
performances of 946 different works performed in the region over the course of just fif-
teen years, a corpus within which Triolaire identifies only eight works of explicit imperial
propaganda. His book draws attention to the importance of amateur theatricals in the re-
gion as well as to the ties that emerged, ironically, between the Catholic Church—long an
ardent enemy of the stage—and professional theater, as eight nationalized churches were
transformed into playhouses and unemployed church musicians sought work in the
theater. In the text, the author reproduces substantial excerpts from primary sources. Writ-
ten primarily for specialists of theater and opera history, Triolaire’s research also stands to
inform scholarship on the political culture of the Napoleonic regime and on urban history
more broadly.

Triolaire argues that the Napoleonic cultural politics of the stage “restored” the Old
Regime system of privileges (37). From the perspective of the provinces, however, the
imperial initiative is better seen as a new departure, because this was the first time that the
French state attempted to comprehensively oversee theatrical production outside Paris. In
fact, much of this book highlights the challenges of implementing such an enormous proj-
ect—in particular, the difficulties faced by provincial directors, who confronted bureau-
cratic dictates from Paris that did not take into account local circumstances such as the
distances the troupes would need to travel from one city to another or the audience ca-
pacity of the playhouses where they would perform, matters that directly impacted their
bottom line. Napoleonic “hypercentralization,” Triolaire argues, was only ever partly suc-
cessful (111). In practice, directors and local authorities negotiated exceptions to official
expectations in order to make the system work—or, at least, work well enough to keep
regional acting troupes in business and to provide audiences in smaller and more remote
cities with opportunities to enjoy performances and participate in a national theater culture.
Still, for some locales, such as Moulins, the book demonstrates, government administra-
tion resulted in a notable decline in numbers of annual performances.

For this reader, Le théâtre en province sparked many questions, some of which it may
not yet be possible to answer given the state of scholarship in the field. How do these
patterns of theatrical production and spectatorship in the Massif Central compare with
those elsewhere in provincial France during this era, such as in Lyon and Nantes, studied
by Denise Davidson in France after Revolution: Urban Life, Gender, and the New Social
Order (Cambridge, MA, 2007)? How did theater figure into the constellation of other in-
stitutions of urban social and cultural life under the Empire? How did the staging of Na-
poleonic authority in and around these playhouses—as well as responses to it—compare
with the theatricality of the Bourbon Restoration studied by Sheryl Kroen in Politics and
Theater: The Crisis of Legitimacy in Restoration France, 1815–1830 (Berkeley, 2000)?
Now that Triolaire’s book provides the foundational knowledge to pose such questions,
we can hope to look to future scholars—perhaps even Triolaire himself—to provide us
with answers.

Lauren R. Clay

Vanderbilt University

The Right in France from the Third Republic to Vichy. By Kevin Passmore.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013. Pp. xiv1391. $125.00.

Sciences-Po-based political scientists loom large in the study of the French Right. René
Rémond saw the Right as a post-Revolutionary phenomenon, separated into three main
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families (Legitimist, Orleanist, Bonapartist), and over the centuries that followed, each
had a series of avatars or offspring (Bonapartism, for example, metamorphosing into na-
tionalism and then into Gaullism). François Goguel’s scheme was simpler still: political
life in France was divided into two camps, the party of movement and the party of order,
with the Right identified with “order,” understood as a lasting principle that transcended
epochs. The accent in both cases was on continuities.

Kevin Passmore, in The Right in France from the Third Republic to Vichy, wants to take
a fresh look at the subject, zeroing in less on what didn’t change over time than on context.
The Right was overall consistent across periods in its distaste for socialism; it believed
in elite rule, although who constituted the elite remained a matter of debate. Such endur-
ing elements of right-wing thinking, however, were highlighted or not and recombined in
new and inventive ways depending on context: the balance of political forces at the time, the
economic conjuncture, and the international setting. The Right was not a family heirloom
passed down from generation to generation but rather a kaleidoscopic phenomenon whose
facets turned and tumbled over the decades to create new images. Passmore’s approach is
a promising one, but what results does it yield?

Passmore has chosen his time period wisely: the life of the Third Republic, with a coda
devoted to Vichy. Public participation in politics was a fact of life, and, willy-nilly, right-
wingers had to figure out ways to organize a constituency for themselves if they wanted
to matter. It was always possible to rely on family connections and prestige, making the
case to the voters that theywere best served by “natural elites”with a vocation to rule. Back
up that claim with an infusion of cash and a dose of press coverage and here were the
materials for a monarchist campaign, 1870s’ style. But monarchists weren’t the only ones
who could play the game of “notable” politics. Conservative republicans could do much
the same, talking not so much about inbred qualities as about experience and know-how.

The notable model never ceased to be a presence in public life, but over time a new style
of right-wing politics crystallized, more modernizing in its mode of self-presentation,
more insistent on the virtues of organization in both political and economic affairs. Left-
wing parliamentarians, as this Right saw it, were good at talking but not at running things.
What France needed was a competent elite, trained in public administration and with a
knowledge of how the real world worked. This strand of conservatism recruited from elite
schools such as the Polytechnique and Sciences Po. Acolytes liked to think of themselves
as modern men who wanted to organize the economy, whether technocratic-style, at the
macro level, or, more narrowly, at the firm level applying the scientific management prin-
ciples propounded by the mining engineer Henri Fayol. They also wanted to bring such
organizational impulses to bear on political life, pushing for more formal, party-like struc-
tures to take the place of the ad hoc committees and friendship networks so much favored
by notables. If there was a standard-bearer for this style of politics, it was Raymond Poin-
caré, who occupied the center stage of French public affairs for a full quarter century, from
the Belle Epoque to the onset of the Depression.

Center-Right figures such as Poincaré, however, always found themselves dealing
with flanking movements yet further out, Tea Party types who spoke in populist accents,
pushing the claim that notables and experts were just too out of touch with the real needs
of ordinary folk. For all their antielitist rhetoric, however, such rabble-rousers understood
themselves in elitist terms. Theywere action-oriented men who promised to inject a France
debilitated by decades of insider rule with a new, virile dynamism; they were a cadre of
leaders who would inspire the masses to national redemption.

When it came to organization, the populist Right concocted a savvy mix of forms. The
mass rally, harangued by a charismatic orator, was part of the blend, but so too the “league”—
which structured mass action not just from the top down but from the street-level up.
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The league phenomenon, of course, got its start in the late nineteenth century, in the era
of the Dreyfus affair, but its heyday lay in the 1930s, and the most successful of them all
was Colonel François de La Rocque’s Croix de Feu, the membership of which climbed into
the hundreds of thousands.

Now, all this may seem too pat, and neatness is not what Passmore is after. The styles of
right-wing politics just limned were complicated by religion, gender, and blurred bound-
aries. For each form there was a secular variant and a Catholic one. Take the world of the
leagues, for example. De La Rocque’s Croix de Feu cast itself as a rampart of Christian
civilization, but not so Jacques Doriot’s Parti Populaire Français, which adopted a more
pagan, fascist line. As for gender, there was lots of masculinist talk, but on the Catholic
end of the spectrum there was also a concerted effort to recruit women and to promote
family issues—family allocations, for example—that might appeal to a female constituency.
Last of all, the frontiers separating the various styles were porous, to say the least. The
Fédération Républicaine is a case in point. At its founding, just after the Dreyfus affair, it
carved out a position for itself very much in the conservative mainstream, but in the
interwar decades it was invested in by more extreme elements, men such as Xavier Vallat
and Philippe Henriot, both destined for prominent careers at Vichy, whose antisemitic
speechifying placed them closer to the populist style. The right-wing universe that Passmore
conjures up is a riven one, made up of fragments that join and split, generating ever-new
configurations.

It may be asked, though, whether this is a helpful approach when thinking about the
major historiographical debates that frame much of the discussion on the French Right.
I am thinking of three in particular, which may be posed as questions: Did the Dreyfus
affair create a New Right? Were the 1930s’ leagues fascist? Did Vichy constitute a pa-
renthesis in French history? Passmore answers yes to the first question. The leagues of the
Dreyfus era did get backing from dynastic interests and Catholic forces looking for a way
to make a political difference, and to that extent they were not so independent of the more
establishment Right as they styled themselves. On the other hand, the leagues’ recourse to
street violence, their extreme nationalism, and the antisemitic line they pitched did mark
them out as something new. Passmore doesn’t want to call that something “fascist,” but
the arrival of the league phenomenon did signal a turning point: nationalism supplanted
the dynastic movements of old as the parliamentary Republic’s most formidable enemy
on the Right.

So far so good. On the second question, however, Passmore’s conclusions are not so
clear-cut. He notes the general authoritarian trend that affected all elements on the Right
in the 1930s, from mainstream parties such as the Alliance Républicaine Démocratique
and Fédération Républicaine on beyond. He contextualizes well the startling growth of
the Depression-era leagues. He then begins to ponder the fascism issue and, indeed, en-
titles a chapter “Fascism in France?” but then, at the final moment, hesitates to deliver
a conclusive verdict.

On Vichy, though, Passmore is quite definite. The defeat and the Occupation created
a unique moment that allowed a coalition of disparate, often-squabbling elements, most
drawn from the Right but a few from the Left, to take charge of France’s destiny. The
specificities of the situation and the peculiar mix of forces that came out on top, if just for
a moment, made for a breakthrough that had no antecedents in French politics and no fu-
ture. Vichy was, in fact, a “parenthesis” (367). On the one hand, the claim is persuasive.
Post-Revolutionary France has been governed by dynasties or by Republics, and, to this
extent, Vichy, a nondynastic authoritarian regime, does stand out as the exception. On the
other hand, the coalition of forces that made up Vichy did not come from nowhere: it had
roots in the 1930s; and the institutions, policies, and personnel of the Vichy era did not all
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disappear from the scene in 1944 but, in many instances, continued to play a role thereafter.
Vichy was a unique phenomenon, but it was also embedded in the flow of French history.

Passmore has written a challenging book, based on wide reading in the secondary lit-
erature and a deep knowledge of the right-wing press. He takes a novel approach to a
familiar subject, insisting on the critical importance of conjuncture in shaping the mix and
balance of right-wing options on offer. The results are positive overall. No doubt there are
continuities that Passmore’s bias in favor of context causes him to slight. At the same time,
he succeeds in imposing a measure of order on the welter of parties and groupuscules that
constituted the French Right, sketching out the repertoire of political styles and organiza-
tional forms that underlay the surface chaos.

Philip Nord

Princeton University

Jazz and Machine-Age Imperialism: Music, “Race,” and Intellectuals in France,
1918–1945. By Jeremy F. Lane. Jazz Perspectives. Edited by Eric Porter and
John Szwed.

Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2013. Pp. 226. $70.00.

Over the past decade, French historians of the interwar period have investigated the
reception of jazz music as a fruitful way to think about a range of other issues at a moment
of profound change and conflict. Jeremy F. Lane’s Jazz and Machine-Age Imperialism
makes a valuable contribution to that growing field by charting the evolution of jazz crit-
icism in the works of several influential authors who shaped responses among jazz fans in
France as well as others not normally discussed in this context for whom jazz also had a
profound resonance amid the tumult of the age.

Lane approaches jazz as a literary scholar, focusing on published texts authored by an
elite group of writers. Nevertheless, he wants to ground his textual analysis broadly within
the historical context by arguing that jazz arrived along with the “machine-age imperial-
ism” of the post–World War I era (6). For Lane, the rapid and Taylorized mechanization
of industry in conjunction with the ubiquitous presence of France’s empire produced
significant cultural anxieties. France’s economic development relied heavily on its imperial
conquests, ironically linking modernity’s progress to the primitive world of the colonies
and increasing the circulation of people from overseas back to the metropole. The war
exacerbated these tensions, highlighting the fragility of French values and the real possi-
bility of slipping back into barbarism. “To write about jazz,” Lane concludes, “was hence
frequently also to reflect upon one or all of the defining characteristics of machine-age
imperialism” (17). Jazz became the symbol of a “techno-primitive hybrid” embodying
the complexities of the historical moment that machine-age imperialism created (3). For
Lane, the critical response to jazz constituted the multiple ways in which thinkers un-
packed the music’s symbolic hybrid logic against the shocks of the machine age at the peak
of empire. The themes of this framework will be generally familiar to those who have read
the scholarship on jazz in interwar France. Although Lane’s formulation of the era is brief
and remains only broadly suggestive of the specific historical changes taking place, it of-
fers a useful and original way of approaching the context for jazz. Nevertheless, his focus
remains firmly on the texts themselves rather than providing a deep contextualization of
those writings.

Lane draws on Jacques Derrida to emphasize the “iterability” of the music’s meanings,
which not surprisingly proved to be highly malleable and unstable (30). For some, jazz

458 Book Reviews


