be a Gaul and become a Roman.?
Citizenship was not the only form of belonging—it was precisely
the specificity of its application that distinguished some Romans from
others and distinguished Rome from other polities. It remained an
exclusionary concept—excluding women and slaves within the empire
and the “barbarians” without, although barbarians could become Ro-
mans and citizens.? In the centuries after Rome, citizenship was nei-
ther a general characteristic of “Western” polities nor a concept with
a fixed meaning.” In fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Spain, it was
associated with cities. In the France of Louis XIV, it referred to the
king’s assertion of power over people resident in its territory, not to
their participation in governmental functions or decision making.”
The citizenship of the French Revolution was thus a major break,
because it entailed a specific codification of rights, including the right

YDominique Colas, Citoyenneté et nationalité (Paris: Gallimard, 2004).

N Greg Woolf, Becoming Roman: The Origins of Provincial Civilization in Gaul (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1998).

Paul Magnette, Citizenship: The History of an Idea, trans. Katya Long (Colchester:
ECPR Press, 2005).

2]. G. A. Pocock, “The Ideal of Citizenship since Classical Times,” in Ronald Beiner,
ed., Theorizing Citizenship (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995), 29-52.

BTamar Herzog, Defining Nations: Immigrants and Citizens in Early Modern Spain and Span-
ish America (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2003); Peter Sahlins, Unnaturally
French: Foreign Citizens in the Old Regime and Afier (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
2004).
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to elect representatives to an assembly that would represent the will of
the people. A republic of citizens implied equality among them, but
just who the citizens were and what dimensions of equality it entailed
were not so clear.* Almost immediately after the Declaration of the
Rights of Man and of the Citizen in 1789 the question of the domain
of application of citizenship was posed. At home, the Revolutionary
assemblies distinguished between an “active” citizen—who had to be
male—and a “passive” citizen, whose person and property were pro-
tected by the rights regime but who did not participate in politics. It
would take until 1944, when the female half of the population got the
vote, for universal citizenship to entail universal suffrage.”

To some, the French “nation” was a bounded entity located in Eu-
rope. But the boundedness of the revolutionary nation was thrown
open by events in the empire. In 1789, the white planters of Saint-
Domingue—France’s richest colony, the world’s greatest producer of
sugar, and the home to thousands of slaves, mostly African-born, liv-
ing and working under miserable conditions—sent representatives to
Paris to insist that the rights of the citizen applied to them. Moreover,
they should have the right to govern their own colony, since the con-
ditions of a slave society were not familiar to metropolitan legislators.
Next came a delegation from the “gens de couleur,” property-owning,
slave-owning people born in most cases of French fathers and moth-
ers of African descent; they too claimed that they should have the full
rights of citizens. The assemblies in Paris could not make up their
mind about these demands. Then, in 1791, a slave revolt erupted in
Saint-Domingue, and among its complex strands was a demand by
slaves for freedom and citizenship. The revolutionary government
was threatened by royalist reaction, by the invasion of rival empires
(British and Spanish), and by the slave revolt. It was for pragmatic
reasons—not just revolutionary rigor—that the Republic decided to
grant citizenship rights to free gens de couleur in 1792 and finally,
in 1793, to free the slaves and make them citizens. It hoped to cre-
ate an army of citizens to defend the revolution. The revolution, like
most social movements that advance very far, brought together people
across social categories in a complex struggle. Not everyone fought
for the same goals, but an important part of the leadership sought to
make France into a different sort of polity from what it had been, an

*David Diop, “La question de la citoyenneté dans I'Encyclopédie de Diderot et de
d’Alembert: de I'irreductibilité de I'individualisme ‘naturel’ dans la société civile,” in
Claude Fiévet, ed., Invention et réinvention de la citoyenneté (Aubertin: Ed. Joélle Sampy,
2000), 137-53.

% Pierre Rosanvallon, Le sacre du citoyen: Histoire du suffrage universel en France (Paris: Gal-
limard, 1992).
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empire of free citizens. The great hero of the slave rebellion, Toussaint
L’Ouverture, became for a time a Commissioner of the Republic.?

Empire citizenship was ended by Napoleon, who reinstated slav-
ery in 1802. At that point the revolution in Saint-Domingue turned
from remaking France toward exiting from it. Napoleon’s army was
defeated by a combination of rebel armies and tropical microbes.”
The proclamation of the independent republic of Haiti in 1804 was the
flip side of Napoleon’s restoration of slavery in other French colonies
in the Caribbean.

France itself was ruled by people calling themselves king or emperor
for three-quarters of the postrevolutionary century. Under monarchi-
cal or republican government, the line between a national France and
an imperial France was frequently blurred. In 1848, the definitive abo-
lition of slavery in French colonies turned an entire category of people
of African descent into citizens rather than slot them into an interme-
diate category. It was in 1848 as well that the originaires of the Quatre
Communes of Senegal obtained much of the rights of French citizens
without giving up their personal status under Islamic law.

But by then, the course of colonization was moving in a different
direction. After the conquest of Algeria, beginning in 1830, French
officials, initially claiming to respect the arrangements of the previous
imperial ruler—the Ottoman Empire—insisted that Muslims could
keep their status under Islamic law. But as the conquest of the region
proceeded with escalating violence and as the government promoted
the settlement of peoples of Christian confession from around the
Mediterranean to create the nucleus of a settler society under French
control, recognition of difference turned into invidious distinction.

The colonization of Algeria was initially the work of the monarchies
that ruled France from the fall of Napoleon until 1848. The repub-
lic that briefly followed the revolution of that year, while also mak-
ing citizens out of the slaves of the Caribbean, declared Algeria to
be an integral part of the Republic, without making clear what that
meant for its diverse peoples. It was the Second Empire (1852-70)
that brought a kind of clarity to the situation—in the terms of a frankly
self-proclaimed empire. Napoleon III famously said, “Algeria is not a

%See the classic text of C.L.R. James, The Black Jacobins (New York: Vintage, 1963
[1938]), and the more recent books of Laurent Dubois, Avengers of the New World: The Story
of the Haitian Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2004), and 4 Colony
of Citizens: Revolution and Slave Emancipation in the French Caribbean, 1787-1804 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2004).

“Likewise, both the North and South American revolutions were struggles within
the British and Spanish Empires before they became struggles against empire. The
Spanish Constitution of 1812, with its attempt to sew together an imperial polity on
both sides of the Atlantic, can be compared to the French Constitution of 1946, which
will be discussed in this volume. See Jeremy Adelman, Sovereignty and Revolution in the
Iberian Atlantic (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006).
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colony, properly speaking, but an Arab kingdom. The natives like the
settlers have an equal right to my protection and I am as much the
emperor of the Arabs as the emperor of the French.” Napoleon IIT had
no qualms about defining distinctions among the people he ruled,
and the rationale for differentiating among them drew on the notion
of personal status.?

From the Second Empire onward, Muslim Algerians were consid-
ered French nationals and French subjects, but not French citizens.?
The idea that personal status could preclude citizenship applied to
Jews as well until 1870, when a new decree placed them collectively
under the civil code and in the category of citizen. Muslim Algeri-
ans would have to apply as individuals—renouncing their “Islamic”
personal status—if they wished to become citizens. The “colons”—
settlers of European origin—of Algeria made full use of their own
status as citizens to keep Muslim subjects a clearly demarcated—and
denigrated—population.

In the 1880s and during World War I some deputies in the French
legislature argued for extending “citoyenneté dans le statut” to Muslim
Algerians. They failed.** More successful during the Great War were
the efforts of Blaise Diagne, the first black African to sitin France’s leg-
islative body, the Assemblée Nationale. Promising to foster the recruit-
ment of his constituents on the same basis as other French citizens,
Diagne convinced the Assemblée to pass a law that made clear that
the originaires of the Quatre Communes did not simply have certain
rights of the citizen but were French citizens, even though they kept
their Islamic personal status.®’ This law was not the work of jurists
working with abstract notions of citizenship and status, but a political
act, overcoming the opposition of politicians who did not think that

#The quotation is from Napoleon IIT’s letter to his Governor General, 1863, http://
musee.sitemestre.fr/6001/html/histoire/texte_lettre_a_ pelissierhtml. On status and
citizenship in Algeria, see Laure Blévis, “Sociologie d’un droit colonial: Citoyenneté et
nationalité en Algérie (1865-1947): une exception républicaine?” (Doctoral thesis, In-
stitut d’Etudes Politiques, Aix-en-Provence, 2004). A forthcoming dissertation for Uni-
versité de Paris I by Noureddine Amara will shed new light on the notions of nationality
and citizenship in Algeria in relation to the succession of empires, Ottoman and French.

YThat all the inhabitants of French colonies were French nationals is attributed
by some jurists to Napoleon. Roger Decottignies and Marc de Biéville, Les nationalités
africaines (Paris: Pedone, 1963), 15n1. ;

%0Blévis, “Sociologie d’un droit colonial”; Alix Héricord-Gorre, “Eléments pour une
histoire de ’'administration des colonisés de 'Empire francais. Le ‘régime de I'indigénat’
et son fonctionnement depuis sa matrice algérienne (1881-c. 1920)” (These de doctorat,
European University Institute, 2008). Emmanuelle Saada, focusing on people of mixed
origins, provides an insightful analysis of law, culture, status, and citizenship in the
broad sweep of French history. Empire’s Children: Race, Filiation, and Citizenship in the French
Colonies, trans. Arthur Goldhammer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2012).

31G. Wesley Johnson, The Emergence of Black Politics in Senegal: The Struggle for Power in the
Four Communes, 1900-1920 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1971).
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originaires, as a collectivity, were worthy of the title. The reforms did
not go beyond the Quatre Communes, an indication that France, like
most empires, was engaging in a politics of distinction making, decid-
ing which people had which rights.

In the 1920s, the politics of imperial citizenship shifted in the direc-
tion of exclusion.?* As military veterans of North and sub-Saharan Af-
rican origin asserted that they had paid the “blood tax” and deserved
the pensions and other benefits of French citizenship, the govern-
ment tried to emphasize that colonial subjects were firmly immersed
in their own cultures and that citizenship was not only inappropri-
ate but detrimental to their cultural integrity.*® Officials proclaimed
France’s genius in recognizing the diverse cultures of its empire as
they strove through “traditional” authorities to keep subjects in their
place—socially, politically, and geographically.* Meanwhile, the gov-
ernment rejected proposals to take a more active role in the economic
development of the territories, not just because they did not want to
face the costs but because they feared disruption of the colonial order.

In this imperial context, some African intellectuals—including Sen-
ghor from Africa and Aimé Césaire from the Caribbean—argued that
people of African descent all over the world should recognize their
shared cultural heritage—their “négritude”—and the contribution
their civilization brought to humanity. They developed such ideas in
both poetry and political writing, but they were running up against a
widely held view that difference implied a lesser sort of Frenchness.®
The Minister of Colonies, in 1931, was explicit about the status of

$2Mahmood Mamdani’s book Citizen and Subject: Contemporary Africa and the Legacy of Late
Colonialism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996) has much to say about subject-
hood but little about citizenship, and its attempt to explain current problems on the
basis of “colonialism” leapfrogs over the changes and conflicts of the period discussed
here. For critical discussion of Mamdani’s book, see the section “Autour d’un livre,”
in Politique Africaine 73 (1999): 193-211, with commentaries by Ralph Austen, Frederick
Cooper, Jean Copans, and Mariane Ferme and Mamdani’s response.

3 Alice Conklin, A Mission to Civilize: The Republican Idea of Empire in France and West Africa,
1895-1930 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997).

#From the early 1900s through the 1930s, suggestions were made in the Ministry of
Colonies and the Assemblée Nationale either to admit more Africans into citizenship
or to create new categories intermediate between subject and citizen. Such proposals
were rejected on the grounds that Africa was too diverse or that citizens might pose too
many challenges to colonial rule. See Ruth Dickens, “Defining French Citizenship Pol-
icy in West Africa, 1895-1956” (PhD diss., Emory University, 2001).

% Gary Wilder, The French Imperial Nation-State: Negritude and Colonial Humanism between the
Two World Wars (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005). Although I am not per-
suaded by Wilder’s characterization of the interwar French colonial state, his interpreta-
tion of négritude usefully puts it in the context of the colonial situation and leads into
the book he is now completing on the political thought of Senghor and Césaire, Freedom
Time: Negritude, Decolonization, and the Future of the World. See also the biography of Janet Vail-
lant, Black, French, and African: A Life of Léopold Sédar Senghor (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1990).
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subjects who did not come under the civil code: “They are French, but
‘diminuto jure’ French,” that is, of diminished juridical status.*

Extending citizenship to certain categories of Muslim Algerians
was considered again under the Popular Front (1936-38), only to
be blocked by lobbying from settler interests and other defenders
of the colonial status quo. The Popular Front also considered apply-
ing to French West Africa some of the social legislation—including
the forty-hour week and the expansion of trade union rights—it had
implemented in the metropole, but local officials and business inter-
ests pushed back, insisting that Africans were too backward to benefit
from such provisions. Even these limited initiatives disappeared along
with the Popular Front in 1938. Forced labor was soon revived, the
very idea of applying social legislation to Africans ridiculed.*” Then
came the war. French West Africa came under Vichy rule, while French
Equatorial Africa, thanks to Félix Eboué, proclaimed its loyalty to the
Free French of Charles de Gaulle.

Empire in the 1940s: Governing Different People Differently

Well before the chronological focus of this book, citizenship was a
permeable barrier, and the question of who would pass through it was
not simply a juridical but a political question—hence one that was
and would continue to be debated.*® But could Africans have a say in
the debate? And could the debate advance far enough to put an end
to the invidious status of “sujet” or “indigéne” (native)? The terms
in which those questions were debated in 1945 and 1946 reflect the
uncertain and fungible quality of concepts most French people think
they understand—nationality and sovereignty.

Africans’ status as French subjects and potential citizens should be
considered in relation to a broader spectrum characteristic of empires.
With the establishment of French protectorates from the 1860s over
parts of Indochina, in 1881 over Tunisia, and in 1912 over Morocco,
another category became an important part of the imperial frame:
the fiction of protection implied the submission of the sovereign (the
Prince of Cambodia, the Bey of Tunis, the Sultan of Morocco, and so

%Minister of Colonies, Circular to Governors General and Commissioners, 7 Sep-
tember 1931, B/20, SRAD.

$7Frederick Cooper, Decolonization and African Society: The Labor Question in French and British
Africa (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), chap. 3.

%The importance today of different trajectories in constructing citizenship regimes
was emphasized in the pioneering work of Rogers Brubaker, Citizenship and Nationhood
in France and Germany (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1992). For a more
recent perspective, see Patrick Weil, Quéest-ce qu'un Frangais? Histoire de la nationalité frangaise
depuis la Révolution (Paris: Gallimard, 2005).

18 w INTRODUCTION



"G¥61 "ed ‘auidw3 youau4 ay] L dey

o
(o) Jol- [o0)
eisaufjog ©

Youaid

Q
Jedsebepey( -

sajmuy @

youai4 T




on) to French control over governmental affairs, but not the renuncia-
tion of sovereignty or nationality. An inhabitant of Morocco—other
than a person of metropolitan origin resident in that territory—was
a Moroccan national. France tended to act like a colonizing power
in protectorates—that was what its administrators knew how to do—
but it was constrained by the fact that other European powers had
already established binding relations with the sovereign and that the
juridical status of protected persons was distinct from that of colonial
subjects.®

After World War I, the victorious empires added yet another cat-
egory to their repertoires of power: the mandate. In Africa, colonies of
Germany (Tanganyika, Togo, Cameroon, Rwanda, Urundi, and South-
west Africa) were assigned to Britain, France, Belgium, and South
Africa. The international community—represented by the League of
Nations—was supposed to ensure that certain standards of gover-
nance, in the interest of the indigenous population, were maintained.*
The day-to-day administration of mandates was in most respects assim-
ilated to that of colonies, but France neither assumed sovereignty over
its mandates nor conferred its nationality on their people. Someone
in Togo or Cameroon had a Togolese or Cameroonian nationality-in-
the-making.*!

The existence of multiple forms of imperial governance added
flexibility to the French government’s potential strategies, but it also
posed the danger that one form might contaminate another. The inter-
national statuses of protectorates and mandates might reflect back on
colonies. Indeed, during World War II, arguments for international
trusteeship over all colonies surfaced, including in the U.S. State De-
partment. Such ideas were greeted with consternation in London and
Paris. The advocates of this proposition soon pulled their punches—
fearing uncertainty and disorder—but the juridical status of mandates
gave the idea some plausibility.*? That the “normal” status of colonial

$9Mary Dewhurst Lewis, Divided Rule: Sovereignty and Empire in French Tunisia, 1881-1938
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2013).

©8Susan Pedersen, “Back to the League of Nations,” American Historical Review 112, 4
(2007): 1091-1117.

#Syria and Lebanon, Ottoman provinces mandated to France after the war, were
classified differently by the League and considered closer to self-government. By the
1930s, its inhabitants were considered Syrian and Lebanese citizens. Elizabeth Thomp-
son describes the claims that activists made in the name of citizenship and the tensions
between those claims and the paternalist ethos of French administrators and Syrian and
Lebanese elites. Colonial Citizens: Republican Rights, Paternal Privilege, and Gender in French Syria
and Lebanon (New York: Columbia University Press, 2000).

2W. R. Louis, Imperialism at Bay: The United States and the Decolonization of the British Empire,
1941-1945 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978); Mark Mazower, No Enchanted
Palace: The End of Empire and the Ideological Origins of the United Nations (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2009).
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empires was beginning to be questioned in international opinion lay
in the background as French leaders considered the rewriting of their
constitution in 1946.

The takeoff point for debates on the status of individuals and terri-
tories in overseas France after World War IT was thus a complex polity
in which different territories were governed differently and in which
multiple juridical statuses were possible. Multiple statuses for terri-
tories and individuals implied the possibility of shifts among them.
Could sovereignty be considered an absolute when some people who
had it (the Sultan of Morocco) could not exercise it and a power that
acted like a sovereign was not (France in Cameroon)? And if some
French nationals in overseas territories possessed the rights of the
citizen—consistent with the interests of the French Empire—could not
those rights be extended further, in the interest of reforming and per-
petuating the empire?

At the end of 1945, the new government repudiated the name
“French Empire” in favor of “French Union,” a recognition that the
future of a complex and unequal polity depended on reconfiguring
the relation of its components. These relations did not easily dichoto-
mize into colonizer and colonized, but fell into six categories.

1. The metropole (European France)

2. Algeria, divided into Muslim non-citizens, and non-Muslim
citizens

3. Old colonies, mainly in the Caribbean, but also the Quatre
Communes of Senegal, where citizenship had been extended
along with the abolition of slavery in 1848

4. New colonies, including most of French Africa, as well as Pacific
islands, where most people remained subjects

All four of these forms were considered part of the French Republic
and their inhabitants were considered “Francais.”

5. Protectorates—Morocco, Tunisia, the states of Indochina

6. Mandates—Togo and Cameroon

Such a structure is typical of the composite—and often flexible—
structure of empires.*?

French West Africa (AOF) and French Equatorial Africa (AEF) not
only occupied a particular place in this composite structure, but were
themselves composite. They were often referred to—misleadingly—as
federations. They were in fact administrative units, established in 1895
and 1910 respectively, grouping separate colonies with the aim of
coordinating economic policy and facilitating efficient governance.
AOF consisted of Senegal, Cote d’Ivoire, Sudan, Mauritania, Guinea,

#Jane Burbank and Frederick Cooper, Empires in World History: Power and the Politics of
Difference (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010).
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Upper Volta, Niger, and Dahomey, while AEF incorporated Gabon,
Congo-Brazzaville, Chad, and Ubangui-Chari. Each “federation” was
headed by a Governor General, a powerful figure in the French colo-
nial hierarchy, while each colony was administered by a senior official
termed at different times Lieutenant Governor, Governor, and Chef
de Territoire. African elites were affected by the experience of working
within these two units. Some of the people who appear in the story
told here—including Mamadou Dia of Senegal and Modibo Keita of
Sudan—had attended the school, the Ecole William Ponty, aimed at
educating a small coterie of Africans who would bring French ways
and their own esprit de corps to the different regions of AOF. Civil
servants and teachers were often posted to different territories within
AOF or AEF. And some had spent time in Paris.

AOF provided a model for Africans who were thinking beyond the
level of the individual territory—if only an administrative unit could
be turned into a political one, governed democratically, pooling re-
sources, and expressing Africans’ “horizontal” solidarity with each
other. But not all West Africans experienced life in AOF in the same
way. Its headquarters was in Dakar, in Senegal, but the territory with
the best agricultural resources was Cote d’Ivoire. Landlocked territo-
ries like Niger and Sudan were poorer than their coastal neighbors
and dependent on transportation links through them. Political activ-
ists would thus have to confront not only the differentiated nature
of imperial governance, but the different levels of connection within
French Africa.

Not just the best educated elites circulated around AOF or the em-
pire. There were major streams of migrant agricultural labor—from
Sudan to Senegal, from Upper Volta to Cote d’Ivoire—and dockers,
seamen, clerical workers, and others moved about too. Military service
imparted a wider experience of empire, for Africans served in other
parts of the empire and on different fronts during two world wars.
And while educated Africans had for some time been meeting up with
people from across the empire in Paris, labor migration was picking
up in the years after the war. Mobility defined a set of connections to
something larger than the individual territory.*

Algeria, the North African protectorates, the Indochinese states,
and the sub-Saharan colonies would all follow different paths through
the transformation of empire and eventually out of it. France’s lack of
sovereignty over Morocco and Tunisia turned out to be an obstacle to
its attempt to include them in a new order, but rendered less painful
their eventual exit from empire. That Algerian territory and some of its

“This point is consistent with Anderson’s contention (Imagined Communities) that the
“circuits” of people shape the way they imagine communities, but those circuits were
_ of people shap y they g
not specifically “national.”
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people were fully integrated into the French Republic made Algeria’s
path especially violent and traumatic. Sub-Saharan Africa was part of
the Republic, but not an equal part. African political leaders were con-
scious of the weaknesses—especially poverty and territorial divisions—
with which colonization had left them, and they understood that they
had something to gain if they obtained the quality of citizen and made
good on claims to equality with their fellow citizens. They did not face
such a determined veto group as did their fellow ex-subjects in Alge-
ria, but their own assertion of citizenship would mean no more than
what their political actions could make of it.

We trace in the following pages the attempts of political and so-
cial activists in AOF to insist on the social and economic—as well
as political—equivalence of all citizens and at the same time to seek
recognition of cultural distinctiveness and the right to political au-
tonomy within a wider French community. European France was an
essential reference point for such claims: for what full political partici-
pation should mean and what a decent standard of living included.
Africans, Senghor said in 1952, had a “mystique of equality.” By the
late 1950s, African leaders were also referring to a “mystique of unity”
among themselves and a “mystique of independence,” and the rela-
tionship among these objectives was far from clear. For French lead-
ers, the question was whether they could reconfigure the multiple
components of the French Union—including changing their juridi-
cal status and adjusting rights regimes—to give overseas citizens in-
centives to stay within the system, while retaining enough control in
Paris to make the Union’s preservation worthwhile. By the mid-1950s,
they were caught in a dilemma: too much resistance to demands from
sub-Saharan colonies risked opening a second anticolonial movement
alongside the war in Algeria, but too full a response to demands for
equality would lead to enormous expenses, as the people of impover-
ished former colonies sought equality with other French citizens in the
era of the welfare state in Europe.

For Africans, the question of changing their relationship with
France was made more complex by the uncertainties of their relation-
ships with each other. In trying, in Senghor’s terms, to conjugate “hor-
izontal” and “vertical” solidarities, African leaders recognized that
their mutual connections were based not only on a perceived com-
mon experience as Africans, but on relationships that passed through
Paris and experience in French institutions, from schools to the As-
semblée Nationale to the administrative structures of AOF. And they
were acutely aware how much all these institutions—not just the for-
mal structures of rule—had to be transformed if Africans were to have
meaningful political voice in France in their territories, to achieve so-
cial and economic progress, and to ensure Africa’s place among world
civilizations.
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That the power of the French state—and of the other western Eu-
ropean powers—was badly shaken after World War II led African
political leaders to believe that they could alter the power relations
of empire. Before the war, some French Africans—relatively well edu-
cated and well traveled—had participated in networks of activists from
around the world who challenged colonialism. On the ideological
level, they had raised doubts about the seemingly ordinary nature of
colonial empires, but their visions of a more just world ran up against
the hard realities of imperial power. At war’s end, the broad scope
of internationalist anti-imperialism was becoming less salient, for the
basic reason that political movements in different regions were achiev-
ing a degree of success, place by place. The colonial state was a mov-
ing target, deploying new strategies in response to pressures put on
it and leading political movements to focus on goals that seemed in-
creasingly attainable.

To understand how the ending of colonial domination was experi-
enced we begin with the places where different people and territories
stood in the complex and composite structure of French Empire at
the end of World War II. We explore a dynamic of claims and coun-
terclaims and of attempts to mobilize followers and shape the terms
of debates—from the streets of Dakar to the legislative chambers of
Paris. We need to set aside our assumptions of what a story of national
liberation should be in order to understand the openings, closures,
and new possibilities as people perceived them and in terms of which
they sought to act. We explore what different people meant by citi-
zenship, nationality, sovereignty, and state, and what they meant by
France, Africa, Senegal, Cote d’Ivoire, and other categories of politi-
cal belonging.
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CHAPTER 1

]

FROM FRENCH EMPIRE
TO FRENCH UNION

World War II created a situation of uncertainty in which African po-
litical activists, among others, could work to pry a small opening into
a larger one. All concerned were inventing new political forms as they
went along. But they were well aware that the starting point for re-
thinking France was the concept of empire: an unequal and composite
political structure.! The politics of metropolitan France were also un-
certain; the relative strength of different political formations and their
projects for reforming French society remained to be seen. But, after
the disastrous period of defeat and rule by a collaborationist, antire-
publican regime, the French political elite assumed that—in the metro-
pole at least—the new order would be governed by legislative bodies
elected under universal suffrage. That a new constitution would be
required for a new Fourth Republic meant that there would be single
forum at which the reorganization of political life would be debated.
The question was not only how far such a debate could go but who
could take part in it, not least the people of France’s empire who did
not have the status of citizen.

The initial propositions that French leaders made in regard to citi-
zenship in overseas France were conservative, stopping well short of
extending the category of citizen across the empire. But the issue was
on the table as early as 1943. Most participants in the discussions were
aware that one could not go back to colonial business as usual, and Af-
rican voices were making themselves heard, in Dakar as well as Paris.
In this and the following chapter, we look at a dynamic process by
which African leaders succeeded by October 1946 in inserting them-
selves into the debate over the place of empire in the new Republic
and used that place to insist on a new vision of citizenship.

"The jurist Pierre Lampué discussed the constitution of 1946 under the rubric “From
Empire to Union,” writing “the constituents found themselves having to modify the
portrayal of the empire, right up to its name.” “L’Union frangaise d’apres la Constitu-
tion,” Revue Juridique et Parlementaire de I'Union Frangaise 1 (1947): 1-39, 145-94, 2 quoted.



Toward a Postwar Empire

What distinguished the first phase of thinking about changing the sta-
tus of colonial subjects was the absence of the people most concerned.
The colonial establishment slowly came to realize it had to take into
account the fact that Africans might want to shape their own future.
But if the colonial subject purportedly had no voice and the republi-
can citizen an equal voice, there were no evident criteria for deciding
just how much voice overseas peoples would have.

The war was still raging when leading administrators gathered in
Brazzaville, in the French Congo, in January 1944. Charles de Gaulle
himself addressed the gathering. The conference was largely inspired
by Félix Eboué, Governor General of French Equatonal Africa (AEF),
the highest-ranking man of color in the colonial service.? His refusal to
submlt to Vichy had made him the symbol of the patrlotlsm of over-
seas France, but Eboué’s vision of colonial rule was in its own way a
conservative one.?

The conferees—all of whom were administrators—wanted above all
else to preserve the empire, and they accepted that in order to do so,
they had to identify colonial rule with progress—for the colonized as
well as the colonizers. But the “evolution” of African people, they ar-
gued, should take place within the framework of “traditional” socie-
ties. The Brazzaville delegates deplored past French policy for over-
taxing peasants and subjecting them to forced labor. But Africans still
had to be taught about the value of work, and their labor was needed
to expand production. So the officials gave themselves five years to
wean colonial Africa from forced labor. They pushed the idea of “a
planned and directed economy,” but insisted that Africa’s vocation
was to remain predominantly peasant; industrialization would have
to be “prudent.”

Africans, they agreed, had to have a say in how they were gov-
erned. Those best educated in French terms could join the discussions
of postwar policy, but not too many of them. If “notables évolués”

2Brian Wei/nstein, Eboué (New York: Oxford University Press, 1972).

3In 1941, Eboué had written, “The native has a comportment, laws, a patrie that are
not ours. We will not bring him happiness, cither according to the principles of the
French Revolution, which is our Revolution, or by applying to him the Napoleonic
code, which is our code. . . . We, on the contrary, will bring about his equilibrium by
treating him as himself, that is not as an isolated and interchangeable individual, but
as a human personage, bearing traditions, member of a family, a village, and a tribe,
capable of progress in his milieu, and probably lost if extracted from it.” La nouvelle
politique indigéne pour UAfrique Equatoriale Frangaise (Paris: Office Frangais d’Edition, 1945
[printed version of circular of 8 November 1941]), 12.

*On positions taken at Brazzaville in regard to political economy and labor, sce
Frederick Cooper, Decolonization and African Society: The Labor Question in French And British
Africa (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 178-82.
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(members of the educated elite) might vote in legislative elections in
each colony, most of the “population non-évoluée” would be repre-
sented by their betters.’

Officials of the Colonial Ministry, in several documents prepared
for Brazzaville, warned of the “danger of too much liberality in the
concession of ‘citizenship,” even local, for the future of our still coher-
ent native societies.” It was important “to avoid the rush toward ‘citi-
zenship’ and in consequence to preserve from disaggregation those
autochthonous cadres that are still solid and capable of being per-
fected.” Access to citizenship should continue to be an individual af-
fair, limited to people who could prove their personal merit. In the
distance lay the possibilities of a more federal France—in which the
diverse components of overseas and European France would exer-
cise a degree of autonomy and share in the exercise of overarching
authority—but that could be only “the long-range goal of our impe-
rial policy.” For now, a vague promise of “the most generous status”
was offered to Africans, whose cultural integrity would be protected
from too hasty an impact of France’s individualistic, progresswe and
republican society. And without question, officials insisted, “our na-
tional sovereignty over our colonies must remain intact.”

Despite the theoretical possibility for individual subjects to be ac-
cepted into the category of citizen, very few West Africans actually
were. Between 1937 and 1943, only 43 people were considered for el-
evation to citizenship by “plein droit”—as an entitlement stemming
from having won a Legion of Honor or other award or marriage to a
French woman in certain circumstances—and 30 received that status.
Only 233 applied for “voluntary” admission to citizenship—by con-
vincing the administration that they deserved it—of whom 43 were ac-
cepted and 63 rejected, while 127 dossiers were classified as “without

SSummary of “les grandes lignes du débat” by the Commissaire aux Colonies, Con-
férence de Brazzaville, Procés-Verbal de la séance du 4 février 1944, AP 2288/2, AOM.
De Gaulle had earlier proclaimed a special status of “notable évolué” for AEF limited to
people who were literate in French, who had served France, and whose moral qualities
were “above the average level for natives.” They were freed from the indigénat and other
indignities and given a vote in local elections. Decree of 29 July 1942, AP 873, AOM.
Such a category was needed because “the intellectual and moral level as well as habits
and social organization of nearly all natives does not yet allow us to envision their ac-
cession, en masse, to the quality of French citizen, as could be done in the old colonies.”
Comité National, Commission de la Législation, Report on Decrees Presented by Gov-
ernor General of AEF, 11 April 1942, AP 873/2, AOM.

SUnsigned paper on stationery of Comité Francais de Libération Nationale, Algiers,
20 November 1943, in preparation for Brazzaville conference, AP 2288/4, AOM; “Con-
férence de Brazzaville, Politique Indigene, Rapport No. 1,” 17G 186, AS. For the con-
clusions of the conference, see La conférence africaine frangaise. Brazzaville 30 janvier-8 février
1944 (Brazzaville: Editions du Baobab, 1944).
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result.”” No wonder few applied. But those who did reveal some of the
pathos of the citizenship process. Olympio Abdul, a clerk in the post
office in Dakar, declared that he lived “in a European manner,” could
read and write French, and had been awarded a “colonial medal.”
Léonard Adotevi, an “auxiliary doctor,” had served ten years outside
his territory of origin (Togo). Tobie Gaston Ateba, from Cameroon,
wanted to know the fate of his application made five years earlier and
was told it was refused. Few Muslim names appear among the files
of applicants in 1945-46; among those, Boubakar Diallo was refused
and Saliou Diallo was still waiting, as he had been since 1940. A note
in the file explained that delays were caused by the need to have the
governor of the territory sign off, in addition to inquiries by the police,
demands for proof of schooling, military service, and professional ac-
creditation, and testimony about moral and political conduct.?

Yet citizenship categories could be adjusted—if doing so would fos-
ter state interests. Shortly after Algeria was liberated from the Nazis,
de Gaulle decided to “attribute immediately to several tens of thou-
sands of French Muslims their full rights as citizens, without imply-
ing that the exercise of these rights can be prevented or limited by
objections based on personal status.” The Ordinance of 7 March 1944
applied to former military officers, holders of certain diplomas, active
or retired civil servants, current and former members of chambers of
commerce or agriculture, certain councilors, holders of various civil-
ian and military honors or medals, members of councils of indigenous
cooperatives, and several categories of auxiliaries to the administra-
tion. Such individuals did not have to give up their personal status
under Islamic law in order to exercise the rights of the citizen. The
number of people concerned was small, perhaps sixty-five thousand of
Algeria’s nine million Muslims, but the ordinance, without saying so,
extended the Senegalese model elsewhere in the empire.!

"Direction Générale des Affaires Politiques, Administratives et Sociales, Note com-
plémentaire, 21 January 1944, 17G 76, AS.

#Files may be found in AP 1083 and AP 1090, AOM. Comments on delays come
from Affaires Politiques to Chef de Service a 'Administration Centrale, 7 May 1947
[that is a year after the new citizenship law made the process outdated], AP 1083.

9Speech at Constantine, Algeria, 12 December 1943, 4AG 518, ANF; record of
the decision by the Comité Francais de Libération Nationale, meeting of 11 Decem-
ber 1943, Commission des réformes musulmanes, 25 January 1944, Paul Giacobbi,
“Rapport sur le probléme politique présenté a la commission chargée d’établir un pro-
gramme de réformes politiques, sociales et économiques en faveur des Musulmans fran-
cais d’Algérie,” 31 January 1944, BB30/1724, ANF. The limits of the reform were justi-
fied by worries about the “massive incorporation” into France of “8,000,000 Africans,
foreigners by race, morals, civilization, whose religion is exclusive and imperative and
whose evolution is still little advanced.” “Note du Général Catroux relative au projet
Valleur,” nd [1944], BB30/1724, ANF.

10The text of the ordinance is in 4AG 518, ANF.
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The relationship of empire, government, and citizenship was even
more uncertain in Indochina. With Indochina under Japanese con-
trol, the Colonial Minister of de Gaulle’s government declared on
24 March 1945—with more theoretical than actual effect—a new con-
figuration for the empire:

The Indochinese Federation forms with France and other parts of
the community a “French Union” whose external interests will be
represented by France. Indochina will enjoy, within this union, a
liberty of its own. The inhabitants of this Indochinese Federation
will be Indochinese citizens and citizens of the French Union.
In these terms, without discrimination of race, religion, or origin
and given equality of merit, they will have access to all federal
positions and employment in Indochina and in the Union."

'The French Union would not acquire a juridical basis until the finaliza-
tion of the new constitution in October 1946 and the meaning of the
declarations about citizenship and federation were far from clear or
generally accepted. But a new name for empire had been introduced,
the formula of federation had been invoked, and the possibility of an
inclusive citizenship had been put on the table.

In Algeria, as the cloud of Vichy repression dissipated, political
movements among Muslims emerged with new militancy. They had
for some decades been asserting the existence of an Algerian national-
ity, complicated by assertions of connections to wider left-wing and
trade union movements on the one hand and to Islamic and Arab na-
tionalist movements on the other. At war’s end, French officials were
trying to figure out with whom, if anybody, they could cooperate.
Dr. Mohamed Bendjelloul was willing to work within French institu-
tions to push for extending citizenship rights to all Muslim Algerians,
but it was not evident how much support he had. Against the mili-
tant nationalist Messali Hadj, some French officials hoped to attract
the “federalist” Ferhat Abbas. They worried that the new resolutions
from Abbas’s “Amis du Manifeste” (1943) dropped earlier calls for “a
federative system under the aegis of France” and simply demanded
an Algerian parliament and government. But, officials thought, the
followers of Abbas were “sincerely attached to France.” Given the divi-
sions among Algerians, France might find allies. At the same time, the

Declaration of French Government, 25 March 1945, 17G 176, AS. Robert Dela-
vignette considered these citizenship provisions “comparable to the famous edicts of
Caracalla” of AD 212. “L'Union frangaise a I'échelle du Monde, a la mesure de "homme,”
Esprit 112 (July 1945): 229. On the Indochinese context of federation, see Christopher
Goscha, Going Indochinese: Contesting Concepts of Space and Place in French Indochina, 2nd ed.
(Copenhagen: Nordic Institute of Asian Studies, 2012), David Marr, Vietnam 1945: The
Quest for Power (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), and Pierre Brocheux and
Danicl Hémery, Indochine: La colonisation ambigué 1858-1954 (Paris: La Découverte, 1995).
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Governor General worried that “relying on repressive methods” might
alienate “the last sympathies that remain for us in the Muslim milieu.”
In the margins of the letter in the National Archives (stamped “read
by the General”) somebody wrote in pencil, “this is what a governor
general signs!”'? Here was an indication how uncertain the govern-
ment in Algeria felt about its own authority.

The Algerian situation soon took a turn for the worse. A demonstra-
tion at Sétif in May 1945, beginning with a peaceful march by Alge-
rian political organizations, turned into a massacre by police, military,
and settlers, plus killings by the other side. French officials lumped
the Abbas faction with more radical elements and blamed them for
an “insurrection,” while the atrocities perpetuated against Algerian
Muslims took much of the ground away from advocates of a middle
position between federation and secession.'

Some of the people most concerned were already in metropoli-
tan France at the time of liberation—some sixty-five to eighty thou-
sand Muslim North Africans, three-quarters of them Algerian. French
leaders sought their labor to contribute to reconstruction. Officials
interpreted the Ordinance of 7 March 1944 as implying that Algeri-
ans as French nationals had the right to come and stay. In European
France—but not in Algerian France—Algerians came under ordinary
French law and were entitled to the same identification cards as French
citizens. Moroccans, with their own nationality, had the status of a
foreign worker, but they could enter on a “simple passport.”"* People
were moving about imperial space, taking their nonequivalence with
them.

Some officials wanted to assert that the concessions made in Indo-
china or Algeria had been taken “without pressure or bargaining but
in light of the full sovereignty of France, which understands and ac-
cepts this responsibility.”’ More realistic were the reflections of Henri

2Governor General to de Gaulle, 3 April 1945, 3AG 4/18/2, ANF.

3Ministre de I'Intérieur to de Gaulle, 28 May 1945, 4AG 4/18/2, ANF. Army lead-
ers reached into their arsenal of stereotypes, claiming the events had the character “of
a holy war, of jihad.” General R. Duval to General Henry Martin, 19 May 1945, 4AG
4/18/2, ANF.

"“Ministre de I'Intérieur, circular to Commissaires de la République et Préfets, 20
February 1946; Directeur Général de la Main d’Ocuvre, circular to Inspecteurs Divi-
sionnaires et Directeurs Régionaux du Travail et de la Main d’QSuvre, 5 December
1945, 770623/83, CAC; Sous-secretariat d’Etat aux Affaires Musulmanes, “Note au
sujet de I'immigration des travailleurs nord-africains en France,” 3 January 1946, and
Note by Colonel Spillmann, Secrétaire Général du Comité de I'Afrique de Nord, to
Président de la République, 30 October 1946, F/60/865, ANF. Despite the new legal
situation, police followed old habits of surveillance and at times harassment of Al-
gerians in the metropole. See Alexis Spire, Etmngem d la carte: Ladministration de limmigration
en France (1945-1975) (Paris: Grasset, 2005).

Declaration of French Government, 25 March 1945, and telegrams from Ministere
des Colonies to Governor General, Dakar, 20 and 25 March 1945, 17G 176, AS.
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Laurentie, a high official in the Ministry of Colonies. He recognized
the signs of nationalism in Vietnam and saw that they could develop
elsewhere, but in a form that “is not necessarily virulent or exclusive.”
The problem lay in France:

Given conditions as a whole, taking into account that France
now finds itself almost entirely deprived of its navy, its air force,
and, one could say, its army, without speaking of its economic
means, which have become quite feeble, it is a question of know-
ing if we will be able to resolve the contradiction: populations’
aspirations for independence, on the one hand, and on the other
hand the weakness of France that permits it with difficulty to
lead, with continued authority, a liberal but progressive policy.

Here was an expression of French weakness as frank as one is likely to
see from a government official.

Laurentie leaned toward the inclusive rather than the repressive
pole of empire. Evolués needed to be turned from a threat into an
asset—"“a means of our action, as well as an absolute necessity of our
future.” It was also necessary to appeal to the “masses”—from which
elite nationalists were often distant—and social reform was necessary
to reach “a population that is evolving rapidly from traditional insti-
tutions that were unique to it to modern forms of collective organi-
zation.” The distinction between citizen and subject was an obstacle;
former subjects had to be integrated into a political and social fabric.
He asked his colleagues to accept that “the liberty of colonies will be
considerably augmented in the coming years” and maintain “a durable
equilibrium” among elements of society. “Our old colonial privileges”
had to be given up.!

Laurentic’s perception of weakness proved all too accurate when
Ho Chi Minh declared the independence of Vietnam on 1 September
1945, shortly after the Japanese surrender. France would now have to
recolonize the territory in the face of a movement that had laid claim
to the state and possessed a popular following and armed fighters.
The government tried to find a way to convince Ho’s regime that it
could take its place within the Indochinese Federation and the French
Union. Ho was not a likely candidate for such a role, but as the ne-
gotiations dragged on into the spring of 1946, the impasse was used

16Speech of Laurentie, Directeur des Affaires Politiques, to “cours d’information sur
I'Indochine,” copy sent by Minister to Governor General of AOF, 26 June 1945, 17G 8,
AS. On the limits—personal and institutional—faced by a would-be imperial reformer,
see Martin Shipway, “Thinking Like an Empire: Governor Henri Laurentie and Postwar
Plans for the Late Colonial French ‘Empire-State,”” in Martin Thomas, ed., The French
Colonial Mind (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2011), 219-50.
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by politicians opposed to reform to emphasize the need for a strong
French hand."”

Events in Indochina and Algeria would shape the debate over
extending citizenship to Africans, but in contradictory ways. The con-
flicts led some to conclude that French control had to be more rigorous
and others to emphasize the need to make overseas subjects feel in-
cluded in an imperial community. Sub-Saharan French Africa, where
conflict seemed muted, offered an opportunity to demonstrate the ben-
efits of imperial inclusion. In the early postwar years, however, most
members of the government wanted to approach the restructuring
of empire in a comprehensive way, as a reconfiguring of all its parts.

Rethinking was going on not just behind ministerial doors, but
also before a wider public, with government officials intervening to
shape a political agenda. The journal Renaissances, based in Algeria
after it was taken over by the Free French, published a series of arti-
cles beginning in November 1943 calling for “a politico-administrative
reorganization of our empire.” Up to that point, the editorial noted,
an individual “inhabitant of the empire” could become a citizen de-
pending on his degree of “evolution”; it was imaginable that “at a per-
haps quite distant date” all of them would be able to do so.'

An influential Governor, P.-O. Lapie, spelled out the case in terms
that would shape debate for the next seventeen years: turning empire
into federation. He argued that it was necessary that “France brings
the colonies into a French federal system, following in this respect the
international movement toward federation that is particularly well il-
lustrated by the British Empire, Soviet Russia, and, in one form or
another, by North America and China.” The federal idea sprang from a
concept of empire—and Lapie was still using that word—as something
more complex than a dichotomy of metropole and colony, as a politi-
cal entity with multiple components, each with a distinct relationship
to France. He wanted each colony or group of colonies to have more
“Initiative” and “autonomy” while Paris would still exercise a measure
of “control.”

But Lapie could not bring himself to look beyond his belief that
while the colonies included some people with a degree of evolution,
“feudal or still primitive populations” predominated. Primitive peo-
ple could not simply be brought into the institutions of republican
France—universal suffrage or trial by jury for example. Instead, “it is
appropriate to have natives evolve in the midst of their own institu-
tions by choosing and developing those which over many years will
lead native societies little by little to a status in which they are capable

"Brocheux and Hémery, Colonisation ambigué.
8Editorial note to article of P.-O. Lapie (see below), Renaissances, November 1943,
29-30.
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of understanding what we consider wisdom, because we practice it.”
Empire would thus turn into federation, but not of equals. European
France would retain a tutelary role. Decentralization and autonomy
would not necessarily take the form of each African territory choosing
its own form of rule, but rather of distinct institutional forms being
given recognition and supervision—and slowly being transformed by
French authority."

The magic word “federation” was also the focus of the intervention
of Paul-Emile Viard, dean of the law faculty at Algiers, where jurists
had made the law of empire into a specialty. He counseled “extreme
prudence” in creating a federal system. A federation would reflect the
“diversity of the Empire,” and all its people, “whether they be of Eu-
ropean or native origin,” should be represented in a federal legisla-
ture. He thought that having a voice in metropolitan institutions—
not independence—was what overseas peoples wanted. Here Viard
sounded a theme that would be heard again and again: overseas peo-
ples could be in Parliament, but “the Metropole must not be crushed
by an excessive number of extra-metropolitan deputies.”

Viard proposed that legislators from overseas should sit not in the
Chamber of Deputies but in the Senate, intended to represent “circon-
scriptions” and social groups, whereas the Chamber represented citi-
zens, proportional to their numbers. Protectorates, being themselves
“states,” would participate in an “Imperial Council.” Overseas terri-
tories would have assemblies and more power over local affairs; the
federal government would have defined domains of competence. This
complex structure would establish “the French community.” Viard was
reflecting a conception common to much of the center-right: that this
community was made up of collectivities, not just individuals, and
Africans’ place would be in the assembly of groups.?

These articles from 1944 were prefaced by René Pleven, one of de
Gaulle’s most influential followers, who would occupy the highest
posts in subsequent governments. He frankly stated that “it is now
that France is without doubt more conscious than she has ever been
of the value of her ‘Empire’ and the duties which that implies.” The
act of colonizing, for him, meant “liberation from the great plagues
that ravage primitive societies, whether called sickness, superstition,
ignorance, tyranny, corruption, exploitation, or cruelty.” He reassured
his readers and himself that metropole and colonies would solve their
problems together: “The French colonies, like the other provinces

YGouverneur P-O. Lapie, “Pour une politique coloniale nouvelle,” Renaissances, No-
vember 1943, 29-34, and October 1944, 16-20.

2Paul-Emile Viard, “Essai d’'une organisation constitutionnelle de la ‘communauté
francaise,”” Renaissances, October 1944, 21-41, 31-32, 41 quoted.
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of France, want to help rebuild the house of France.”” Here was a
major theme in French history, particularly strong among Bretons like
Pleven: European France as itself a composite of diverse territories
and people, of “petites patries.” Pleven thought such a conception ex-
tended overseas.

But not seamlessly. Pleven set his France of many provinces against
a colonial past that had to be overcome; it was necessary to “suppress
the racism to which we have already drawn attention and which re-
mains the most delicate aspect of politics of this country.” His ideas
clearly reflected the experience of surviving the war: “the Empire re-
mains intact under the integral sovereignty of France. . . . All this was
possible only because of the loyalty, the attachment of the indigenous
populations, African, Malagasy, Oceanic.” What France owed these
people was “reform of structures, and especially those that respond to
the current development of our Empire.” These ideas fit into his evo-
lutionary conception of the world: France’s role was an essential one:
“to lead the masses to modern life.”??

When it came to how reform was to be implemented, Pleven ac-
cepted that colonized people, including noncitizens, had to be rep-
resented in the institutions that would prepare the new republic. He
did not say how or in what numbers. He was thinking about expand-
ing citizenship, but not very far. He raised the possibility of “either a
local citizenship or a citizenship of empire,” but no decision could be
made until representative institutions had been created. He wanted
to co-opt into the process “non-citizens who have acquired, within in-
digenous society, an eminent place, because of either their intellectual
activity or their economic activity.”” That was how far, in 1944, one of
the most influential Gaullists would go. But at least one specific point
was clear: some indigenous voices would be heard as a constitution for
a new republic was debated.

Ideas about forging a community of diverse peoples were coming
from overseas as well. In 1945 appeared a book titled La Communauté
impériale frangaise, whose coauthors were from the European, Southeast
Asian, and African parts of that “community.” Léopold Sédar Sen-
ghor used the same word—province—as Pleven to evoke the shared fate
of metropolitan and overseas France: “The colonial problem is fun-
damentally nothing but a provincial problem, a human problem.” If
parts of the volume bordered on pious evocations of the loyalty of the
empire to France, Senghor’s chapter was more far-reaching. His title,

2René Pleven, “Préface,” dated 16 March 1944, published in Renaissances, October
1944, 5-8.

2Pleven to Governor General, AOF, 3 July 1944, 17G 127, AS; Press conference by
Pleven with Paris Journalists, October 1944, Pleven Papers, 560AP/7, ANF.

BPress Conference, October 1944, and speech to Assemblée Consultative Provi-
soire, 15 March 1944, 560AP/7, ANF.
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“Vues sur 'Afrique noire, ou assimiler non étre assimilé” (Perspectives
on Black Africa, or assimilate, don’t be assimilated), went to the heart
of the relationship between two “civilizations” caught in a profoundly
unequal relationship with each other.?* To European France, Senghor
stressed the contributions of Africa to world civilization—a theme of
his “négritude” writing from the 1930s. To African France, he pleaded,
assimilate, don’t be assimilated. Africans should integrate the best of
what European culture had to offer into their own ways of life. Coloni-
zation was a “historical fact” whose implications had to be recognized
and overcome, not by imitation or rejection of everything French but
by a considered reconfiguration of the relationship.

Turning a long relationship based on violence and subordination
into something that could be labeled community depended on giv-
ing the provinces voice, autonomy, and equality. Senghor—sensitive
early on to metropolitan anxieties—denied that he wanted to impose
“fleets of colonial deputies” on the French legislature. Instead, “It is
a question of cztzzens/zzp of Empire, an idea that over several years is mak-
ing progress in France.” He wanted Africans, Asians, and others in
the French Empire to have equal rights wherever they were in French
territory—rejecting ideas of some officials of a citizenship valid only
within an individual’s own territory—but such a notion of rights did
not mean one citizen, one vote. Rather, he thought that the unit of
representation should be “colonial nations” based on current groups
of colonies, such as his own AOF. He claimed his idea was rooted
in the familial structure of Africa: village chiefs would designate rep-
resentatives, who would choose representatives for each colony, who
would choose members of a federal assembly at the level of the AOF
or other such group of colonies. This body would have legislative
authority, although the executive would be a Governor General ap-
pointed by Paris. In European France would sit an “imperial Parlia-
ment” whose domain would be limited to matters of common interest,
such as defense and foreign affairs. “Far from weakening the unity of
the Empire,” he wrote, “it would solidify it, just as the orchestra con-
ductor would have for his mission, not to stifle, in covering the voices
of different instruments with his, but to direct them in unity and to
permit the least important country flute to play its role.”®

“Citizens of Empire”—that was what Senghor sought to create. He
had begun his essay by asserting that “since 1940, the word ‘Empire’

%Robert Lemaignen, Léopold Sédar Senghor, and Prince Sisonath Youtévong, La
communaut¢ impériale frangaise (Paris: Alsatia, 1945), 57-98, 58 quoted. Lemaignen was a
wealthy businessman with colonial interests, part of the “grand patronat.” He favored
a sort of “citoyenneté impériale,” but one that would not convey even a limited right
to vote. Catherine Hodeir, Stratégies d’Empire: Le grand patronat colonial face a la décolonisation
(Paris: Belin, 2003), 249.

% Senghor, in Communauté impériale, 59, 84-86.
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has acquired an almost magical prestige,” not least because the empire
had proven faithful to the ideal of a French Republic when European
France had come under German domination. Now the task was for
France to renew and redefine itself. Senghor concluded by returning
to a passage from the iconic figure of French imperial rule in Morocco,
General Lyautey, which he had quoted as an epigram at the beginning
of his article: a vision of empire as a “spectacle of humanity grouped
together, in which men, so diverse in origin, habits, professions, and
races pursue, without abdicating their individual conceptions, the
quest for a common ideal, of a common reason to live.” But if Lyau-
tey’s view of grouped humanity was at variance with colonial reality,
Senghor’s article had sketched out both a plan for a federal structure
in which Africans would run their own affairs and a rationale for such
a structure—the difference and equivalence of African and European
civilizations.?

Senghor and the relatively progressive members of the colonial
administration were starting from overlapping premises: empire as a
complex polity, embracing different civilizations governed in differ-
ent ways, that now needed to be transformed into another kind of
complex polity, less hierarchical, more integrative. Henri Laurentie,
for one, repudiated the notion of “the colonies, considered as posses-
sions of the metropole, exploited for its profit, a conception that it out-
dated, condemned.” Like Senghor, he embraced as a sequel to empire,
“la Communauté francaise.” And he drew a conclusion of immediate
political relevance: the overseas population had to be represented in
writing “the federating Constitution.” Laurentie wanted to preserve
the notion of empire as an “ensemble,” softening its imposed, starkly
unequal nature while maintaining France’s tutelary power.?”

Laurentie’s transitional logic lay behind the circular sent by his
Minister to the Governors General, Governors, Commissioners, and
other top officials in overseas France in October 1945:

It is necessary for us to substitute for colonization a form of “as-
sociation.” . .. It is certain, in effect, that the large majority of co-
lonial elites aspire, if not to independence, at least to autonomy,
and that these aspirations have been met with general sympathy
in the world that the colonial powers must necessarily take into
account. Not knowing how to adapt the French Empire to this
difficult evolution that brings dependent peoples to a more in-
dividual and freer life is the greatest danger that threatens our
colonial project.

%1bid., 57, 98.

2Henri Laurentie, Lecture to Ecole de la France d’Outre-Mer, 13 November 1944,
and “De 'Empire a I'Union frangaise,” note for M. Walter, nd [1945], in Laurentie
Papers, 72A] 535, ANF.
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France had to “integrate the people she directs into the nation, but
an enlarged nation, in which all people, equal in law, will have the
liberty to give themselves the institutions that are appropriate to their
personality as well as their particular needs.” The French government
would still “direct” its diverse components, but those components
would participate in both levels of governance. The Minister made
clear that the proclamation of the Federation of Indochina in March
1945 took in the African territories as well. The empire as a whole
was now being called the “Union frangaise,” and colonies were being
referred to as “territoires d’outre-mer.” Along with the official repudia-
tion of colonialism came a repudiation of racism: “It is essential that
we cease to give the impression of believing ourselves superior to any
kind of indigenous race.””

As another leading intellectual figure of the Ministry, Robert Dela-
vignette, wrote in a July 1945 article, the change in vocabulary did less
to define a new way of thinking than to acknowledge uncertainty:

Empire, French Federation, Imperial Community, French Union;
we see in the variations of vocabulary only a groping step by
which we try to capture and fix very new relationships that need
to be presented together in spirit. There are no more colonies in
the old sense of the word. There is even no more colonial Empire
considered in relation to the metropole and as an object different
from the metropole.?

But could this repudiation of colonial domination and these general
ideas about an inclusive French community be turned into a function-
ing framework acceptable to most of the French political spectrum
and to someone like Senghor, who saw himself socially, culturally, and
politically in an ambiguous middle ground between French and Afri-
can cultures, between a desire for incorporation and for autonomy?
The starting point for people from Senghor to Laurentie was not an
abstract view of a world of equivalent nations, but rather a conception
of sovereignty as complex, divisible, and transformable. They were
well aware, of course, that empire had its enemies around the world.
The USSR had posed at various times as an anti-imperial power, even
though it also described itself as a polity consisting of multiple na-
tional republics. The United States was a more immediate worry, for

%Circular (printed) of Minister of Colonies, 20 October 1945, 17G 15, AS. The
Governor General of AOF asked his governors to distribute this statement to all ad-
ministrators. Circular of 3 January 1946, 17G 15, AS.

®Delavignette, “L'Union frangaise a 'échelle du Monde,” 230. He repeated this
statement in the 1946 edition of an earlier book, now titled Service Africain (Paris: Gal-
limard, 1946), 271. Delavignette’s title change was revealing; the old version was Les vrais
chefs de lempire (Paris: Gallimard, 1939). Delavignette and Senghor frequently cited each
other’s articles and knew and respected each other.
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the Roosevelt administration had made some anticolonial noises dur-
ing the war, directed at both Churchill and de Gaulle, although it had
not followed through. Americans, the French ambassador to Washing-
ton reported, did not understand the nature of France’s policies over-
seas. “The terms Colonies and Empire provoke unfavorable reactions
in all milieux but for different reasons, but particularly among liberals
and people of color” He noted that American reporters who had in
carly 1945 visited AEF formed “very unfavorable impressions, with
much commentary about the fact that only 36 blacks from AEF are
French citizens.”3°

These tensions became more acute with negotiations over the
founding of the United Nations, for France and Britain feared pres-
sures to apply the model of mandates to all colonies, giving the UN a
supervisory role. Even short of that, the possibility that the UN might
encourage trust territories (the new name for League of Nations man-
dates) to claim independence could mean trouble when France re-
fused such a change to its own colonies. The mixed nature of imperial
repertoires in that case could turn out to be a problem, not an element
of flexibility. The UN, like the United States, was not ready to upset
the imperial apple cart, but the Foreign Ministry drew its own lesson
from the very fact that such ideas had become discussable: France had
to show that its own way of doing things was consistent with prin-
ciples of the rights of man.?!

International pressures at this time remained in the background,
something to be aware of while French elites worked within their own
frameworks. But there was another aspect of the international situa-
tion that was rarely commented on. Not only was France weakened
by the war, but so were all the European powers, Germany most ob-
viously. Empire was still a resource, but interempire rivalry was no
longer the factor that it had been for centuries.?? In the debates about
how to reconfigure the empire, the possibility that a territory seceding
from the French Empire might fall into the camp of another power
was occasionally suggested, but no one could point to evidence that
rivals actually coveted French territory or might exclude France from

% Ambassador Bonnet to Ministere des Colonies, 6 March 1945, K. Afrique 1944-
1952, Généralités/1, ADLC.

31 Affaires Politiques, Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, “Note pour le Ministre:
L’Amérique et les Colonies,” 12 March 1945, Ambassador of France to trusteeship
conferences, April-June 1945, report on “Régime international de tutelle,” K.Afrique
1944-1952, Généralités/1, ADLC. On the United Nations and the fate of colonial
empires after 1945, see Mark Mazower, No Enchanted Palace: The End of Empire and the Ideo-
logical Origins of the United Nations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2009).

320n World War IT as a break point in an interempire history, see Jane Burbank
and Frederick Cooper, Empires in World History: Power and the Politics of Difference (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2010), chap. 13.
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access to overseas resources. The outside world appeared most often
in the form of potential models for federalism or other forms of com-
plex sovereignty—the British Commonwealth, the Soviet Union, the
United States, Switzerland, as well as the former empires of Rome or
the Austro-Hungarians (see below). The debate focused on how to
maintain a complex and differentiated French polity and on how to
avoid secession by any of its components.

In the uncertain moment when victory over Germany was in
sight but institutions for a postwar polity were still an open book,
de Gaulle’s government set up formal structures to rethink the orga-
nization of France’s empire. René Pleven spoke before a new body,
which he chaired, whose ponderous name made clear its good inten-
tions: “the commission charged with the study of measures to assure
the Colonies of their just place in the new French Constitution.” He
set the agenda: “Everybody is convinced by the events of 1940 and by
all the developments since 1940 that the new constitution that must
be given to the Republic should include representation of the Empire
and not simply leave, to the sole discretion of the metropolitan power,
the life and political role of the Empire.”*® Colonial governance had
long made use of commissions of various sorts, members chosen by
the government, in part because the Ministry needed advice and le-
gitimation while governing largely through decrees. Now, could these
ad hoc bodies of wise men direct the empire in a more democratic
direction?

Pleven’s commission, meeting between May and August 1944, con-
fronted the problem of making France appear inclusive when it could
not be ¢galitarian. Pleven laid out the fundamental objection to his own
proposal: “there are 60 million colonials for 40 million French peo-
ple, a corresponding proportion of colonial representatives inside the
metropolitan parliament would make the physiognomy of the French
parliament into a parody.” He was willing to see the state—if not the
republic—as divisible, or at least not homogeneous: “I also believe
that, quite often, one confuses the notion of the Republic and the no-
tion of France one and indivisible as if Flanders could have the same
structure as the territories of the Congo.” He sought a diverse assem-
bly, in which both colonial and metropolitan representatives would
participate, though not in proportion to population or chosen by
the same means. He also opened up the possibility that new statuses
would be created “to shift the populations of the colonial territories

$Commission chargée de I'étude des mesures propres a assurer aux Colonies leur
juste place dans la nouvelle constitution francaise, record of first session, 1 May 1944,
copy in papers of Gaston Monnerville, Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques,
GM 26, dossier 1. A copy of this document is also in AP 214, AOM.
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9

from ‘subjects’ to ‘citizens’” without saying what those statuses would
be or how long the passage would take.?

Some delegates thought New Caledonia, the “old colonies,” or the
Quatre Communes could be assimilated into French departments;
some thought Morocco and Tunisia could be autonomous states
forming part of a federation. In the latter case, France was not free
to act as it chose for such territories, since protectorates had “distinct
international lives.” Pleven intervened to say that federation did not
mean equivalence of all components: “A Federation consists of France
and all French overseas territories, France being recognized by all as
the most meritorious member, the most important of the Federation.”
The tutelary relationship was still at the fore, but it now had to be de-
fended explicitly against the implications that federalism implied
equivalence among the federating units.

René Cassin, a leading figure in postwar French politics, put the in-
habitants of Equatorial Africa at the “bottom of the scale,” people with
a “great attachment to France but whose primitive character implies
that they are not in a state to create a true unity.” But Morocco and
Tunisia had their own sovereigns; they would benefit from “a bit more
self-government.” Henri Laurentie wanted to give each of France’s di-
verse possessions its “own liberty, they must be able to breathe.” Yet
the tie of each to the metropole must remain “indissoluble.” All this
required innovation. A federation required federal institutions, such as
an assembly in which each possession would be represented as a unit.
He noted that the Dutch were thinking the same way; the Queen had
promised its colonies a federal status.®

The specifics started to look difficult. Would the metropole have its
own parliament in addition to France’s federal parliament? Would the
federal parliament include Algeria? The old colonies? Would the chief
of state of the Republic—that is, the metropole and whatever territo-
ries were assimilated to it—also be the head of the federation? Would
the federal assembly be consultative or would it have legislative au-
thority? Would the republican parliament or the federal one have ul-
timate authority? And where would sovereignty lie, given that some
components of the federation (like Morocco) had sovereignty and
others (overseas territories) came under French sovereignty but lacked
a voice in making sovereign decisions? If the metropole retained
power over as foreign affairs while allowing devolution of power over
local matters, would the people of New Caledonia, for example, have

$Tbid. Since the Congo was juridically part of the Republic, Pleven was saying (per-
haps unintentionally) that the Republic was divisible but “France” was not.

% Commission, session of 9 May 1944. Federal institutions were among the possibili-
ties considered for postwar reforms by the Dutch government in exile and resistance
leaders. See Jennifer Foray, Visions of Empire in the Nazi-Occupied Netherlands (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2012).
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a special say in negotiating with their neighbors in Australia and New
Zealand?

The deeply entrenched habits of mind in colonial situations, faced
with the prospect of colonial subjects coming into French institu-
tions, came into the open when commission member Jules Moch—a
socialist—stated of the French of the metropole, “I do not accept that
they be put into a minority by Negro chiefs [‘chefs negres’].” Laurentie
gently elided the racist tenor of Moch’s remark, turning his words into
a way of looking at federation as an assemblage of different peoples:
“Negro chiefs, as M. Moch says with a certain scorn, are not bureau-
crats; they represent a people.” But the bottom line was that one could
not leap from colonial distinction to republican equality. Delegates
agreed that universal suffrage would not work.* The Ministry inferred
from this discussion that reform could be politically difficult; Moch’s
remarks were indicative of “the repugnance of a metropolitan spirit—a
repugnance shared by many French people” to making suffrage too
universal and overseas representation too reflective of population.

Despite such fears, no one was actually advocating that everyone
from Djibouti to Brest participate as an equal voter in a French polity.
Where, between complete domination and complete submersion, Eu-
ropean France would lie was in question. If some commission members
kept finding more and more areas where the metropole had to exercise
strict control—foreign affairs, defense, economic coordination—others
saw that a “notion of community between the Metropole and its colo-
nies” could not be developed if the metropole claimed all decision
making for itself.%

Some participants in the debate wanted colonial subjects repre-
sented in the main legislative body, others in “a sort of colonial sen-
ate”—a federal legislature alongside a purely metropolitan one. There
were doubts that metropolitan politicians would give up significant
power to the overseas territories and worries that too much decentral-
ization could lead territories to go their own way, fostering “a certain
tendency toward separatism.”® Few participants could conceive of a
community of equals. Nevertheless, any idea of Africans participating

% Another delegate, Sanglier, thought that Negro chiefs in any case had a special role
in government: “They represent something as important as those elected by universal
suffrage.” Commission, session of 9 May 1944. Moch proved a recidivist, declaring the
next week, “I do not want at all that a Negro king decides the balance between two
French fractions.” Ibid., 16 May 1944.

%7“Note sur le rapport concernant la place des colonies dans la constitution francaise
avenir” by I'Inspecteur Général des Colonies Lassalle-Séré,” 25 July 1944, CAB 56/366,
AOM.

% Lassalle-Séré, Commission, session of 23 May 1944.

%Lapie, Commission, session of 27 June 1944; Laurentie, 27 June, 4 July 1944;
Lassalle-Séré, 16, 30 May 1944.
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alongside European French people in a common project represented a
significant change from past and current practices.

The federalists ran into not only the perception that Africans were
too primitive to be good legislators, but also the idea that the people
of the seemingly more advanced protectorates, such as Morocco, did
not fit a republican legislative scheme. Would the Sultan of Morocco—
who was repeatedly referred to as sovereign, king, or even emperor—
accept to have his representatives sit in a legislature alongside Afri-
cans, whom he “considers much less important”® What would such
a monarch think of being part of a greater France whose ideal was
for citizens to choose their representatives?* Given that protectorates’
status was determined by treaty, might not their participation in what-
ever constitutional structures France devised be considered voluntary?
And were there not dangers in Algeria’s place in a federal structure—
from giving too much autonomy either to self-interested settlers or to
“the Muslims of Algeria” who exhibited “little maturity”?*!

The anxieties and possibilities about turning France into some-
thing other than the empire it had been were more durable than the
committee’s conclusions, which were not binding on the government.
The report at least made clear that as a principle the federal idea had
achieved widespread support. The commission declared its intention
to “make manifest and active the principle of the French Community,”
giving equal weight to “the solidarity of these French countries [ pays]
and the notion that their personality and independence are accepted.”
The notion of “France and its colonies” would give way to the idea of
an ensemble in which each territory had its independent vocation, but
over which “the power of France is exercised with rigor and precision.”

The ensemble would continue to have distinct components, which
would now be considered as follows:

1. “Exterior provinces”: Algeria, Réunion, Martinique, Guade-
loupe, Guyana. They would be considered a “prolongation of
metropolitan territory” and be represented in Parliament as well
as in a federal assembly, while retaining a “large administrative
liberty.”

2. “Federal pays”: Indochina, New Caledonia, Madagascar. These
units, each with multiple components, were considered to have
more “maturity” than other overseas territories and would be al-
lowed to develop a “political personality” and elect deputies to
a federal assembly.

“Cassin and Ballay, Commission, session of 20 June 1944. That neither the rulers
nor the people of Morocco and Tunisia would accept representative institutions was
repeatedly asserted by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, for example in “Représentation
des protectorats a I'Assemblée Constituante,” 24 July 1945, CAB 56/366, AOM.

# Laurentie, Commission, session of 4 July 1944.
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3. “Federal territories”: AOF, AEF, Togo, Cameroon, Oceania,
French Somalia. These territories would remain “under supervi-
sion” [“sous tutelle”], but as they matured, they would acquire
more political “personality” and eventually choose their repre-
sentatives to the federal assembly.

4. “International protectorates”: Tunisia, Morocco, New Hebri-
des. Under international law, they possessed sovereignty and
nationality, but the commission saw a “spontaneous movement”
among them toward “the French community.” They too would
have a place in the federal assembly.

5. “French Establishments” in India. They would keep their “cur-
rent colonial status” but with more liberties at the local level .#?

We see here continuity in viewing the French state as a composite
polity, containing nonequivalent components. The new idea emerg-
ing, from discussions in public and in government bodies, was to
give them political voice, to different degrees and through different
methods, in the institutions of the French state, probably including a
federal assembly. Unresolved was the question posed during the com-
mission’s meetings: just who would be considered a citizen, and with
what package of rights and duties?

Officials in Paris, used to exerting their authority, worried about
the implications of federalism. Would it mean a whole set of federal
ministries, responsible to a federal legislature, diluting the power of
the Ministry of Colonies? Would a federal budget be acceptable to
metropolitan taxpayers or to individual territories? Would particu-
lar territories object to being classified in different categories of the
Commission’s schema, or in the same one? How could one reconcile
diversity with citizenship if all people of the empire were made into
French citizens? But citizenship, an influential Inspecteur des Colo-
nies remarked, was exactly what many “evolués indigeénes” wanted.*

The most powerful voice for a France that would remain “intact”
but whose organization “will not be the same as before the drama we
just went through” came from Charles de Gaulle himself, speaking
in July 1944—with decisive battles of the war now being fought on
French soil. He put much stress on the loyalty and contribution of

#Report of Commission, Algiers, July-August 1944, GM 26. The Ministry itself
saw these distinct statuses as a result not of ethnic or cultural distinction “but of the
date and historical conditions of the establishment of French authority over their terri-
tory.” It called for “a new charter” to replace these “diverse statuses, built up morsel by
morsel, old and unadaptive.” Ministeére des Colonies, Bulletin Hebdomadaire d’Information
345 (9 July 1945): 1-2, clipping in AP 2147/2, AOM.

#Directeur du Cabinet, Ministere des Colonies, “Observations sur le rapport con-
cernant la place des colonies dans la future constitution francaise,” 28 July 1944, In-
specteur Général des Colonies Lassalle-Séré, “Note sur le rapport concernant la place
des colonies dans la future constitution francaise,” 28 July 1944, CAB 56/366, AOM.

44 w CHAPTER1



overseas territories to the war effort: “not a soul refused the effort of
the war for the liberation of France and the freedom of the world.” He
referred to “'Empire frangais” in the present but applied the federal
concept to the future: “I believe that each territory over which floats
the French flag should be represented within a system of federal form
in which the Metropole will be one part and in which the interests of
everyone can be heard.”*

Turning all this into reality would require writing a constitution.
The basic method was familiar and generally accepted. An Assemblée
Nationale Constituante (National Constituent Assembly) would be
elected by all eligible voters and it would in turn appoint a constitu-
tional commission to draft the text, with advice from other relevant
committees. The assembly as a whole would debate, amend, and ap-
prove the text, which would then go before a popular referendum.
But who—from the diverse components of the empire—would get to
choose the deputies, how many would represent each territory, what
roles would colonial deputies play in the actual writing, and who
would vote in the referendum on approval of the text? It fell to the
Comité Francais de Libération Nationale, the political and military
leaders around de Gaulle, based in Algiers before the recapture of
France, to give the definitive answers to these questions. Government
leaders were very conscious of the need to produce a legitimate docu-
ment via a legitimate process, and they worried about the thorny is-
sues that had emerged in committee meetings and public discussions.
French leaders had come to realize that they needed, in some form,
acquiescence in the overseas territories to the new constitution. The
French government was becoming aware that there was and would
continue to be pressure from below, as we shall see in the following
discussion of an episode in Dakar in 1944 and 1945.

Aux Urnes, Citoyennes?

In 1944, over a century and a half after the Declaration of the Rights
of Man and of the Citizen, French women obtained the right to vote.
Recognized as citizens, the women of the Quatre Communes of Sen-
egal should have been among them: Senegalese men had been voting
since 1848. In the French Caribbean, where most of the electorate was
of partially African descent, the change in gender rules produced little
controversy. But in Senegal, the issue led to conflict.

The Governor General of AOEFE, Pierre Cournarie, wrote to the
Commissioner of Colonies in June 1944 that applying the law to the

#Extract from de Gaulle’s press conference, Washington, 10 July 1944, AP 214,
AOM.
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women of the Quatre Communes was consistent with “our republi-
can principles,” but not with “local realities and necessities.” He was
unhappy with the 1848 and 1916 laws on which the franchise of male
originaires was based not because African men were voting, but because
the vote was extended to all such inhabitants “on conditions immedi-
ately identical to those applied to the metropole, with no discrimina-
tion based on the observed degree of evolution.” He did not argue
with allowing women who were “exceptionally advanced [evoluees]
to vote, but he sought an alternative to applying the provisions to all
women.

Cournarie thought women particularly backward and lacking in
independence from their husbands. And he feared that the vote of
residents of European origin would be diluted by doubling the vote of
African citizens. As of 1941, he reported, Senegal had about twenty-
seven thousand European citizens and eighty thousand African citi-
zens, while the rest of French West Africa had fifteen thousand and
five thousand, respectively—counting only male citizens.*

The Commissioner replied that it was important that future del-
egates elected to the provisional assembly that was to prepare the res-
toration of republican government be “lucidly and energetically
French. Your influence should be exercised in this direction so that
the colonial delegates will give a demonstration of the absolute unity
of France and her Empire.” His generalities only implicitly responded
to Cournarie’s concern. Nonetheless, in November the Government
General decided to suspend the application to Senegal of the law ex-
tending the vote to female citizens.*®

In February 1945, Lamine Gueéye, the best-known originaire politi-
cian and stalwart of the Socialists in Senegal, began a campaign “in
favor of the vote of Senegalese women.”" Born in 1891 into the Mus-
lim elite of Saint-Louis (one of the Quatre Communes), jurist, author
of a 1921 thesis at the Université de Paris on the legal and political sta-
tus of the originaires of Quatre Communes and its implication for civil
law, Lamine Guéye was a strong defender of republican and egalitar-
ian values.* With political activism returning to Senegal after being
frozen during the period of Vichy rule, political parties were recruit-

®Governor General to Commissioner of Colonies, Alger, 1 June 1944, 20G 25, AS.

#Colonies (René Pleven) to Government General, Dakar, telegram, 13 June 1944,
Governor, Senegal, to Governor General, telegram, 6 November 1944, 20G 25, AS.
Some officials worried what to do about people of mixed origin or about women of
color from the metropole or the Caribbean who would have the vote in their place of
origin but who happened to be resident in Senegal. Directeur des Affaires Politiques,
Administrative, et Sociales to Governor General, 3 January 1945, 20G 25, AS.

“Governor General to Commissioner of Colonies, telegram, 7 February 1945, 20G
25, AS.

“#Lamine Gueye, ltinéraire africain (Paris: Présence africaine, 1966).
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ing followers and making an issue of the status of French subjects.
Lamine Guéye wrote to the Governor General protesting against
the exclusion of Senegalese women from the voting, pointing to the
humiliation of their knowing that European, Caribbean, Guyanese,
Algerian, Malagasy, and New Caledonian women were going to the
polls. The Governor General telegraphed Paris, “It is certain that he
has succeeded in creating agitation on the subject and he is being fol-
lowed.” The security services reported protest meetings in Saint-Louis
and Dakar in early March.*

Police sources described a meeting in Saint-Louis on 8 March at
which women spoke. Verkha Seck, described as very influential in her
quarter, stated, “There is no reason why European women vote and
we are deprived of that right. We categorically refuse this injustice.
We will vote or we will prevent European women from voting.” Police
spies reported that about one hundred adult women were present at
this meeting in addition to about one hundred to one hundred fifty
men. The women were “richly dressed and wearing beautiful jewels.”
At another meeting in Saint-Louis, a woman named Anta Gaye as-
serted, “We will barricade European women on election day if we are
forbidden to vote like them.”®

A letter by a Senegalese intercepted by security also described the
March meetings in Saint-Louis: “all the women of Saint-Louis were
represented. . . . The women made a public declaration that they in-
tended to vote if French women voted. The atmosphere was aboil.”
Another letter pointed out that “the population is indignant” at the
refusal to let female originaires vote. Meetings were held to arrange for
delegation “composed of women and men” to the Governor.”!

Cournarie panicked. He telegraphed Paris, “Agitation on subject of
vote for Senegalese women continues at Dakar and Saint-Louis and
reaches a certain degree of violence.” He still thought that “Senega-
lese women not yet ready to participate in political life and that they
are completely disinterested in the question. But agitators have taken
over the issue and use it as an arm against France whose prestige was
lost during the Vichy period. Given these considerations, I am led to
propose to extend the vote to Senegalese women.” That was a quick
turnabout. Paris replied that it was Cournarie who had insisted that

“Renseignements, Dakar, 14 February 1945, Lamine Gueye to Governor General,
10 March 1945, Governor General to Colonies, Paris, 2 March 1945, Renseignements,
Saint-Louis, 3 March 1945, Dakar, 6 March 1945, 20G 25, AS.

%9Renseignements, reports of public meetings, Saint-Louis, 7, 8, 9, 11 March 1945,
20G 25, AS.

'Diallo Cherisse, Saint-Louis, to Alassane Diallo, Rufisque, 6 March 1945, and
Keke A. Lamine, Saint-Louis, to N’Diaye Amadou Lamine, sergeant, 9 March 1945,
17G 415, AS.
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women should not vote, and the Ministry did not want to go over the
question again.>?

Things were heating up. A committee in Saint-Louis was formed
to press for the vote for women, and it sent a telegram to Paris. It
claimed that three thousand male and female citizens had attended a
protest meeting. A delegation went from Saint-Louis to Dakar to join
a protest there. A white, Socialist politician in Senegal, Charles Cros,
went off to Paris to talk to the Minister, and Lamine Gueéye later did
likewise.” Petitions were circulating. The Governor of Senegal met
political leaders in Saint-Louis and was told that the government’s
decision was unacceptable and protests would continue. He feared
“grave incidents.” Several African politicians, according to reports
on a meeting on 14 March, also warned of violence. Senegalese men
who belonged to French patriotic organizations, such as the Front
National de Lutte pour la Libération et I'Indépendance de la France
(National Front for Struggle for the Liberation and Independence of
France), spoke at meetings and sent petitions to the government. They
evoked the patriotic record of Senegalese and deployed the language
of republicanism: the suppression of the vote for women was contrary
to republican legality; it was a sign of “racism.” Senegalese political
institutions, like the Conseil Colonial and Municipal Councils, had
not been consulted by the Governor General. Female citizens of the
metropole and Caribbean were getting the vote; it was insulting that
Senegalese were not.**

A week later, security forces reported that protests were still going
on. Political parties were calling for all Africans to boycott the next
election. Another petition from citizens in Dakar came to the Gover-
nor General. Cournarie was still agonizing, and Paris telegraphed him
that it was his responsibility to avoid violence.”® Lamine Gueye’s news-
paper described the atmosphere in Dakar as “feverish agitation that
goes beyond what is normal.” And Fatou Diop, a Senegalese woman
writing in the same issue of LAOF, thought the Governor General was
about to give way, and pointed out that the government had mistak-
enly assumed that Muslim Senegalese women were like North African
women, whereas “here we are not veiled, we go out freely; there is

$2Governor General to Paris, telegram, 7 March 1945 and letter, 8 March 1945; Paris
to Governor General, telegram, 11 March 1945, 20G 25, AS.

$Governor General to Ministry of Colonies, 26 May 1945, 17G 132, AS.

5 Petition to Governor General from Gaspard Ka Aly, 10 March 1945; Memoran-
dum of meeting of 14 March between Governor, Malick Mustapha Guéye, President of
Conscil Colonial, and others; Compte rendu of meeting, 5 April 1945, Renscignements,
12 April 1945, 20G 25, AS.

% Sireté, Renseignements, 21 March 1945, Petition of délégués de la population de
Dakar et banlieux to Governor General, 21 March 1945, Colonies to Governor General,
telegram, 8 April 1945, 20G 25, AS.
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no harem or gynaeceum.” Women lived among men and took part in
their activities.%

The Governor General had in fact already—this was mid-April—
telegraphed to the Ministry that it was best to “accord the right to
vote to Senegalese women without further delay and above all with-
out waiting for incidents to take place.” There was little time to draw
up lists in time for elections, but officials would have to try.’” The
Commissioner of Colonies then drafted a decree annulling the one
that had denied Senegalese women the right to vote and declaring,
“Female French citizens are voters and eligible for office in the same
conditions as male French citizens.”® Charles Cros wrote from Paris,
“We have just carried off a beautiful victory.” The security services in
its summary of political events in March noted the “movements of
opinion” and the “protest campaign,” but decided that, after all, “at
no moment was order troubled.”®

Some whites in Senegal complained in letters intercepted by the
police that they would have to vote alongside “the most ignorant and
stupid negresses.”® But Cros and Lamine Gueye were welcomed on
their return from Paris with a “triumphal” celebration.®! A Senegalese
sergeant in the army wrote, “Now, life in Senegal flourishes again.”
He was excited about the upcoming election for the reason officials
feared, mainly that African women’s votes would be added to men’s:
“racial unity constitutes a solid bloc, homogeneous, true, and crush-
ing, plus women voters are on the side of Lamine.”®?

That was how the female citizens of Senegal got the vote. Political
mobilization had made a difference; without it the Governor General
would have made the women of the Quatre Communes stand aside as
their sisters around the empire went to the polls.® Alsine Fall wrote

56Mohamed N’Fat Touré, “A propos de I'Union frangaise,” and Fatou Diop, “Les dés
ne sont pas encore jetés,” LAOF, 20 April 1945.

S’ Governor General to Colonies, telegram, 12 April 1945, 20G 25, AS.

%Colonies to Governor General, telegram, 17 April 1945. The Governor General
passed this on to the governors of all the colonies of AOF, telegram of 18 April 1945,
20G 25, AS.

%Cros to Ibrahima Seydou N’Dor, Dakar, 21 April 1945, 17G 415, AS; Stireté, Séné-
gal, Bulletin de Renseignements Politiques de mars 1945, 20G 25, AS.

%R. Gayraud, Trésor, Dakar, to M. et Mme. G. Mounot, Etrechy, France, 30 April
1945, 17G 415, AS.

1P. Vidal, Saint-Louis, to Alice Galtier, Courbevoie, France, 3-4 June 1945, inter-
cepted letter, 17G 415, AS.

2Sergeant Cissé, Oukam, to Brigadier-Chief William Alphonse, 19 June 1945, 17G
415, AS.

8The Governor of Cameroon later expressed a position similar to that carlier es-
poused by his West African counterpart: “I remain convinced that we should rule out
the participation of native women, who do not participate at all in the political life
of the country” He thought letting women vote would be “very badly received” in
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an article in LAOF titled “To My Senegalese Sister Voters” exhorting
them to vote, adding, “You will thus demonstrate that the exercise
of political rights should not and cannot lead to any perturbation in
our morals or in our customs as some would seem to fear.”®* Women
quickly queued up to register to vote in the upcoming municipal elec-
tions in Dakar. Afterward, Fatou Diop wrote in her article “Civisme
féminin” that women had been told that politics had been of no in-
terest to them, but now she was able to say to the women of Dakar that
“your success” would show the capacity of women citizens to fulfill
the “duty of the citizen.”® The Governor General had learned his les-
son, writing, “The Government General is happy to extend lively con-
gratulations to the men and women voters of the Communes of Dakar,
Rufisque, and Saint-Louis who just took part in municipal elections.”®
This mobilization was part of a wider ferment in Senegal of which of-
ficials there and in Paris were quite well aware as they pondered, over
the course of 1945, the institutional future of the French Empire.

Doing Politics: Senegal, 1945

Lamine Gueye’s campaign in favor of female suffrage in early 1945
was consistent with positions he had taken earlier and would con-
tinue to defend: advocacy of equality among citizens, a principle that
was both general and deeply associated with the history of the Qua-
tre Communes in which lay his roots and his electoral base. In 1943,
he spoke before a large and enthusiastic meeting in Dakar about the
three-hundred-year effort by Senegalese citizens to “obtain rights ab-
solutely equal to those of metropolitan French people, including no-
tably access to all civil service positions and absolute equality of wages
in administration and commerce.” He wanted to see “the complete dis-
appearance of that odious racism anchored in the hearts of too many
French people.” He was not alone. In 1943 and 1944, various orga-
nizations were writing to the new Free French government to claim

indigenous society. Governor, Cameroon, to Colonies, Paris, telegram, 26 July 1945,
CAB 56/366, AOM. But things had by then moved beyond this point.

8 Alsine Fall, “A mes sceurs électrices Sénégalaises,” LAOF, 22 June 1945.

%Fatou Diop, “Civisme féminin,” ZAOF, 20 July 1945.

%Governor General to Governor, Senegal, telegram, 2 July 1945, 20G 3, AS. Lamine
Gugye, after his victory, wrote the Minister to praise him for his responsiveness to griev-
ances coming from “our distant province that has been so deeply French for over three
centuries.” He went on to raise other issues of discrimination in commercial establish-
ments and workers’ benefits. Lamine Gueye to Minister, 2 May 1945, AP 974, AOM.

% Lamine Gueye, speech to meeting of 31 December 1943, from police information,
17G 410AS. He raised similar points in a petition to Charles de Gaulle, 21 January,
1944, 17G 127, AS.
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equal treatment: “if the native wants to remain French he intends to
be so totally.”6

Lamine Gueye’s actions were also a step toward consolidating his
leadership. In the municipal elections of June 1945 in Dakar, he hand-
ily won: 8,590 votes to 954 and 236, respectively, for his two oppo-
nents. He deployed 51mu1taneously a repubhcan rhetoric—insistence
on equality for all “citoyens, citoyennes”—and an assertion of his Af-
rican roots. He called himself “a child of the country” and his politi-
cal party the Bloc Africain. His supporters labeled the opposing fac-
tion the “Bloc Frangais.” His ally from Saint-Louis in the campaign
for the vote for African women, Charles Cros, found himself on the
right side of republican ideology but the wrong side of community
mobilization. Lamine Guéye backed an African ally over Cros, and
his candidate won the Saint-Louis mayoralty. Officials reported that
“native women voted in imposing numbers, calmly and with disci-
pline,” while European women stayed away from the polls. The result,
officials realized, was “a triumph for the Bloc African party.”® As the
municipal campaigns gave way to legislative campaigns, the Socialist
Party of Senegal, of which Lamine Gueye was the leading figure, is-
sued its manifesto calling for “the equality of races and peoples” and
for “the accession of all Africans to citizenship.””

Senghor, in a letter of May 1945 intercepted by French security,
took up the theme of equality, calling for universal suffrage and eli-
gibility for office for “all citizens and non citizens.” “Naturally,” he ar-
gued, “the principle on which we constantly rely is the equality of races
and peoples.” In what was perhaps a reflection of his roots outside
the Quatre Communes, Senghor argued that equality between Afri-
cans and Europeans also implied “the same equality among Africans.”
Like his patron Lamine Gueye, he thought political parties in Africa
should be based on “loyal Franco-African cooperation” but under Af-
rican leadership.”

French officials were also hearing citizenship talk from other parts
of AOF. Dahomean politician Sourou Migan Apithy worried about

%Union Républicaine Sénégalaise to Commissaire des Colonies, 10 August 1943,
17G 228, AS. The Association Professionelle des Fonctionnaires des Cadres Supéri-
cures de 'AOF described its members as “French citizens under the same obligations as
all other functionaries” and protested against “racial discrimination of which we are
victims.” Letter to Commissaire des Colonies, 10 August 1943, 17G 228, AS.

69Monthly Political Report, 16 July 1945, 17G 132, AS; Renseignements, 25 June
1945, 20G 3, AS.

"Monthly Political Report, 13 October 1945, 17G 132, AS.

"Senghor, intercepted letter written in Paris to A. de Saint Jean of the journal Clar,
5 May 1945, 17G 415, AS. Security reports refer to Senghor’s correspondence as “moni-
tored.” The officers concluded that he was “a partisan of the French Union, but with
absolute equality.” Inspection régionale des contréles techniques de TAOF, “Synthese
d’informations générales bimensuel,” 1-15 May 1945, 17G 414, AS.
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the continued existence of “the spirit of domination and hegemony”
in France. Born in Porto Novo in 1913, student of politics and ad-
ministration in Paris, artillery officer in the French army in 1939-40,
accountant, protégé of a Catholic missionary, Apithy began his politi-
cal career in mid-1945, running for the Assemblée Nationale Constit-
uante. But earlier, in May, he published an article in the Dahomean
press emphasizing the importance of universal suffrage and the aboli-
tion of any political distinction between citizens and noncitizens. He
thought that the discussions going on in France had reached the point
where extending the vote to Africans was “accepted,” but the condi-
tions under which they would vote were not. Therein lay the struggle.
His position was clear: a single electoral college, universal suffrage,
and representation proportional to population.”™

The ferment was not limited to an elite. Workers, especially in the
public service, made clear over the course of 1945 their expectations
that the end of the war would bring them both benefits and respect.”
Officials on the scene and in Paris were conscious not only of the burst
of demands for wages and benefits, but also of the rhetoric of social
movements which put equality and citizenship to the fore. Strikes of
schoolteachers in Senegal, of postal workers in Soudan, Guinea, and
Senegal, and strike threats by railroad workers throughout AOF all
worried officials.

What shook the colonial establishment most profoundly was a se-
ries of strikes in Senegal beginning in December 1945, culminating
in a general strike in Dakar, Saint-Louis, and other Senegalese cities
in January 1946—all coinciding with the opening of the Assemblée
Nationale Constituante in Paris. It began with dockers striking for
higher wages and gathered momentum as first the dockers, then oth-
ers, won modest concessions from the government. By mid-January,
workers from manual laborers to civil servants were on strike, and the
event took on the aspect of a mass movement as well as a labor action:
daily meetings were held in a sports terrain, European-owned stores
were boycotted, women joined men. Some workers were striking for
an increase in the minimum wage, and labor unions, in negotiations,
introduced the argument that calculating subsistence needs should
be done on the assumption that the needs of an African worker were
the same as those of a European. For civil servants, the key issue was
benefits, especially family allowances, equivalent to those of Europe-
ans. The slogan “equal pay for equal work” became the hallmark of
the strike. Union leaders showed mastery not only of techniques of

Sourou Migan Apithy to Joseph Santos of the newspaper Voix du Dahomey, 10 May
1945, 17G 415, AS.

BCooper, Decolonization and African Society, chapter 6. Nor had the massacre in Decem-
ber 1944 by the French military of returning African soldiers protesting conditions at
the Camp de Thiaroye near Dakar been forgotten.
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organization, but also of the rhetoric of republican citizenship, visible
for example in this letter to the Governor General from government
workers in Dakar: “What we want is the total disappearance of racial
prejudice, the application of republican principles that have made the
grandeur of France,” followed by a detailed list of benefits to which
they laid claim.™

Officials realized that some striking workers were from the Qua-
tre Communes—hence citizens—and others were migrants from the
interior—hence subjects. Any way out of the conflict would involve
both categories. Fearful that repressive tactics would drive Africans
out of the labor market, officials on the spot were unsure how to act,
and so they called in a labor expert from France to help them. He
arrived with his formulas and his tactics based on metropolitan and
West Indian experience. He helped to bring the movement to an end
by negotiating, category by category, with union leaders, making
major concessions on wages and benefits. The breakthrough was in the
realm of imagination as well: solving a conflict in a colonial situation
by treating it as an industrial relations issue, entailing negotiations
and contracts in familiar, metropolitan forms. Manual workers did not
obtain as much of a wage increase as they wanted, but the principle
of a living wage was agreed upon; civil servants did not get the same
family allowances as their metropolitan equivalents, but they did get
allowances in the same form and based on the same rationale—that
encouraging family formation among this category of population was
socially beneficial. The 1946 strike was more than a watershed in labor
history: it revealed the fragility of a colonial order and the potential
of defusing conflict by treating African workers in similar terms as
European ones—a fiction, obviously, but a more useful one than that
of Africans’ unbridgeable alterity.

Bringing Subjects In

Let us return to Paris. The one point of agreement seemed to be keep-
ing the different components of the empire—in some of which serious
conflicts were erupting—together. The Minister of Foreign Affairs in
April 1945 described the goal as “to put together in the midst of the

"Frederick Cooper, “The Senegalese General Strike of 1946 and the Labor Question
in Post-War French Africa,” Canadian Journal of African Studies 24 (1990): 165-215; Cooper,
Decolonization and African Society: The Labor Question in French and British Africa (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996). The quotation is from the Délégués des Syndicats
et Associations Professionnelles des Travailleurs Indigenes du Gouvernement Général
to Governor General, 18 December 1945, K 405 (132), AS.
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‘federal French Union’ the whole of the territories belonging under
diverse guises to the French community.””

We have already seen how the debates in the committee on the “just
place” of colonies in the new constitutional order (May-June 1944)
brought out both the possibility of incorporating colonial subjects
into constitution writing and legislating and anxieties that such peo-
ple would dilute French control, if not French civilization. In the in-
terim in which French governance stood between the collapse of Nazi
power in France in 1944 and the opening late in 1945 of the assembly
that would also write a new constitution, France was governed in a
somewhat ad hoc manner by leaders close to de Gaulle, influenced by
former resistance organizations, business organizations, labor unions,
and other associations, as well as by a semilegislative body whose title
gives away its status—the Assemblée Consultative Provisoire (Provi-
sional Consultative Assembly). The colonial question went before this
body.

That consultative assembly, meeting from late 1943 to August 1945,
focused on the immediate issue of representation of colonies in the
soon-to-be-chosen constitution-writing body, the Assemblée Natio-
nale Constituante (ANC). It included only one Muslim Algerian, Mo-
hamed Bendjelloul, and one West African, Ely Manel Fall.”® Here and
elsewhere the inconclusive discussions had an effect: raising expecta-
tions on the part of colonial politicians who participated in them.

In its first session in Paris, delegates referred to themselves repeat-
edly as “we, citizens of the Empire,” and to France as an “empire,” “an
imperial community,” an “ensemble of all the lands over which the
French flag floats.” One delegate cited Robert Delavignette: “France
no longer has an Empire, but she is an Empire.” The distinction makes
clear that for him the French state meant the entirety of the assem-

™ Minister of Foreign Affaires to Minister of Colonies, 19 April 1945, dossier Afrique-
Levant/Afrique-Généralités/37, ADLC. Protectorates, unlike colonies, came under the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and it was worried about the difficulties of including sov-
ereign entities like Tunisia in “a French imperial community.” “Note sur la situation de
la Tunisie au regard de ’'Union francaise,” 16 May 1945, and General Mast, Resident
General of France in Tunis, to Minister of Foreign Affairs, 5 June 1945, ibid.

*Ely Manel Fall was Senegalese. He had attended the special school for sons of
chiefs and became a teacher, later a chief. Lamine Guéye noted that Fall had been a civil
servant for thirty years, but “he has not yet been admitted to the rank of French citizen
like the most modest peasant or worker in France and the old colonies, even if illiterate.”
“Parlons sérieusement des choses sérieuses,” LAOF, 23 March 1945. Fall was defeated
by Senghor in the elections to the Assemblée Nationale Constituante in October 1945.
Joseph Roger de Benoist, LAfrique occidentale frangaise, de la conférence de Brazzaville (1944) d
Pindépendance (1960) (Dakar: Nouvelles Editions Africaines, 1982), 29, 519.
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blage.” Delegates hesitated between their recognition of the need
for people of the colonies to be represented in governing institutions
and concern that their “degree of evolution” was not sufficient for the
task.”? One delegate, Marcel Poinboeuf, asserting that French people
were “the most universalist people,” drew the inference that creating
“a true community” among diverse people implied that social laws
would have to be extended overseas.”

Mohamed Bendjelloul was all too well aware of his isolation, and
he stuck to his goal of extending citizenship to “the entire Muslim
population of Algeria” and to bring his constituents out of the “eco-
nomic and social morass” in which they found themselves.* His big-
gest challenge was to obtain support for the representation in the fu-
ture constitutional assembly of Muslim Algerians “at the same time
and on the same terms as the representatives of the non-Muslim
French.” Bendjelloul insisted that the personal status of Muslims was
nothing more than “a pretext” to exclude them, operating only “in the
private domain of marriage and inheritance.” To make personal status
a matter of distinction in public life would put “the French democratic
tradition in contradiction with itself.”8!

The general principle of representation of all overseas territories was
endorsed by Minister of the Colonies Paul Giacobbi in the name of
the government.®? Roger Deniau, speaking for the Assembly’s Com-
mission de la France d’Outre-Mer (Overseas Committee), claimed
that “everyone seems to agree on the principle of representation of the
overseas territories in the Constituent Assembly.” He mentioned the
loyalty of overseas subjects during the war and then concluded,

But the essential element in favor of this representation is the
affirmation of the principle of the fundamental equality of all
men and of all races whose union constitutes the great French
community. Only this principle clearly affirmed and resolutely

"Maurice Chevance, Assemblée Consultative Provisoire, Débats, 20 March 1945,
591. Paul Giacobbi, Gaston Monnerville, and others spoke in the same vein; Débats,
19 March 1945, 561, 20 March 1945, 595. De Gaulle’s conception, stated briefly at the
conclusion of the discussion on 20 March, put the accent in a different place: he agreed
on the need for “cohesion” between metropolitan and overseas France in an ensemble,
but stated “and tomorrow, it is to the French nation, in collaboration with her overseas
daughters, to whom the task falls to construct it.” Ibid., 596.

"Interventions of Gaston Monnerville, Pierre Guillery, Pierre Lebon, 19 March
1945, ibid., 561, 565-66, 567.

1bid., 20 March 1945, 589.

%Bendjelloul to Ministre d’Etathanneney, 12 October 1944, 3AG 4/18/2. Bendjel-
loul pointed out that he alone represented eight million Muslims, while six Europeans
represented the seven to eight hundred thousand colons of Algeria.

$1Mohamed Bendjelloul, Assemblée Consultative Provisoire, Débats, 2 August 1945,
1767.

82Paul Giacobbi, ibid., 29 July 1945, 1612.
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applied can allow for the construction of a French union of which
France will be the focus. For diverse reasons, the committee de-
cided unanimously that all French men and women—citizens,
subjects, protected persons, administered persons—who inhabit
the overseas territories will be represented in the National Con-
stituent Assembly.

He added, “People seem to still ignore that we have an empire, and
an empire without which, we should repeat, the return of France will
not take place and without which the position of France will never be
as important.” The logic of imperial inclusion was still at work—now
enlisted in the cause of extending political rights.®

Bendjelloul emphasized inclusion, not empire: “We want our share
in the common patrimony.”® There seemed to be agreement on the
principle—but not on the number of representatives who would come
from overseas, and some deputies—including Jules Moch, who had
carlier railed against “Negro chiefs”—wanted to keep the numbers
low. The principle of representation was agreed to only by leaving the
numbers question in abeyance.®

De Gaulle’s government appointed yet another committee (March
1945) to study the representation of colonies in the future constituent
assembly. This time the chair was Gaston Monnerville, a métis from
Guyana, deputy from that territory from 1932 to the fall of France, fig-
ure in the resistance against Vichy and the Nazis for which he received
the Croix de Guerre 1939-1945 and the Rosette de la Résistance, and
an experienced student of French politics (and future deputy, Sena-
tor, and President of the Senate). The old politics of commissions was
being invigorated by the appointment of a man of his origins and
distinction.® Its members included Senghor, described as Professeur
de Lettres. Africa, the Antilles, and Vietnam were included in the com-
mittee’s purview, but Morocco and Tunisia were not on the grounds
that they were internationally recognized polities.?” Although its con-
clusions would not bind the government, they would have a predict-
ably strong effect on framing the subsequent debate.

After meeting in April and May, the committee, reporting in July,
advocated the vote for noncitizens as well as citizens, insisting that

#1bid., 2 August 1945, 1769-70.

871bid., 1768.

%1bid., 1767-73.

#The choice may have been influenced by the heroic stature of Monnerville’s fellow
Guyanese, Félix Eboué after he swung AEF into de Gaulle’s camp (he died in 1944).

8”Minister of Foreign Affairs to Minister of Colonies, 17 March 1945, Afrique-
Levant/Afrique généralités/38, ADLC. The Ministry nonetheless insisted that what was
at stake was “a revision of the relations that unite the metropole with a/l the member
countries [ pays membres| of the French community.” Minister of Colonies to Minister of
Foreign Affairs, 5 April 1945, ibid.
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such an action was “as justified as it is indispensable.” The conclu-
sion stemmed from its basic premise of equality of all people and
races. The majority favored universal suffrage for noncitizens and citi-
zens, insisted that both should vote within a single electoral college,
and acknowledged that there would be great technical difficulties,
owing to lack of censuses and the état-civil, the registers by which
the French state kept track of who its individual citizens were, record-
ing births, marriages, and deaths. To meet these difficulties, nonciti-
zens would vote indirectly—choosing, presumably within manageable
communities—electors who would in turn vote alongside citizens. Two
committee members, both jurists, wanted to add guaranteed represen-
tation for French citizens living overseas—Europeans in other words—
who would be minorities within their territories. Three other members
agreed that all should be represented, but did not think that subjects,
especially in Africa, were evolved enough for universal suffrage. They
worried that noncitizens would outnumber citizens, and they denied
that the double college (separate voter rolls for citizens and nonciti-
zens) represented racial discrimination; it was a distinction based on
status, and people could change their status.®

The principle of equality was strongly defended in the Monnerville
Committee, by Africans among others. Sourou Migan Apithy, from
Dahomey, stated his goal: “Our mission is to profit from this revolu-
tionary period to create something new.” He saw any distinction be-
tween citizens and noncitizens as “old conceptions,” and he resented
efforts to co-opt “blessed évolués.” There could be no differentiation
by civil status, no distinction between electoral colleges. Senghor as-
serted that the conservative arguments were based on “undisguised
contempt for black Africa.” He warned that if Africans did not partici-
pate “on the basis of equality” in constitution writing, they would op-
pose the constitution. Vietnamese delegates expressed doubts about
the adequacy of plans for an Indochinese Federation with the French
Union; they demanded full equality with European French citizens.
Monnerville tried to conciliate their anger and assure his fellow com-
mittee members that they had influence, while Laurentie reassured
everyone that “the principle of equality must be the only philosophi-
cal motif for the resolution which the committee is in the process of
making.”®

Meanwhile, the Ministry of Colonies was coming up with rough
drafts for the sections of a new constitution on the French Union. The
Union would include the metropole, overseas departments (including

8“Rapport de la commission chargée de 'étude de la représentation des territoires

d’outre-mer a la future assemblée constituante,” 18 July 1945, Afrique-Levant/Afrique
généralités/38, ADLC.
®Transcript of session of 3 May 1945, ibid.
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the Antilles), protectorates (relabeled “pays-unis”), and overseas terri-
tories (to be called “territoires-unis”). The draft vaguely stated that the
people of each of these units would be “citizens of the French Union
under conditions set out by laws.” The metropole would be in charge of
defense and international relations, but the components of the Union
would—depending on their degree of evolution—exercise autonomy
in regard to local affairs. A federal assembly would be able to write
and revise laws governing the relationship of the components, includ-
ing promoting “territoires-unis” to either “département d’outre-mer”
or to “pays-unis,” depending on their evolution and their desires—that
is, toward either greater integration or greater autonomy. The vague-
ness was in some ways the point of the draft: to allow change, presum-
ably in the course of evolution of heretofore backward people, but
with the presumption of a heterogeneous France incorporating the
diverse and changing elements.”

French jurists—sitting on still another committee—had their own
perspective. They had their doubts about the federal idea that up to
this point had been invoked by leading Gaullists and Africans alike.
Some of the lawyers did not believe French people would give up
the preeminence of a metropolitan parliament or that colonial sub-
jects were up to a major legislative role, even in an assembly devoted
to overseas matters. Settlers and metropolitans would have to have a
majority there. Perhaps the people of the colonies would be content
with more power in their own territories and a consultative role at
the center.”! The jurists feared “any centrifugal force” that might tear
apart “the unalterable integrity of the French patrimony.” Most im-
portant was their fear that the political cohesiveness and organization
of territories, especially in Africa, was insufficient for these units to be
combined in a federation: “One can only federate that which exists,”
commented their report.”

The lawyers had put their fingers on something important: they saw
the new structure deriving not from abstract notions of federation or
ideas of equality among French citizens, but from a history of empire
that was evolving in new directions. The jurist Henry Solus—author of
numerous prewar treatises, including on colonial law—wanted to call
the new entity “I'Union impériale frangaise,” but Laurentie—from the

®Ministére des Colonies, “Schema d’un avant-projet de constitution de I'Union
frangaise,” 12 April 1945, ibid. See also “Sous Commission Colonies,” Report, 27 April
1945, ibid.

91 Bureau d’Etudes, transcript of sessions of 2, 16, and 20 March 1945, in Monner-
ville Papers, GM 26/2 (also in Afrique-Levant/Afrique généralités/38, ADLC).

9Report of commission of experts, included in circular of Secretary General of
Ministere des Colonies, 4 April 1945, Afrique-Levant/Afrique généralités/38, ADLC.
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political side—thought this choice of words was “inopportune,” sug-
gesting bad associations with “the idea of imperialism.” But Profes-
sor Pierre Lampué, a specialist on law in the colonies, made much of
the imperial roots of the new formation in a memorandum. He even
thought that the word “empire” had the “the advantage of experience
[ancienneté].” He went on to say, “It is true that the word Empire
sometimes signifies colonies to the exclusion of the metropole. But, in
general, it includes all countries that belong on whatever basis to the
central government. Nothing implies therefore that the word Empire
could not be retained despite changes in the internal structure and
local organization that intervenes.” Abandoning the word in favor of
“Federation” or “Union” might, however, have political advantages,
including “to mark the will to increase local privileges and to associate
the colonies with the political life of the ensemble.”?*

Laurentie, who had been advocating a sharp break with past prac-
tices from within the colonial administration, remarked that the pro-
posals coming from the jurists would create “a gap between the metro-
pole and the Empire.” But while awaiting the process of constitution
writing, the real power lay with a narrow group around de Gaulle.
They were hearing not only from the committees they had appointed,
but also from lobbyists, some of whom were defending the old colo-
nial order with the usual arguments about the incapacity of nonciti-
zens to govern themselves.” As late as October 1945, as the final plans
for the ANC were being finalized, Laurentie sought an audience with
de Gaulle, insisting to the General’s Cabinet director that he did not
know what the government’s colonial policy was, even though he was
among the people who were supposedly making it. Indochina was in
turmoil (Ho Chi Minh had declared independence in September),
but the administration there was doing nothing to resolve the situa-
tion. Violent incidents had occurred in Algeria, Cameroon, Senegal,

%Constitutional experts, 2 and 15 March 1945, in ibid. Henry Solus’s many publi-
cations include Traité de la condition des indigénes en droit privé. Colonies et pays de protectorat (non
compris [Afrique du Nord) et pays sous mandat (Paris: Société anonyme du “Recueil Sirey,”
1927).

94)Pierre Lampué, “Observations sur la réforme constitutionnelle de ’Empire Colo-
niale,” nd but w,ith papers from May-June 1945, GM 26/2.

%Bureau d’Etudes, transcript of sessions of 20 March 1945, in Monnerville Papers,
GM 26/2.

%Comité de 'Empire Francais (signed by F. Charles-Roux) to Minister of Colonies,
16 July 1945, 3AG 4/22/1, ANF. The letter argued, “The entrance into these assemblies
of native, non-citizen elements taking the place of settlers who founded and developed
the Empire, of natives who, by their merit and degree of evolution, acceded to citizen-
ship, would mark a disturbance of the entire imperial edifice that creates the force and
pride of France.”
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and Syria. “I have come to doubt that we will retain the Empire.” The
Director promised to communicate with the General .’

Meanwhile, the government was working in the ambiguous field
that had been laid out. De Gaulle’s advisor Pierre Ruais, in a series
of memoranda in July and August, noted that there was little agree-
ment beyond including in one way or another “all the territories.”
There were worries about too much noncitizen representation or the
wrong—that is too nationalist—representatives getting elected, but he
pointed out that relatively open elections might not turn out so badly
for the government, for in the overseas territories “the means of which
the Administration disposes to back a suitable candidate are infinitely
more varied and efficacious than in France.”” In other words, the gov-
ernment could allow a more inclusive system of representation—and
manipulate it. But an inclusionary text was a political necessity: “any
distinction between citizens and non-citizens established in a law in-
tended to transport this community into the realm of political real-
ity would introduce a destructive element into that community. The
gap between citizens and non-citizens should instead be overcome.”
But not necessarily right away: the first step was to open voting to
people with certain qualifications: “a significant mass of people with
competency to vote and be eligible for office who would become if not
French citizens or citizens of personal status, at least for now, voters.”

Ruais knew that Monnerville, whose committee wanted to bring
noncitizens into the voting process as equals, would defend his re-
port in the Assemblée Consultative Provisoire. Anything short of a
common electoral college would bring charges of trying to “institute
a mode of voting based on inequality between citizens and nonciti-
zens.” But leading colonial officials feared too many voices of “natives
still little evolved” and wanted the double college. And they wanted
representation for noncitizens limited to évolués and indigenous elites
of various sorts. What Ruais was working with was the possibility ofa
process, opening the door to growing participation by noncitizens, but
not letting everyone in at once.'”

The Assemblée Consultative Provisoire indeed voted in favor of a
resolution, based on the Monnerville Committee report, calling for
representation of all territories and universal suffrage (indirect in the

9Laurentie to G. Palewski, Directeur du Cabinet, 3 October 1945, 3AG 4/22/1,
ANF. On Laurentic’s frustration with the government’s backsliding on the recommen-
dations of the Monnerville Commission, see Shipway, “Thinking Like an Empire.”

%Note pour le Général de Gaulle, 30 July 1945, 3AG 4/22/1, ANF. This point had
been made before by an Inspecteur de Colonies, Lassalle-Séré, who wanted advocates
of universal suffrage to be aware that it might produce conservative results. Notes,
25 July 1944, CAB 56/366, AOM.

9 Ruais, Note pour le Général de Gaulle, 30 July 1945, 3AG 4/22/1, ANF.

10Note pour le Général de Gaulle, 1 August 1945, 3AG 4/22/1, ANF.
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case of noncitizens)."”" But the government did not have to follow
either the Assemblée or the Monnerville Committee. It admitted that
the principle of universal suffrage, for noncitizens as well as citizens,
was “the most satisfactory” mode of representation. For citizens over-
seas—in Africa, the Antilles, and elsewhere—the principle could be
implemented without particular difficulty, for citizens were already
enumerated and on voter lists. In the overseas territories, notably Af-
rica, the problem was practical.

Noncitizens are not always registered by name, and the size of
these populations, their dispersal, the state of their administra-
tive organization, the lack of the état-civil, and finally the short
time lapse that separates us from the date fixed for the general
election make it provisionally impossible to establish electoral
lists and put in place even approximately the electoral technol-
ogy that universal suffrage, at one or several degrees, requires.

So the government accepted universal suffrage for citizens, but de-
layed its implementation for noncitizens. Electoral rights would be
limited to “certain categories of people who are the most representa-
tive of the autochthonous population.” The government insisted that
this system of “limited suffrage” would not be a precedent.!?

The government adopted a middle ground on representation: all
territories—and subjects as well as citizens—would be represented. But
not in proportion to population and not chosen on the same criteria.
There would be two colleges. Six deputies would represent West Af-
rica’s fifteen million Africans (including Togo and the largely African
citizens of Senegal), whereas twenty-one thousand citizens (almost all
European) in West Africa would elect four. French Equatorial Africa
and Cameroon ended up sending three deputies of European origin,
two of African, and one (Gabriel d’Arboussier) of mixed parentage.
Algeria’s citizens (mostly European) would elect the same number
of representatives as the vastly larger body of Algerian noncitizens
(overwhelmingly Muslim). The European populations of Morocco
and Tunisia would choose a total of five delegates, their indigenous
populations none. Indochina was not included at all. The entire over-
seas empire would have 64 seats out of 586.'%

10T Assemblée Consultative Provisoire, Débats, 29 July 1945, 1611-14, 1631.

122Minister of Colonies, “Exposé des motifs for a draft ordinance on the mode of rep-
resentation in the Assemblée Nationale Constituante,” nd [1945] CAB 56-369, AOM.

1%De Benoist, LAfrique occidentale frangaise, 42; D. Bruce Marshall, The French Colonial
Myth and Constitution-Making in the Fourth Republic (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press, 1973), 141. As Marshall points out, the exclusion of the Associated States left
out an important segment of nationalist opinion, while important Algerian nationalists
were detained for their alleged role in the Sétif rising. Ferhat Abbas did join the sec-
ond Constituante. Marshall, however, underestimates the autonomy and importance of
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The list of technical difficulties sounds like an excuse, although the
challenges were real enough. They in fact marked the limits of the
knowledge and power of a colonial government at the time of World
War I1. The administration did not know who lived in its territories:
not their names, not their places of residence, not even their numbers.
What they knew in most of French Africa was a set of people with
whom they worked: chiefs, “local notables,” former soldiers. Such
people would be allowed to vote in the “second” (noncitizens’) college
on 21 October 1945. The état-civil was compulsory only for citizens
in AOF. Since the 1930s, the law had provided for an “état-civil in-
digeéne,” but it was not compulsory and few Africans saw a need to use
it. In 1944, 105,000 entries had been made across AOF, mostly births.
That certainly would not help in identifying voters in a population
estimated at nearly sixteen million.'” Over the ensuing years, officials
would continue to emphasize the need for a functioning état-civil and
prove unable to do much about it (see chapter 3).

But the capacity of the administration to determine the outcome
even in operating with known figures was limited. Officials were not
entirely happy with seeing Lamine Guc¢ye—given his campaigns for
republican equality—go to the Assembly in Paris, but they knew be-
forehand he would be elected in Senegal. His protégé Léopold Sen-
ghor was elected too, defeating Ely Manel Fall, who had long worked
with the administration. Most strikingly, the second college (non-
citizens) in Céte d’Ivoire elected Félix Houphouét-Boigny, despite
machinations of the governor in favor of a more conservative rival.
Houphouét-Boigny had since 1944 been organizing African cocoa
farmers, competitors of the colons (European settlers), and campaign-
ing against forced labor, in which the administration had been con-
niving for decades. His platform called for “the concession of citizen-
ship to all natives.” All these figures would play influential roles in the
battles that were to come.!%

Where African organization had been less developed in advance
of the first elections, notably in Equatorial Africa, connections to the
administration and to missions were more of a factor, so that the elec-
tions produced their own context rather than the other way around.
Even so, some of the deputies proved dynamic critics of the colonial
establishment, for example Gabriel d’Arboussier, elected in Gabon-
Congo, son of a French colonial administrator and an African mother.

West African deputies, and he misreads their political strategy for transforming empire
into federation as their working within a colonial “myth.”

1% Procureur Général de TAOF to Governor General, 3 July 1946, 23G 6, AS.

1% De Benoist, LAfrique occidentale frangaise, 42-47. Houphouét-Boigny’s platform from
1945 may be found at http://www.fonds-baulin.org/ouvrages/la-politique-interieure-d
/annexes-32/article/annexe-4?artsuite=1&lang=fr (accessed 29 October 2013).
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Figure 1. Félix Houphouét-Boigny addressing a crowd in Treichville,
Céte d'lvoire, 1945. ©AFP/Cetty Images.

In his platform he described himself as the “link” between his Euro-
pean and African sides. He went on to say, “No French Nation with-
out the French-Empire Community, but no French-Empire Commu-
nity without the just human weight of the overseas territories.”%

It is easy to dismiss the composition of the ANC as tokenism—
especially after the pious talk of equality and the proposals for a single
college and universal suffrage from the Monnerville Committee. But
for a colonial empire, it was a breakthrough. The principle of represent-
ing all subjects and citizens had received much support. Not just one

1%Florence Bernault, Démocraties ambigués en Afrique Centrale: Congo-Brazzaville, Gabon:
1940-1965 (Paris: Karthala, 1996); Gabriel d’Arboussier, “Programme électoral,” elec-
tions of 21 October and 18 November 1945, AP 2199/18, AOM.
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or two, but a bloc of representatives from Africa, Algeria, and the An-
tilles were now in an assembly in Paris charged with writing a constitu-
tion and meanwhile passing legislation. There were nine Africans (and
three Malagasy); before the war there had been one.

They had several assets despite their small numbers. Facing the fact
that Vietnam was sliding into war and that Algeria was a powder keg,
well aware of the strike movements and political organizing in West
Africa in 1945-46, all too concerned with France’s political, economic,
and military weakness, top officials and at least some politicians knew
they had to make a significant gesture toward giving colonial subjects
a stake in empire. They recognized—and this would prove a critical
factor later on—that any constitution that did not have at least the
acquiescence of most of the deputies from the colonies would have no
legitimacy. French legislators were divided, and every vote counted,
so the politics of coalition building and breaking were humming. And
perhaps most important, the African deputies cared above all else
about the provisions concerning the overseas territories; metropolitan
deputies were often indifferent, often absent from the assembly when
colonial issues were debated. And what African deputies cared about
greatly was citizenship.

They were, however, not the only people who cared. Colons from
Senegal, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinée, Sudan, and Cameroon met in Doula,
Cameroon, in September 1945 to organize the defense of their inter-
ests, calling themselves—trying to evoke the French Revolution—the
Etats Généraux de la Colonisation. The president of the Association
des Colons de 'AEF, Georges Pacques, thought the Brazzaville con-
ference was an exercise in demagoguery for offering “the title of voter
to these poor blacks.” He sought a “return to normalcy” after “this
folly "—all the talk of a “native labor code, electlons, ehcrlblhty for of
fice.” The Etats Généraux sought their own “political emancipation”
via the creation of a legislative chamber in each territory, divided into
two colleges, the first for French citizens, the second for “citizens of
empire,” who would be selected by “evolved natives, chosen by a com-
mittee composed of equal numbers of civil servants and settlers.”!"”
The idea of a second-order citizenship for at least some current sub-
jects—in this case selected by white people—would become a recurring
theme of those who opposed the extension of full citizenship overseas.

The defenders of colonialism in France, such as the Comité de
I’Empire Francais, had already gone on record considering the exten-

W7“Eats Généraux de la Colonisation,” mimeographed document including open-
ing and closing speeches by President Pacques, 5, 8 September 1945, and the declara-
tion of the assembly of 8 September 1945, copy in Bibliotheque Nationale de France,
cote 4-LK11-2194.
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sion of citizenship “en bloc” an “immense error.” They worried that the
modest extension of citizenship to a few tens of thousands of Muslim
Algerians was being interpreted there as “a new edict of Caracalla.”
Certainly, “to associate natives with French life” was a worthy goal,
but citizenship “must not be accorded without being merited.” To be
French meant “to participate in the blood, the spirit, the soul of Joan
of Arc, Sully, Richelieu, Louis XIV, Colbert, Napoleon, Clemenceau.”
A rather tall order for an African.!%

Publications associated with colonial interests kept up the drum-
beat against extending French citizenship—“a dangerous absurdity,”
according to an article in Marchés Coloniaux in early 1946.'% Less con-
temptuous of Africans and those who favored giving them citizenship
was Climats (weekly journal of the Communauté Francaise), which
wanted to “reinforce union among all the populations of the French
Community” but to do so by emphasizing the “preeminence and per-
manence” of French sovereignty throughout the union. The journal
continued,

Instead of an ill-considered and ineffective extension of French
citizenship to all ressortissants of the overseas territories, it
would be better to recognize membership [droit de la cité] in the
French Community; they would be declared along with French
citizens “citizens of the French Union” without effect on their
personal status, which they could keep, along with their tradi-
tional institutions, as long as they remained attached to them;
this disposition would have the effect to confer upon them es-
sential democratic liberties: freedom to come and go, freedom of
work, freedom of the press, freedom of conscience, freedom of
assembly, trade union freedom, freedom of association.'?

Citizenship of the French Union—distinguished from citizenship of
the French Republic—would remain for a time the fallback position
for people who did not think Africans worthy of full inclusion. The list
of rights that Climats wanted to convey appears substantial and would
have made a considerable difference to people subject to the indigénat
and forced labor, but for advocates of citizenship it fell short on two
counts: it did not include the right to vote and it was a distinct list,
conceded by French legislators who presumably could give or take

108“Projet d’une Constitution de 'Empire Frangais,” annexe to transcript of meeting

of 14 November 1944 of Conseil Consultative de PEmpire Francais, 100APOM/898,
AOM.

1%Claude Vion, “La citoyenneté impériale est un probleme constitutionnel,” Marchés
Coloniaux, 9 February 1946, 124-25, 124 quoted.

10 Climats, 28 February 1946.
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away anything without its affecting their own metropolitan constitu-
ents. Yet among at least some defenders of colonial hierarchy, there
seemed to be a sense that a French community had to be reaffirmed,
even if colonial subjects should not expect to be equal to French citi-
zens within it. Whether extended to a few or to many, a second-tier
citizenship was what a segment of the political spectrum wanted to
offer. As the discussion of the place of the French Union in the new
constitution came under discussion in Paris, the lines between equal
and second-tier citizenships were being drawn.
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CHAPTER 2

]

A CONSTITUTION FOR
AN EMPIRE OF CITIZENS

Whatever the arguments in 1944 and 1945 over Africans’ capacity to
act like any other voters and legislators, a basic change in political
imagination was becoming evident: the taken-for-granted quality of
white men dominating black men and women no longer held. With
the opening of the Assemblée Nationale Constituante (ANC) in De-
cember 1945, a small block of deputies came with clear determination
to represent the interests and desires of people who had been colo-
nized. They would face the task of influencing, as a small minority, the
writing of a new constitution as well as writing immediately necessary
legislation. The Africans included the following from AOF: Lamine
Gueye and Léopold Senghor from Senegal, Fily Dabo Sissoko from
Sudan, Félix Houphouét-Boigny from Coéte d’Ivoire, Sourou Migan
Apithy representing both the overseas territory of Dahomey and the
mandate of Togo, and Yacine Diallo from Guinea. From AEF came
Gabriel d’Arboussier and Jean Félix‘Tchicaya from (Gabon-Moyen-
Congo). Alexander Douala Manga Bell represented Cameroon, and
Joseph Raseta, Joseph Ravoahangy, and Said Mohamed ben Cheikh
Abdallah Cheikh were elected in Madagascar. The African territo-
ries also had their representatives of European origin, some of them
defenders of the status quo, others—such as Louis-Paul Aujoulat of
Cameroon—more open to change.

Two embodiments of French colonial oppression—forced labor
and the indigénat could not survive the arrival of the new legislators.!
No sooner had the ministers responsible to the ANC taken office at
the end of 1945 than first decrees abolishing the indigénat came out of

'Lamine Gueéye brought up both the indigénat and forced labor at the very first
meeting of the Assembly’s Commission de la France d’Outre-mer, extracting from the
Minister (Jacques Soustelle) promises that decrees were being prepared to end the for-
mer and the latter would end by 1 April 1946. Soustelle called ending the indigénat a
“gesture” to “representatives of noncitizens” taking their seats in the Assembly. ANC,
Commission de la France d’Outre-Mer (FOM), Session of 12 December 1945, 27 Feb-
ruary 1946, C//15293, ANF; Minister, telegram to governors general, 10 December
1945, AP 937, AOM.



the Colonial Ministry; the rest of the structure of separate justice was
dismantled by February. African deputies, led by Félix Houphouét-
Boigny, introduced a bill abolishing forced labor. No one was then
willing to defend this sordid practice, and the law was passed unani-
mously in April 1946, shortly before the final vote on the first version
of the constitution.? Also in April, the Assembly accomplished some-
thing that had been proposed in the 1920s, again in the 1930s, and
even by the Vichy government in the 1940s but had come to naught
each time: to create a fund for economic development, paid for by
the metropolitan taxpayer. Development planning and funding, advo-
cates insisted, would bring the riches of the overseas territories to fru-
ition, employ labor more efficiently, and provide the resources “with-
out which liberty and fraternity are only an illusion.”

The constitutional debates went on from December 1945 to Sep-
tember 1946 and present us with a story of politics in action whose
outcome at times hung in the balance.* This chapter is about a legisla-
tive drama. It took place on three stages.

The Commission de la France d’Outre-mer (Committee on Over-
seas France) was at first chaired by Marius Moutet, long the Social-
ists’ colonial specialist. Moutet was more open to colonial reform than
most of his generation; he was a proponent of “democratic coloniza-
tion.” As a deputy during World War I, he had proposed (in vain)
extending citoyenneté dans le statut to Muslim Algerians. He was a leader
of the Ligue des Droits de 'Homme in the 1920s. Between 1936 and
1938, he served as Minister of Colonies in the Popular Front govern-
ment, during which time he tried, with limited success, to extend
parts of the Front’s social legislation to the colonies and to wind down

?In February, the new Minister, Marius Moutet, told deputies that the indigénat was
abolished and governors were moving away from compulsion in public works. As dep-
uties expressed concern about the timetable, Moutet agreed with their suggestion that
passing a law was the best way to get rid of forced labor altogether. That was what
African deputies accomplished. ANC, Commission de la FOM, 27 February 1946,
C//15293, ANF; Frederick Cooper, “Conditions Analogous to Slavery: Imperialism
and Free Labor Ideology in Africa,” in Frederick Cooper, Thomas Holt, and Rebecca
Scott, Beyond Slavery: Explorations of Race, Labor, and Citizenship in Postemancipation Societies
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000), 107-50.

SANC, Débats, 12 April 1946, 1756-58; Report for the Commission de la FOM by
Gaston Monnerville, on proposed law “tendant a I'établissement, au financement et a
I'exécution du plan d’organisation, d’équipement et de développement des territoires
relevant du ministére de la France d’Outre-Mer,” ANC, Documents, April 1946, Annex
891, 867.

*Previous scholarship on colonialism and the making of the Fourth Republic in-
cludes D. Bruce Marshall, The French Colonial Myth and Constitution-Making in the Fourth Re-
public (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1973);James I. Lewis, “The MRP and
the Genesis of the French Union, 1944-1948,” French History 12 (1998): 276-314; and
Véronique Dimier, “For a Republic ‘Diverse and Indivisible’? France’s Experiences from
the Colonial Past,” Contemporary European History 13 (2004): 45-66.
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forced labor.”> When Moutet returned to the Ministry—now called the
Ministere de la France d’Outre-mer (to be referred to as the Overseas
Ministry)—the chair of the Assembly’s committee passed to Lamine
Gueye, Deputy from Senegal. Deputies from the colonies, including
Africa, were well represented on the committee—twenty-two out of
forty-two members, including such luminaries as Lamine Gueye, Léo-
pold Senghor, Gaston Monnerville, and Aimé Césaire.

In the Commission Constitutionnelle (Constitutional Committee),
the actual drafting committee, only a handful of colonial deputies
were present, but they included Senghor, who would exercise con-
siderable influence on issues concerning the French Union—so much
so that the first version of the constitution was sometimes called “La
constitution Senghor.”

The assembly as a whole debated and voted on each article as well
as on the whole text. Wording of articles was sometimes bounced back
and forth among these three bodies, and behind these fora was both
the “government”—that is the ministers and their cabinets, responsible
to the Assembly as a whole—and networks among the deputies, in-
cluding an important grouping of overseas deputies.

The Assemblée Nationale Constituante: Different Voices

As deliberations began in the Committee on Overseas France in De-
cember 1945, Moutet, then chairing the committee, laid out the mes-
sage of the discussions of the previous year: “Nowhere where our flag
floats should the persons under its protection have the feeling that
they are citizens of an inferior race.”® From the earliest committee
drafts of the constitutional provisions on the French Union, the depu-
ties seemed to agree that all subjects should acquire the “quality” of
French citizens (a favorite phrase, but which jurists would later make
clear was indistinguishable from being a c1tlzen) And they should
have the rights of the citizen without having to give up their personal
status.

The colonial administration, meanwhile, was saying that it favored
a liberal view of granting citizenship, disingenuously interpreting the
positions taken at Brazzaville to mean more than they did. A circular
to West African governors in December 1945 stated, “The general ten-
dencies of French policy, as specified at the Brazzaville conference,

SJean-Pierre Gratien, Marius Moutet: Un socialiste ¢ 'Outre-Mer (Paris: L'Harmattan,
2006).

§Lamine Gueye had good personal relations with Moutet and with Henri Laurentie,
director of political affairs at the Ministry. Marshall, French Colonial Myth, 164-65.

"Lewis, “MRP and the Genesis of the French Union,” 283.

#Testimony before Commission de la FOM, 12 December 1945, C//15293, ANF.
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give us, in effect, the duty to facilitate, to a large extent, the acces-
sion to the quality of the citizen to those who seek it, thus attesting to
their desire for complete integration in the national community, under
reserve that their attachment to France be established and that they
fulfill other essential conditions explicitly imposed by law.” In fact,
this circular said nothing new; the onus was still on the individual to
prove how French he or she had become. The chance for change now
lay in the Assembly.

Propositions for constitutional provisions were soon under discus-
sion in this committee, and the head of the Constitutional Committee,
André Philip, promised to get the overseas committee’s ideas before
proceeding. He was amenable to “proclaim for the colonies the same
principles as for the metropole” and to ensure that each colony would
have an elected council with “considerable decision-making power in
relation to the administration.” Meanwhile, colonies would be rep-
resented in “the sovereign assembly,” leaving open the question of
whether there would be a special consultative assembly for overseas
territories.!?

Lamine Guéye and the “intergroupe coloniale de I'Assemblée
National Constituante”—the informal grouping of most non-settler
deputies from overseas—presented already-formulated proposals to
the Overseas Committee."! His text departed from the premise that
“France constitutes with the overseas countries and territories a union
whose members enjoy all the essential human rights and liberties.”
There would be universal suffrage, civil and military employment
would be open to all under the same conditions, and the “original in-
habitants of the overseas countries and territories” could keep their
“personal status” unless they chose to renounce it.

Lamine Guéye was applauded. Discussion began. A right-wing
deputy, René Malbrant, insisted that “natives” were not ready for uni-
versal suffrage and elections would be too hard to organize in the ab-
sence of the état-civil. He proposed simply to make suffrage universal
only where it was “technically possible.” Senghor would not accept this
argument, pointing out that when Frenchmen began to exercise the
right to vote, most of them were illiterate, and Sourou Migan Apithy
noted that technical difficulties were not invoked when it came to col-
lecting taxes. Monnerville, citing his committee’s previous work, made
the fundamental point: “we are building for the future.” Aimé Césaire
added that when citizenship and the vote were extended to newly freed

YGovernor General, AOF, circular to governors, 21 December 1945, B/20, SRAD.

0 Commission de la FOM, 19 December 1945, C//15293, ANF.

"The intergroup also had an audience with de Gaulle. Note pour le Général de
Gaulle, 19 December 1945, 3AG4/3/2, ANF.
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slaves in 1848, they had “conditions of life similar to those of animals.”
Now it was time to make “the same gesture for the Africans.”'?

In January, discussion of the intergroup’s text led to agreement that
it should include mention that the “the union will be a union freely
agreed to”—a statement that made a politically powerful point at the
expense of historical accuracy and which would become a point of
controversy. It added to the original proposal—which had discussed
the substance of citizenship without using the word—the clause “each
member of he Union has the quality of citizen and enjoys the entirety
of the rights attached to it.” A sensitive issue had come up: would
people be citizens of the French Union and something else too? Ap-
ithy wanted overseas citizens to “conserve their quality of Togolese or
Cameroonian.” Senghor pronounced himself “favorable to a single cit-
izenship, but the question could be posed of the mandated territories
or Indochina. It is necessary to be able to consult them.” From there
followed a discussion of the Union’s diversity. Even Indochina, Mou-
tet pointed out, was an assembly of “separate states”—representing
“khmer” or “annamite” civilizations. The possibility of double citizen-
ship was raised, but opposed on the grounds that it would compro-
mise absolute equality.”"®

The committee was wrestling with basic issues facing a heteroge-
neous polity. Defining institutions of government was even more com-
plicated. The intergroup proposed dividing power between a federal
state and territorial states, but federation in this case would emerge not
out of the fusion of equivalents but out of the extremes of inequality
characteristic of colonization. Moutet echoed the jurists’ committee of
the previous year: “One only federates something that exists. Now, we
create.” The committee decided that the concept of “union” was more
realistic than that of “federation” or “community.” There would be a
common assembly, but it would not be called federal. There would be
universal suffrage, but not necessarily direct. There would be legisla-
tive assemblies in each territory, but they would have “delegated legis-
lative power,” recognizing the legislative supremacy of the Assemblée
Nationale in Paris while providing autonomy in actual operations.!*

Gabriel d’Arboussier, the jurist representing the French Congo,
spoke to the committee about the basic constitutional problem: “The
overseas territories are attached to France under very diverse condi-
tions.” Because the old colonies (Martinique, etc.) had long been
represented in the Assemblée Nationale (and were by then en route
to the status of a French department), so too should be the overseas

2Commission de la FOM, 26 December 1945, C//15293, ANF.
131bid., 15 January 1946. The terms “khmer” and “annamite” both commonly repre-
sent in French discourse an ethnicization of political and territorial units—protectorates

of Cambodia and a part of Vietnam, incorporated into Indochina.
4Ibid., 15 January 1946.
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territories but not Morocco, Tunisia, and Vietnam, which possessed
“true national sovereignty.” Their peoples did not necessarily have the
same desire as those of the overseas territories. Togo and Cameroon
could lean toward either more integration or more autonomy. Hence,
there had to be two sorts of assemblies in Paris, one for the Republic,
including its overseas territories, and one for the Union, including the
protectorates.'

Louis-Paul Aujoulat, a citizen (European) deputy from Cameroon,
conscious no doubt of the fears expressed earlier of submerging met-
ropolitan France in its overseas people, thought that the territorial leg-
islatures should have greater authority than provincial councils in the
metropole, compensating for underrepresentation relative to popula-
tion in the Paris assemblies. The committee agreed on the representa-
tion of the overseas territories in the National Assembly, but left open
the question of the participation of Associated States (protectorates).
The details would have to be spelled out in laws. All agreed that rights
should apply to everyone. Houphouét-Boigny persuaded his col-
leagues to agree that the interdiction of forced labor for private inter-
ests should be added to the list of rights.’ In this committee—with its
strong but not exclusive membership from overseas—there seemed to
be agreement on the basic structure of the French Union and shared
concerns about the problems of constructing such a complex entity.

The problem of political equality confronted the deputies in several
ways. The number of overseas deputies was one question: proposals
on the table in February suggested one deputy per seventy-five thou-
sand people in the Antilles, one per four or five hundred thousand in
Africa. The question of separate colleges for different electors—if no
longer between citizens and subjects, then between citizens who came
under the French civil code and citizens who did not—would prove
highly divisive. Senghor and other Africans were adamantly opposed
to the double college, which they considered a form of racial distinc-
tion. Europeans from the colonies worried that they would be sub-
merged in a black majority in each territory, and they did not accept
assurances from Senghor and Houphouét-Boigny that Africans would
not vote along racial lines. The issue, some claimed, was not race but
representation: whites in the colonies deserved representation, their
situation being equivalent, apparently, neither to that of whites in the
metropole nor to that of blacks in the colonies. The committee was

15

Ibid., 23, 24 January 1946. Departmental status for the old colonies was no lon-
ger controversial. The committee unanimously approved such a law, based on a report
submitted by Césaire, on 6 February 1946, and the law was enacted in March. Le Monde,
15 March 1946.

16Commission de la FOM, 24 January 1946, C//15293, ANF.
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not persuaded by this deviation from equality: it voted sixteen to two
(with one abstention) in favor of the single college."”

The committee decided that two years was long enough for a transi-
tion to universal suffrage. At first, people in designated categories—
those best known to the state—would vote: “notables évolués,” mem-
bers of local or territorial councils, members of cooperatives and
unions, people with state honors, civil servants, military veterans, “mer-
chants, industrialists, planters, artisans,” chiefs of villages, and anyone
with two years of formally recognized employment in a commercial,
industrial, artisanal, or agricultural enterprise.”® Lamine Gueye as-
serted, “Everyone in the colonies will vote. . . . Cooks will vote, kitchen
hands, gardeners, launderers, all who in order to work must have a
work card.” Governor Lapie joined the consensus for inclusivity while
indirectly noting a basic problem, the state’s lack of knowledge of who
its citizens were: “In sum, all men or women who can present to the
electoral bureau a document proving their identity can be voters.”
Both men were getting ahead of themselves—voting rights would re-
main a contentious issue—and both had indicated an important quali-
fication: only some Africans had documents to prove who they were.
But they both captured the excitement of the moment: if the projected
constitution went through ordinary people would vote.

One can at least see here what serious political actors in 1946 could
imagine. Deputies from African France showed no interest in indepen-
dence, but a great deal in political rights and in political autonomy.
Their counterparts from European France were not defending abso-
lute control of a unitary republic over subordinate colonies but con-
fronting a France of nonequivalent parts, each of which might par-
ticipate to greater or—some of them insisted—lesser extent in its own
governance.

How did the proposals for a Union of citizens—different but equal—
fare in the less supportive environment of the Constitutional Commit-
tee? There were real arguments. Votes on several articles were close;
positions changed; alliances shifted. Momentum changed as commit-
tee proposals were debated in the full assembly and went back to com-
mittee; deputies close to the government shuttled between committee
and cabinet members. The outcome was anything but predetermined.

When Moutet and d’Arboussier presented the views of the Over-
seas Committee to the Constitutional Committee, they emphasized

7Tbid., 22 February 1946.

18Tbid., 1 April 1946.

Ibid., 10 April 1946. The Minister alluded to the possibility of forming the elec-
toral body “on the one hand individually by all who can be identified and on the other
hand collectively by those who are not identifiable.” He was suggesting the possibility
of indirect voting, that is, community leaders voting on behalf of their brethren with
no documents.
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the importance of repudiating “conscious or unconscious racism” and
the difficulties of balancing unity with the distinct juridical status of
different parts of the empire and their “cultural traditions.”” Their
propositions were taken up in these terms. The need to protect the
rights of overseas populations—vulnerable to exploitation by “local
magnates” as well as by the metropole—was brought up, and Moutet
responded by emphasizing what remained a crucial aspect of citizen-
ship ever since, that all inhabitants could protect themselves against
the exercise of power in a particular location by the right to move any-
where in French territory: “The committee intended above all that a
black could freely leave his village, that nothing prevents an Algerian
to come to France to work. It is above all freedom of movement that it
is important to recognize and to ensure the end of certain abuses.” He
went on to make clear that “indigénes” coming to European France
would have the same rights as anyone else, including the right to vote,
although the modalities of suffrage would be variable in their own
territories.?!

The first point of contention came quickly. Paul-Emile Viard, the ju-
rist from Algiers (chapter 1), pronounced himself in favor of the dou-
ble college, and Moutet replied that this was impossible “if one does
not want to see the extra-metropolitan territories detach themselves
from France. ... The deepest aspiration of the autochthonous popula-
tions is to feel that they are being treated on the basis of equality. . . .
If the maintenance of separate colleges prevails, we will have to expect
the resignation of these representatives.” But Viard thought that if this
were so, then personal status should be treated the same way through-
out the French Union. Moutet disagreed: “Men of different religions
can perfectly well be united in the same electoral college.”® That point
would be debated for the next eight months.

Would representation in the National Assembly be proportional to
population? Moutet knew the stakes behind the question: such a rule
“would end up producing a majority of overseas representatives in the
national assembly.” What he wanted instead was a double assembly,
one in which the overseas territories, but not the Associated States,
had a voice, but not a large one, plus a second assembly devoted to
issues affecting all the overseas components of the French Union.
Moutet wanted to leave open different paths of evolution: possibly to
transfer more power to local assemblies in the territories or to turn the
National Assembly into something more federal. The second assembly
would “allow us to hear the voices of representatives of Associated

#Commission de la Constitution, Comptes Rendus Analytiques, session of 25 January
1946, 258-64.

211bid., 264-65.

21bid., 264-66.
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States (Tunisia, Morocco), which would not accept to be seated in a
political assembly with a national character.”*

Such a “chamber of countries and nationalities” worried deputies
on the left. Pierre Cot thought it would encourage “separatism.” But
one could not go to the other extreme—assimilation. The second as-
sembly had to become “a true association of free peoples, of nationali-
ties that have become conscious of themselves.” Moutet claimed that
an assembly devoted to overseas problems, with all categories of the
Union represented, would be part of a process: “Federalism cannot
be created by law; it is the result of historical elements and historical
evolution.”* A skeptic replied, “Federalism presumes that the different
federated territories have attained the same degree of civilization.”?
We come back to the difficulties of building federal structures on the
basis of a colonial history.

The colonial status quo had its defenders in the Constitutional Com-
mittee. Jacques Bardoux, presenting the ideas of the Académie des
Sciences Coloniales, argued that the constitution should “reaffirm”
the nationality of “all the inhabitants of the French community,” but
citizenship would be acquired by conditions to be determined by gov-
ernors or residents general and approved by “the grand council of the
French community.” Others labeled the proposal “very reactionary,”
and it got little attention.” More difficult was an argument between
those who favored the committee proposal for conferring “la qualité de
citoyen” on all members of the Union and those, including Viard, who
wanted to declare “every person of French nationality is a citizen.” The
latter seemed more definitive, but the former’s vagueness about what
“qualité” meant was considered by others to be an asset in a Union that
was multinational. By following the word “qualité” with specification
that such a person would “enjoy all the rights and liberties that are
essential to the human personage,” the original text would guarantee
rights without constituting “an imposed French citizenship.”?

Africans, members noted, were French nationals, but Moroccans,
Vietnamese, and Tunisians were not. And Africans might prefer to be-
come more autonomous rather than more integrated, so the vaguer
formulation left the door open for the “particularity and originality of
cach people.” Too national a concept of citizenship might also alien-
ate Algerians, who might see it as a disguised policy of assimilation—
denying their own forms of identification—while too “union” a form
of citizenship might seem to citizens of European France to dilute

BIbid., 25 January 1946, 266-67.

%1bid., 267-68.

%Remark of Jacques Fonlupt-Esperaber, ibid., 269.

%Bardoux, ibid., session of 5 February 1946, 325, and remarks of Pierre Cot, 6 Feb-
ruary 1946, 331.

#Valentino, ibid., 6 February 1946, 332.
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their sense of Frenchness. René Capitant had the wisdom to suggest
that the Assembly “institute a single citizenship, but without charac-
terizing it.”*® Although some thought the text was making a distinc-
tion (whether positive or negative) between citizens of the Union and
citizens of France, the text remained ambiguous. After some close
votes on amendments to the language, the committee agreed on the
text: “All nationals and ressortissants [people under state jurisdiction]
of the metropole and overseas territories enjoy the political rights
attached to the quality of the citizen by the present constitution.”
There seemed to be general agreement that in the overseas territories
people could enjoy the quality of the citizen without renouncing their
personal status, but Capitant worried that while “the maintenance of
personal statuses is a sign of liberalism . . . it is necessary nevertheless
to avoid ‘crystallizing’ these statuses by constitutional texts.”*

After the texts were bounced back and forth between the Con-
stitutional Committee and a subcommittee, the Socialist Guy Mol-
let, presiding, summarized the discussion as concluding that people
in the overseas territories—French nationals—would be given both
civil and political rights, while nationals of the Associated States
civil rights only. Jacques Fonlupt-Esperaber thought this implied “a
double nationality: one imperial, the other of a country. For example,
one could be Sudanese and French.” To do so was to admit that a
“national sentiment” might exist among people who were juridically
French nationals—like the Sudanese or Algerians—as well as among
Moroccans. Between acknowledging such a sentiment and creating a
second-order citizenship, there was a fine line to walk. Léopold Sen-
ghor put this clearly, speaking about the constituents who had sent
him to Paris: “Senegalese accept the French Union. But if they are
politically French, they are not culturally French.”! The line, he was
suggesting, could be walked: it was political belonging that the consti-
tution had to codify. Accepting different sentiments of belonging did
not have to threaten other people’s collective sensibilities or citizens’
political position within a French community.®® An edited version
of the citizenship clause was approved by a vote of twenty-three to
cighteen.®

%1bid., 6 February 1946: Fajon 334, Capitant 332.

21bid., 335.

91bid., 335.

$'Guy Mollet, Jacques Fonlupt-Esperaber, and Gilbert Zaksas, ibid., session of
22 February 1946, 442.

82Senghor, ibid., 443. Senghor proposed an article specifying a right of “all the
peoples and all the collectivities” within the Union to “independence and flourishing
of their language, their culture, their civilization and their spiritual life.” Session of
26 February 1946, 451.

31bid., session of 22 February 1946, 444.
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Heated—and in retrospect quite remarkable—was the debate over
whether the constitution should declare the French Union “a union
freely consented to.” It obviously was not; it had been created by colo-
nial conquest. The real question was whether there would be a right of
secession. Given the demands coming from Algeria and Madagascar
(see below)—not to mention the de facto independence of northern
Vietnam under Ho Chi Minh—the issue was immediate. The Commit-
tee on Overseas France clearly hoped that such a declaration would
enhance the attachment of diverse peoples—including those with na-
tionalities other than French—to France. Others feared that the right
of secession, unlike the recognition of cultural and political diversity,
was a threat to the integrity of the French Union. The “free consent”
doctrine carried the committee and would in April carry the ANC as
a whole, only to be removed after the defeat of the constitution in the
May referendum and the election of a more conservative Constitu-
ante.?* But the idea would resurface—in the constitution of 1958.

One of the more striking interventions in the early debate came
from Daniel Boisdon, a member of the center-right Mouvement Ré-
publicain Populaire (MRP). He compared “the current situation of
France to that of the Roman Empire, when the latter accorded the
right of citizenship to all its subjects, which, moreover, did not make
local civilizations disappear.”® Boisdon was underscoring the diver-
sity of civilizations that could flourish under the French Union, and
he did so by a reference to a history of empire—the Emperor Caracalla
decree of AD 212 declaring all free, male inhabitants of the empire to
be Roman citizens. In the committee and again on the floor of the
Assembly, empire references would be invoked repeatedly: to the Brit-
ish Commonwealth, to the Austro-Hungarian Empire. So too would
federal systems: the United States, Switzerland, and even, by noncom-
munists, the multinational structure of the Soviet Union.?¢

The Roman reference constituted a framework for debate off the
floor as well. The progressive colonial official Robert Delavignette
thought that the French Union in itself implied a kind of “new citi-
zenship,” which he compared to the edict of Caracalla.’” In March,
Marchés Coloniaux, the periodical of the colonial business lobby, made
the opposite argument: “A new edict of Caracalla would be by virtue

#Ibid., 5 February 1946, 322-23. When the article referring to free consent went
through another round of discussion, on 22 February 1946, there seemed to be little
dissent. Ibid., 444-41.

%1bid., 5 February 1946, 328.

%These references are analyzed in the context of a long-term history of empire in
Jane Burbank and Frederick Cooper, “Empire, droits et citoyenneté, de 212 a 1946,”
Annales: Histoire, Sciences Sociales 63, 3 (2008): 495-531.

% Robert Delavignette, Service Africain (Paris: Gallimard, 1946), 271.
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of its universality a lazy solution, for our Empire has neither the geo-
graphic unity of the Roman Empire nor the ethnic and moral unity
of the British Empire, to which only the Indies are an exception.”®
But even this journal saw positive aspects of a Roman-like notion of
imperial unity. A week earlier, it had praised the Muslim deputy from
Algeria, Mohamed Bendjelloul, and his followers for wanting French
citizenship: “They only ask, as has been repeated now for two millen-
nia: ‘Civis romanus sum.’”® Later in the debate, the Foreign Ministry
also expressed doubts about a new “edict of Caracalla,” thinking that
it would offend people in the Associated States who did not regard
themselves as part of a Rome-like empire and that it presumed a “civic
unity” whose existence was “uncertain.”*

The article-by-article discussions in the Constitutional Committee
abutted on problems that had been evident from the first discussions
of the French Union. The Committee was faced with proposals com-
ing from the metropolitan parties as well as deputies from the West
Indies, Algeria, Madagascar, and sub-Saharan Africa.*! They were
not all pushing in the same direction. The Antillian deputies, notably
Aimé Césaire, with the experience of nearly one hundred years of citi-
zenship as well as continued discrimination, were pushing for fuller
integration into France, at least for themselves. This they achieved:
the “old colonies,” by a law passed in March in the midst of the con-
stitutional debates, achieved the status of departments, equivalent
to those of metropolitan France. Muslim Algerians proposed their
own bill for Algeria, recognizing its “national” status and providing
it substantial autonomy under a government elected by its citizens—
old and new—stripping away most of the privileges of the colons. A
similar proposition came from two deputies from Madagascar (Jo-
seph Ravoahangy and Joseph Raseta), who asserted that Madagascar
had been a state before the French conquest in 1896 and deserved
the status of a state once again. Their bill would proclaim Madagas-
car a “free and independent state, administering its own budget, pos-
sessing its own army, ensuring its own external representation,” but
remaining “integrated into the French Union.” Their claim to prior
statechood had a basis in history, but played down the fact that this

38René Malbrant, “Un nouvel edit de Caracalla ne résoudrait rien,” Marchés Coloniaux,
30 March 1946.

%René Malbrant, “Citoyenneté total ou union librement consentie entre peuples
libres,” Marchés Coloniaux, 23 March 1946.

“Note sur la situation de la Tunisie au regard de I'Union francaise,” 16 May 1945,
and General Mast, Resident General of France in Tunis, to Minister of Foreign Affairs,
5 June 1945, Afrique-Levant/Afrique-Généralités/37, ADLC.

#'The different approaches in the constitutional committee are summarized in Mar-
shall, French Colonial Myth, 218-22.
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state, like most, was built on conquest and hierarchy. Not everyone
identified with a Malagasy nation in the same way.*?

The debates were taking place in the shadow of tension outside of
the Assembly. Having declared the independence of Vietnam in Sep-
tember 1945, Ho Chi Minh had not burned his bridges with France
and he was involved in negotiations with the French government over
achieving autonomy, in some form, within the French Union. On
6 March 1946, an agreement was signed by which France recognized
the Republic of Vietnam as a “free” state—the word “independent”
was avoided—with its own government, parliament, and army within
the Indochinese Federation and the French Union. The agreement
provided for Vietnamese and French armed forces to cooperate in
maintaining order and for further negotiations. The agreement left
much in abeyance, including the question of exactly where sovereignty
lay.*®

The Constitutional Committee did not welcome—or even seriously
consider—the proposals coming from Madagascar and Algeria—and
the Vietnamese situation was in the hands of negotiators (Indochinese
states, like Morocco and Tunisia, were not represented in the ANC).
Metropolitan deputies, meanwhile, had their own concern with fed-
eralism. The left had welcomed calls for liberty for the colonies, but
their major goal was a unitary government in European France. They
wanted a single legislative chamber, providing a clear voice of “the cit-
izen,” instead of a division of power that would give presumably more
conservative rural communities a bigger voice. The right was afraid
of just that, so it sought a bicameral sovereign assembly in France.
Collectivities would be represented in the second chamber and would
constitute a check on the first. This sense of France as an ensemble
of communities led some relatively conservative politicians to favor a
second chamber representing the “collectivities of the Metropole, but
just as much the collectivities of the Empire.”** But it was not clear

*The Minister was worried by such claims, and he thought that the deputies had
been elected by a very small college of elite citizens, from “a single race, the Hova race,
that in the past exercised a sort of predominance over the island.” Lamine Guéye had
similar concerns. Commission de la FOM, 16 April 1946, C//15293, ANF.

Marshall, French Colonial Myth, 198-201, stresses the importance of these negotia-
tions to the constitution writers. See also David Marr, Vietnam 1945: The Quest for Power
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), and Pierre Brocheux and Daniel
Hémery, Indochine: La colonisation ambigué 1858-1954 (Paris: La Découverte, 1995).

““Note sur le probléme constitutionnel” for de Gaulle (stamped “lu par le général),
August 1945, 3AG 4/2/1, ANF. The memo pointed to the need to represent local, famil-
ial, trade union, artisanal, entrepreneurial, scholarly, and artistic communities—a “grand
council of all the French collectivities,” a phrase lifted from the pioneer of the Third
Republic, Léon Gambetta.
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that all deputies on the right thought that overseas communities were
the kind of collectivities they wanted to see represented in a senate.

In this cauldron of conflicting visions, the African deputies, few
in number, had room for maneuver. They had a nuanced position on
the federal/unitary question. As we have seen, Lamine Gueye and
Léopold Senghor strongly defended republican principles—the rights
of all citizens—and the particular civil status that the originaires of the
Quatre Communes enjoyed. The January strike in Senegal had made
clear the value of thinking of France as a single unit: that was the basis
for claims for equality of wages and standard of living. Africans, more
than practically anybody in the empire, needed the resources of the
French Union as a whole. But the desire for autonomy, or at least an
expression of Africans’ sense of themselves as a collectivity, was there
as well, and Senghor and Lamine Guéye understood the aspirations
of Algerians and others for an expression of belonging. Hence they
looked to a middle ground between federal and unitary institutions: a
strong center capable of aiding the territories—and providing a refer-
ence point for economic and social claims as well as political rights—
and enough autonomy to protect the interests of an African majority
in each territory and to express collective sentiments.

The African deputies were not unhappy with compromises that
left the composition of territorial legislatures and the precise mat-
ters over which they had control to laws rather than constitutional
articles. They themselves saw possibilities of evolving in either of two
directions, more toward the West Indian model of full incorporation
into France—in which case demands for equality would escalate—or
toward the Moroccan or Indochinese model of state autonomy. Such
suppleness, however, would turn out to be a double-edged sword.

The details of the commission debates are too intricate for analysis
here. But let us pause over a revealing document that was put on the
record in early April—Léopold Senghor’s report on the constitution’s
treatment of the French Union, requested by the Constitutional Com-
mittee after a series of discussions in the committee and in several
subcommittees.

Senghor evoked the heritage of the French Revolution, quoting
the words of the decree of 16 pluviose an II (1794) that had abol-
ished slavery and gone on to declare “all men, without distinction of
color, resident in our colonies, are French citizens and enjoy all the
rights ensured by the Constitution.” He condemned the 1802 decree
of Napoleon—“the dictator”’—reestablishing slavery, and he lauded
the revolutionary government of 1848, which had definitively made
slaves in the colonies into citizens. Now, after World War II, came
“the necessity to free the overseas people from the modern slavery of
the indigénat, a regime of occupation.” That is why all “nationals and
ressortissants” of the metropole and overseas territories had to have the
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political rights and qualities of the citizen. This was, he repeated, “the
spirit, if not the terms, of the decree of 16 pluvidse an I1.”4

The situation was now different. In 1798 and 1848, “the Jacobin
tradition was vital.” The only possible political stance was that of as-
similation. But since 1848, there had been progress in sociology and
“especially ethnology.” France had discovered “the brilliant Arab civi-
lization” through which Greek civilization had been transmitted, the
metaphysics of India, and the social humanism of China and Indo-
china, as well as the “collectivist and artistic humanism of black Af-
rica.” The vigor of these civilizations and their importance within the
French Empire “went against a brutal integration that risked breaking
a French equilibrium and the equilibrium of these new worlds.”

To codify a France that respected simultancously difference and
equivalence meant a compromise between federal and unitary visions
of government, and here he brought to the constitutional debate his
phrase “assimilate, don’t be assimilated.” His report proposed that all
French subjects be defined simply as s1mply citizens without speci-
fying whether they are ‘French citizens’ or ‘citizens of the French
Union.” Usage will decide the label, which in any event, is of second-
ary importance.”46

Senghor’s report was adopted by the committee, and he later pre-
sented it to the Assembly as a whole. The studied ambiguity of the
clause on citizenship was, he made clear, the point: to leave open to
“the peoples of the Union . . . the possibility to take themselves, ac-
cording to their wishes and their own genius, toward either assimila-
tion and integration or association and federation.” He stressed the
unanimity within the committee on the texts and hoped for the same
in the ANC.¥

Outside the Assemblée, critics of extending citizenship made their
case known at the same time that Senghor was making his. Climats
published a long article that took note of the different “categories of
French people” recognized at law: citizens “de plein exercise” (full cit-
izens), those—in Senegal—who kept their personal status, certain citi-
zens in Algeria whose citizenship was not heritable, and noncitizens,

“ANC, “Rapport Supplémentaire de la Commission de la Constitution” on Union
francaise, Léopold Senghor, reporter, 5 April 1946, in ANC, Documents, Report 885,
first annex, 2-4, 6. His oral presentation to the Assemblée made similar points. Débats,
11 April 1946, 1713-15. Jacques Soustelle took up Senghor’s allusion to the libera-
tion of 1794 by suggesting that if this effort had been maintained, perhaps Toussaint
L’Ouverture and Dessalines, instead of being heroes of the independence of Haiti,
would have been “great statesmen of the French Union.” Ibid., 12 April 1946, 1775.

*Senghor, Report, 4, 6.

#Commission de la Constitution, Comptes Rendus, 8 April 1946, 667-69; ANC, Débats,
11 April 1946, 1714. Libération, 12 April 1946, reported, “It was a black man, a qualified
professor in the lycées of Paris, M. Léopold Sédar Senghor, who read, in an impeccable
manner, the report that was so well written.”
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some with limited political rights, others without. It advocated a citi-
zenship of the French Union “superposed” over the status the person
had in his or her part of the French Union, be it French citizenship or
another status. French citizenship, Climats insisted, had to be linked
to the “rules of common private and public law of the French state,”
but citizenship of the French Union “does not affect personal status.”
Union citizenship “could include men of extremely different civiliza-
tion, culture, stage of evolution. Being different from French citizen-
ship, it allows envisioning different modes of suffrage that will respect
the social and customary rules until such a time when the develop-
ment of a political sensibility among voters justifies proceeding to the
ballot.” The position came out of a fundamentally imperial notion of
governing different people differently, with an evolutionary language
betraying the notion of hierarchy rather than mutual acceptance.*®

The citizenship clause was by now the bottom line for the overseas
deputies.” They had already made a compromise on the federal prin-
ciple that some of them had favored, for their Socialist and Commu-
nist allies were adamant on having a single chamber legislature and
hence a unitary principle of law making. Some deputies from overseas,
such as the West Indian Paul Valentino, later expressed regret over
compromising the federal position, but hitching their constitutional
aspirations to a position that was not theirs was the price of working
closely with parties of the left.”® Deputies hoped that citizenship and
some form of legislative representation would at least give new citi-
zens of the former colonies a base from which to push for desirable
legislation and improved institutions, even if the Union fell short of a
federation of equivalent territories.

When constitutional proposals came before the ANC as a whole,
the question of how seriously the many pious words about rights,
liberties, and equality should be taken emerged quickly. As the draft
Prologue was introduced, Bendjelloul wanted to be sure the drafters
meant what they said. His Algeria had long been ruled under “special”
laws, so now he asked, “But would we be freed of all special laws?

<L Assemblée sera-t-elle capable de donner la vie a 'Union francaise?,” Climats,
11 April 1946. A government survey charted responses in metropolitan France to the
question, “In your opinion should natives of the colonies vote?” In all, 59 percent said
yes, 24 percent said no, and 17 percent had no opinion. The yes opinion reached 79 per-
cent among Communists and 77 percent among socialists, but 35 percent on the “right”
and 49 percent for supporters of the MRP. SSS, 15 April 1946, AP 2147/2, AOM.

¥Lamine Gueye later wrote, “In coming to sit in the National Constituent Assembly
the overseas deputies had as their primary objective the abolition of the indigénat and
the establishment of equal rights for their constituents.” Quoted in Marshall, French
Colonial Myth, 221.

50Paul Valentino, ANC, Débats, 16 April 1946, 1917.
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Freed from any regime of exception? Placed on the same footing of
equality as the inhabitants of the metropole?” He wanted the assem-
bly to affirm “that all peoples possess the absolute right to indepen-
dence and to the flourishing of their culture, language, civilization,
and spiritual life.” He hoped that the right to independence would
not have to be exercised and that the new constitution would bring in
“a new era of justice and peace, of equality, of liberty, for Algeria, for
France, and for democracy.”!

Pierre Cot, a leading figure on the left, speaking on behalf of the
Constitutional Committee, underscored the breakthrough of his com-
mittee’s draft. It would

extend the field of democracy. . . . Its principal advantage, in my
eyes, is to put an end to the colonial regime. The colonial em-
pire of our country is no more. In its place we want the French
Union: we are putting together this community of people freely
associating and striving to realize by common effort the best of
our democratic traditions. . . . Up to now, France consisted of
40 million citizens and 60 million subjects; she will find herself
enriched, ennobled, and expanded, for tomorrow she will have
100 million citizens and free men.5?

When it came to specifics, Cot put a lot of weight on the “Conseil
de I'Union francaise,” which he saw as a “chamber of reflection,” a
balance to the unicameral Assemblée Nationale. In effect, the Union
would be a check on the nation.® The weakness of the proposal was
noted quickly: the Conseil de I'Union was consultative only; it could
not pass legislation. The sovereignty of the Assemblée Nationale raised
the stakes of the overseas representation in it, for the territories needed
to bring “the necessary impact” to the debates over issues concerned
with their relationship to metropolitan France. Such a situation risked
to compromise the very democratic initiative, as well as the “unity of
the French Union” that the constitution was intended to promote.*
Of particular concern was whether the election of the President—
which all agreed would be indirect—should include the Conseil de

STANC, Débats, 8 March 1946, 646. See also his intervention of 19 March, 865-66.

2Ibid., 9 April 1946, 1620.

3 Cot was specific that this assembly would “compenser les inconvenients du régime
de I'Assemblée unique.” Ibid., 1622.

*Intervention of Francois de Menthon (MRP, member of Constitutional Com-
mittee), 9 April 1946, 1624, 1626. The Communists were adamant about not creating
a “new Senate,” out of the Conseil d’Union frangaise. They acknowledged that while
overseas deputies would be a presence in the Assemblée Nationale, they would not be
there in proportion to population. This was of “secondary importance” compared to
that of ensuring that the Assembly would be the voice of the people. Etienne Fajon,
ibid., 1628.
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I'Union or just the Assemblée Nationale. Paul Coste-Floret, from the
center-right MRP, wanted to give a bigger voice to the Conseil. The
President, after all, was chef d’Etat, distinct from the head of govern-
ment, and that meant he should be chosen by “the representatives of
the citizens and the representatives of local collectivities.””

The idea of representing communities was part of Coste-Floret’s po-
litical credo: “We believe that the time of individualist democracy is
over. . .. We are today partisans of a pluralist democracy, that is to say
a democracy of groups, one that is not content with approaching the
citizens as such, but that also secks to approach the people organized
in their territorial collectivities, in their professions, and in their fam-
ilies.” For him, if the Assemblée Nationale incarnated “the citizen,”
another assembly had to represent “the different social groups.”¢ It is
clear that he was thinking of the community—rural, centered on fam-
ily and local institutions, perhaps on the Catholic Church—as a more
conservative element to offset the mobilized citizen voting one by one
for deputies to a National Assembly. But the draft constitution spoke
of the “territorial communities” as “communes and departments” and
“overseas territories and federations” in the same breath.%

René Pleven was more explicit on this point. He too favored bi-
cameralism, but for him the problem was precisely on the level of the
Union. He defended the “federative idea” as he had earlier (chapter 1),
although—perhaps thinking of his native Brittany—he now preferred
to call it the “regionalist idea” in contrast to the “unitary idea.” He
wanted the federal assembly to have real power. Taking up the differ-
ence in “personality” of the overseas territories, as well as their variety
of “political statuses,” he feared that the mixture of political entities
was undermined by the consultative nature of the proposed assembly.
The components—including the metropole—should rule themselves
in regard to domestic matters and rule together in regard to defense,
foreign affairs, and communications. He wanted to see a new assembly
evolving out of “a federal, imperial, intercolonial assembly.” In mixing
these words, he was accepting the historic evolution from empire to
federation. The counterpart of his assembly was that there should be

% Coste-Floret, ibid., 1639. The alternative in question was election by a two-thirds
majority of the Assemblée Nationale.

56 Coste-Floret, ibid., 1640. Coste-Floret had undoubtedly thought through the im-
plications of his group argument on overseas territories. A jurist who had taught law at
the Université d’Alger, he had written in 1939 an article on personal status in the col-
onies that concluded that “the accession of the French subjects in Algeria to political
rights” implied a rethinking of “purely technical juridical problems.” Paul Coste-Floret,
“Jus sanguinis, jus soli et statut personnel dans les rapports de la Métropole, de I'Algérie
etde I’Etrangcr,” Revue Critique du Droit International 34 (1939): 201-14, 214 quoted.

S"Rapporteur général, citing article 111 of draft Constitution, ANC, Débats, 9 April
1946, 1645. Sce also the argument in favor of the rights of collectivities of influential
MRP member Daniel Boisdon. Ibid., 7 March 1946, 607.
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no representation of the overseas territories in the Assemblée Nation-
ale: Why, he asked rhetorically, should voters overseas elect deputies
to “a metropolitan legislative assembly”? Why should they vote on the
budget for European France, when citizens of the metropole were not
sitting in the legislatures of African territories?®

The alternative to a federalism, in Pleven’s or Senghor’s variant, was
a unitary structure representing the will of a single French people,
and such a structure could have given overseas politicians a firm po-
sition to demand reform, but only if they had sufficient voice in the
center. Such an alternative ran into the fears in European France of a
colonial majority. The federalist solution might allow each territory
to express its personality and its interests—but only if the territorial
legislatures were given real authority, something that caused deputies
to worry about the loss of sovereignty.”® The situation became even
more complicated when it came to the Associated States—for they did
have sovereignty, and French constitution writers were not sure that
the Constituante had the power to determine their status or that the
republican ideal of rights was compatible with the conceptions of the
monarchs of those states. Making the French Union democratic came
up against the underlying heterogeneity of the empire, in which au-
tonomy and democracy were sometimes at cross- purposes. 60

The Algerian deputy Mohamed Bendjelloul kept pressing on what
citizenship would actually mean to his constituents. He acknowledged
the breakthroughs of the text—“the recognition of the same rights and
freedoms for Muslim Algerians as for French people, the enjoyment
of the rights of citizens, accession to all civil and military positions, re-
spect of personal status.” But the electoral law, being considered at the
same time as the constitution, took away part of what was being con-
ceded: the double college left Algerian Muslims “twixt and between
the full citizen and the former French subject.” Algeria remained a
“land of exception and still under special laws!” He pointed to the
contradiction between the draft constitution’s affirmation of “univer-
sal, equal, direct, and secret suffrage” and another clause giving the

%Pleven, 11 April 1946, 1720-21.

%For Jacques Soustelle, a decision-making Conseil de I'Union francaise was needed
to give substance to the French Union. Ibid., 15 April 1946, 1857, 1864. The Algerian
jurist Paul Viard rejected federal structures because the territories possessed “no charac-
teristic of sovereignty,” but he admitted that the unitary state he preferred was inconsis-
tent with the diversity of personal statuses in the empire. From the opposite direction of
Senghor, the advocate of federalism, he ended up also advocating “a middle solution.”
Ibid., 11 April 1946, 1715-17.

%The dilemma of including the Associated States in the new constitutional structure
came up early and awkwardly when two deputies proposed a resolution affirming the
“legitimate place” of those states in the French Union. The ANC could agree only to a
bland resolution asking the government to consider the situation. Ibid., 11 April 1946,
1721-23.
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Assemblée Nationale the job of making rules for elections. Bendjel-
loul raised the possibility of abstaining or even voting against the con-
stitution if his constituents received anything less tha