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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Emily Gilkey
Doctor of Philosophy
Department of History
June 2014
Title: The Making of a Family: Constructing Compamate Marriage in Nineteenth-
Century Lyon

During the nineteenth century, companionate maertz@rame a dominant marital
model for the French bourgeoisie, but that idead p@orly defined and became a point
of contestation between spouses. This study fecoseloseph and Fanny Bergier, a
bourgeois couple from Lyon who created togethearahive of journals and diaries
spanning from 1800 to 1878. Their struggle witteitility forced them to confront the
issue of what it meant to be a family and whetlingidcen were integrally necessary or if
life as a couple was enough. Following a commorerpattern, Joseph committed
adultery, raising the issue of the place of figeiit a companionate relationship. Their
conflict over this issue, expressed in letters diady entries, brought to light the
divergence between their gendered expectationdaf @ companionate marriage should
look like.

The Bergiers’ experience of infertility led themdoltivate fictive kinship
networks through philanthropy and sociability. Yla¢so used ego writing as an
alternative form of family creation. Their atterapd create a family through non-
biological means suggests that, despite the comaudrop in birth rate, children were

crucially important to the French vision of famiife. Their disagreements over how



companionability should find expression, and whatrules governing a love-based
marriage ought to be, show that the transition tdveamodern family model was

contested and uncertain.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

From the eighteenth to the twenty-third of Marcir88he final seven entries that
Joseph Bergier of Lyon wrote in his diary said diyripuffering” in large letters, leaving
blank pages until his death on May tenth. Berlgegt this diary nearly every day for
forty-five years, beginning in 1833. His life spaal the fall of Napoleon and two French
revolutions in 1830 and 1848 as well as the silkwee rebellions in Lyon in 1831 and
1834 that were seminal moments in the formatiowarking-class consciousness.
During parts of this period, his wife Fanny kepe thary, creating a joint account of their
lives as a couple. This fact, that the diary wasdieation of a couple, is the
characteristic for which it is best known. By #hadence of the journal, Joseph and
Fanny were a very close couple who had a relatiprissed on affection and mutual
respect. Although they shared a desire for compatémarriage, what that should mean
in concrete terms was unclear. My dissertation@gsl this ambiguity in this case by
focusing on the unstable definition of companiohgbamong the French bourgeoisie of
the nineteenth century, and the complex negotiatwithin marriage as couples
struggled to meet an uncertain ideal.

The Bergier diary comprises three main elements. Agendas kept from 1833-
1878 mostly by Joseph and partially by Fanny, @nmes of agricultural and
housekeeping notes, known as récoltes diariegewrdimost entirely by Fanny and a
two volume autobiography. Each of these volumeasukes approximately twelve by

thirty-four centimeters. The récoltes diaries tmelautobiography were both written



free form on blank books. The Agendas came pregatiwith spaces for two to three
entries per page, allowing enough space for a papagn a large hand or several
paragraphs of cramped script. In general, Josagiréd miniscule writing with a very
sharp nib to allow for maximum expression in tHets#d space. In contrast, Fanny
tended to push the quill harder, creating darkdrlarger letters. The author of a given
entry can generally be told at a glance. Both Besgemployed abbreviations of their
own devising, and Fanny often neglected spellingurrctuation. The first research task
was therefore learning to decipher their idiosyticnariting.

In addition to the diaries, the Bergiers left enolgjters to fill several boxes with
their correspondence. These letters have beemlgngnored by historians. They
provide a valuable counterpoint to the diary estnehich, due to the constraints of
space, are frequently terse and ambiguous. Ttegdehade it possible to tell the story of
the couple with a richness of emotional detail thatdiaries alone could not provide.

Joseph took great care to insure that his personhive would remain intact and
preserved beyond his death, a subject | treattailde the fourth chapter. Ultimately,
however, it was only by chance that Joseph’s aechirvived. For around forty years
his papers likely rested in the Asile Bergier, arfdation that he created, untouched and
unknown to scholars. Through an obscure turn eftsy the collection fell into the
hands of a second-hand book vendor in the earl9d.9Possibly the Asile needed the
storage space for other reasons, or Joseph haedpass living memory and the
volumes seemed to be of little worth. It may helanged hands before that, but the
book vendor eventually became the owner. He ctedaiustin Godart, a politician

native to Lyon who dedicated himself to presenliggnnais history and culture,



bringing “four great sacks of old papers” that haen cleared out of an atfid:he luck

of a bookshop owner knowing of Godart and the latteognizing the value of the
materials enabled the archive to be preserved imgar entirety. Subsequently Godart
donated a large portion of his collection of Lyoisesaies to the Musée Gadagne in Lyon,
including the Bergier papers.

| was drawn to the archive by my interest in thetdmy of the couple. My
master’s thesis focused on public debate overnthed of marriage in Belle Epoque
France, but | was interested in looking earliethi@ nineteenth century to see the longer-
term roots of the problems | discussed for thedinsiécle? The Bergier archive has
been all but ignored by historians, but its dughauformat was well known which is
what made it appealing. Before | began to reathatd no information whatsoever about
their biography. The subjects | treat in theseptdrs arose out of what | found in the
archive rather than my preconceived notions of watproblems of companionability
were.

The terms companionability, or companionate maeriage in a sense
problematic in this context. The primary issuetvitie designation is that there is no
parallel phrase in Frenc@ompagnonnagsignifies a type of apprenticeship, while
companionabilitéwhich might seem like the logical cognate, isaetord at all. A
viable alternative designation might mariage de sentimerds the emphasis on

sentiment places it in contrast with the arrangedriages of past eras. The descriptors

1Justin Godart, “Le journal d’un bourgeois de Ly@ngant la Révolution de 1848,”
Revue du Lyonna® (1923): 123-132.

2 Emily Gilkey, “Marriage in Crisis: The Individuaind the State in Belle Epoque
France” (master’s thesis, University of Oregon, 200
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“sentimental marriage” or its relative “affectiveamiage” were to my mind less than
ideal choices because they captured the emphasezlomg, but did not adequately
reflect the importance of partnership and excligithat was central to the Bergiers’
debates about marriage. Alternatively, “egalitamaarriage” as a descriptor was, in this
period, simply inaccurate. The Napoleonic Codaimtsthat there was nothing equal
about the relative positions of men and women aiedp. “Conjugal marriage,” coined
by Helena Michie, underemphasized the aspect@fidship and overemphasized the
importance of sexuality in a way that does not eapthe phenomenon | discuss here.
use the term “companionate marriage” because it ntosely captures the type of
marriage that the Bergiers exemplified: a couple wiarried for love, and shared
expectations of emotional fulfillment as well adegree of partnership.

This is the story of a bourgeois couple. Classngated every aspect of their
lives and is an important element of all four cleaptof this dissertation. When |
characterize the Bergiers as bourgeois, what dedn® The classic Marxist definition of
the French bourgeoisie relied heavily on analyElswels of wealth. Adeline Daumard
was the leading proponent of this approach, usirgecords, inventories and other
economic indicators to create a careful taxonomg cfss she separated into several
tiers. The grand notable, bourgeoisie moyennepatititbourgeois had in turn a direct
correlation to political opinions, allowing schaado make a neat tie between concrete
economic indicators and the turbulent politicshe hineteenth century. By this standard

alone, the Bergiers belonged to the moyenne boisigeoising above the status of

% Helena MichieVictorian Honeymoons: Journeys to the Conju@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006), 20.
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shopkeeper but falling far short of the captainsdfistry. This structuralist model of
understanding the bourgeoisie has remained popoiang some French scholars.

The Marxist categorization of the bourgeoisie f&eh out of favor as historians
began to question that a bourgeois revolution ltadmed at all. Patrick Joyce proposed
a linguistic approach in which class was but omaiiy among many that an individual
might feel in relationship to wider society. Jds&ergier embodied this idea as he saw
himself as both a member of the Lyonnais elite anepublican, the latter identity
constituting an imagined collective identity thatrtscended class boundaries.

In contrast to the linguistic approach, some hiatwr have taken an ethnographic
path that sees class as a device of social neigatiaRather than having a primarily
political or economic significance, class was abmitigating relationships.One of the
advantages of the ethnographic approach is tiatlitded women as both producers and
readers of class. Earlier definitions of the t&wonrgeois relied on socioeconomic
signifiers that left women out; they were bourgdmjissirtue of being related to someone

who had access to the means of production, noulkeaaf anything they did or were.

* Adeline Daumard,.a bourgeoisie parisienne de 1815 & 1§R@ris: S.E.V.P.E.N.,

1963); Adeline Daumard and Félix Codaccidrgs fortunes francaises au XlXe siecle:
enquéte sur la répartition et la composition depitaux privés a Paris, Lyon, Lille,
Bordeaux et Toulouse d’aprés I'enregistrement didattations de successi@Raris:
Mouton, 1973); Jean-Pierre Chalimnes bourgeois de Rouen: Une élite urbaine au XiXe
siécle(Paris: Presses de la fondation nationale deasepolitiques, 1982).

® Patrick JoyceDemocratic Subjects: The Self and the Social iretéienth-Century
England(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), C&ol E. Harrison, “The
Bourgeois after the Bourgeois Revolution: Recenprdpches to the Middle Class in
European Cities,Journal of Urban Historyd1 (2005): 384-385.

® Harrison, “The Bourgeois after the Bourgeois Ratioh,” 386.
5



Monographs from this school of thought addresscopuch as fashion, vacations, family
life and sociability’

My work on the Bergiers draws from both the linguisind the ethnographic
approaches to understanding and defining the boigige The Bergiers were bourgeois
in the sense that class was a means of descritémg &s part of a large group the
members of which they would never meet. They $smtelves as belonging to the
non-aristocratic elite of Lyonnais society, extangpihat perspective to include the
bourgeoisie of Paris and other regional capitaks tive course of their travels. This gave
a sense of belonging to a class despite the fatthky would never meet most of the
people who fit in that category, giving their boewogs identity an imaginary quality. Yet
their day-to-day interactions, the guest listsffarties and the membership in the charity
Joseph founded showed confidence in their abuitigléntify and associate with the right
sort of people. The fact that class was largelygimary did not inhibit their ability to use
it as a marker for sociability and distinguishindpsie social hierarchi€s.The influence
of class identity on the definition of companionatarriage and family creation appears
as a theme throughout this work.

This dissertation is about the definition and megraf family, but it is also the

story of one specific couple. To facilitate thedarstanding of the reader | will provide a

" Philippe PerrotfFashioning the Bourgeoisie: A History of Clothimgthe Nineteenth
Century(Princeton Princeton University Press, 1994); Dasi¢Peter Mackamahgisure
Settings: Bourgeois Culture, Medicine and the Splslodern FrancgChicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1998); Christine Ada/3 aste for Comfort and Status: A
Bourgeois Family in Eighteenth-Century Franténiversity Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2000); Catherine Pellisdigrisirs et sociabilités des notables lyonnais
au XIXe siecléLyon: Presses Universitaires de Lyon, 1996).

8 Harrison, “The Bourgeois after the Bourgeois Retioh,” 389.
6



biographical overview of the Bergiers as well agrdaroduction to secondary personages
as a point of reference. The chapters includééurbiographical information and appear
in roughly chronological order.

Joseph Bergier was born in 1800, the only childaseph Bergier, whom |
designate as Joseph pere, and Francoise GabephJoére was a liqueurist who
eventually acquired enough wealth to purchase # shmteau outside Lyon in the town
of Collonges-au-Mont-d’Or. Francoise suffered frardebilitating mental illness that
became so severe she was a virtual prisoner abtirdry estate, later coming under the
stewardship of Fanny. In due course Joseph wa®miiged to his father’s trade and
later became a partner. After his father's death833 he sold the business to a friend
and lived for the rest of his life on private incepsupplemented by investments in real
estate.

Fanny Bergier, née Bertholon, was the daughteneéalthy silk merchant. Born
in 1799, there is very little information about feildhood or adolescence, other than
that she had a close relationship with her bro@@sar who was nine years her junior.
César grew up to become a prominent republicatigiah, serving as Prefect of the
Loire under Gambetta in the 1870s. Fanny had am@gs whose name was Agathe
Reynaud and who, in their adult lives, was a cfased for many years.

Fanny and Joseph married in 1824 after three ydaisurtship. Their
relationship had been stage-managed by their gavént actively promoted the match,
but it was not an arranged marriage in the tracificense. For the first several years of
their married life they lived with Joseph’s famitlypjgrating back and forth between a

town residence and the estate.



The defining problem in their marriage was an ilighto conceive children.
Fanny sought professional help through spa treasnamich ultimately proved
ineffectual. This pathology brought into the oeconflict over the meaning of family
that in fertile marriages could be easily ignorddseph viewed children as being
absolutely central to his vision of married lifehiah centered on his dynastic hopes and
the importance of maintaining the upward mobilitytree family. This economic view of
marriage was in conflict with Fanny’s more sentitaéperspective. While she
seemingly desired children, she was willing to Ifeeas a couple as constituting a
family. Their gendered perception of the significa of children had wider resonance
with shifts in population at a national level. Tinecertain relationship between
reproduction and companionability is the subjedheffirst chapter.

In addition to struggling with biological impedimsrio an idealized family life,
Joseph and Fanny confronted a problem common fole€sof the nineteenth century.
Like many men of his era, Joseph engaged in anteaduk affair, causing Fanny to
wrestle with feelings of inadequacy and jealousy 8he expressed in bitter
recriminations. Adultery and its attendant comglaas are evident in the
correspondence between Joseph and his mistreskeAgalynaud, Fanny’s former
governess, and in angry letters between Fanny enddusband. The second chapter
deals with the competing definitions of companienatrriage that Joseph’s affair
brought to the fore. Fanny, Joseph, and his ms#gathe all had their own
understanding of what companionability should meaa, they each struggled to define

the parameters of their respective relationshipsrang to their own vision. The



perspective of Agathe is particularly significaechuse it illustrates that the ideal of
companionability applied to relationships othemtlcanventional marriage.

The third chapter deals with alternative formsgamhily creation. When
confronted with infertility, the Bergiers activetpught new ways of imagining the
boundaries of their family. The strict adoptiow$aof the time limited the options of
infertile couples to form a family with children tfeir own. The Bergiers therefore
sought to extend their family through philanthroaativity, which effectively provided
an avenue for circumventing those laws. JosephHandy founded and ran t&®ciété
de Patronage pour les enfants pauvres de la vdléybn a bourgeois association
dedicated to providing education and opportunfieesndividual poor children. Fanny,
as a patroness, was partnered with a little gimed Marie Duclos, whom she helped to
educate and raise. Though they shared no legdiae$hip, Fanny’s patronage of Marie
provided a form of kinship that was a palliativeFanny’s childlessness. The chapter
also addresses the ways in which informal sociglalinong the bourgeoisie lent itself to
pseudo-adoption. It also addresses the ways innwiatogical parents both facilitated
and resisted the Bergiers’ attempts to collectr ttigidren into an adoptive relationship.

The final chapter looks at the process of credtiegdiary itself as a vehicle and
an expression of family life. Both Joseph and Fyakept portions of the diary, but they
did so for very different reasons that reflectegitindividual priorities. This chapter
draws in particular from their record of the Revan of 1848, which is the only
segment of the diary treated by other historiaisough both partners kept the diary,

each wrote for a different audience. The result waecord that both chronicled their



lived experience as a couple and pointed to ttwiflicting priorities and expectations
within marriage.

Throughout this dissertation, | will explore theysan which gender was integral
in informing roles within marriage. A secondargmme will be the function of class in
determining family relationships and the copingechanism that infertile couples
employed to confront childlessness. The case oB#rgiers illustrates the ways in which
the development of companionate marriage was deatesd uncertain ground,

suggesting a wider pattern of pathology that hadmance for other couples in France.
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CHAPTER Il
“TO BECOME A WOMAN LIKE ANY OTHER”: INFERTILITY AND

THE MEANING OF MARRIAGE

Two competing sets of values defined bourgeois iagerin the nineteenth
century. The bourgeois value of property and cartiyrplayed an important role in
family formation. As Adeline Daumard argued conwigty, the bourgeois elite
envisioned themselves as the new nobility, anamaty of money and inheritance but
also an aristocracy of work and responsibility. ikiaithe old aristocracy, however,
members of this elite were not protected from tbein potentially rebellious progeny by
the glory of a long pedigree. Rather, as KempfArah have argued, the bourgeoisie
was largely at the mercy of its filiation. Bourgedamilies were dependent for their
honor on their ability to produce heirs of sufficiebility and industry to take over the
family business, becoming prisoners of their owntilfy, or lack thereof. In other words,
one way of distinguishing what it meant to be argenis was the extent to which an
individual was able to amass wealth and pass ibdhe next generation, a characteristic
that was central to male identity in particular.

At the same time, the new emotional communityheffamily emerged, defined

by expectations of affective ties and sentimemtaressions. The shift to smaller families

® Adeline Daumardl.es bourgeois de Paris au XIXe siéfharis: Flammarion, 1970),
166; Jean Paul Aron and Roger Kenif#,bourgeoisie le sexe et I'honngiBrussels:
Editions Complexe, 1984), 167; Robert Nye, “Horompotence, and Male Sexuality in
Nineteenth-Century French Medicin&fench Historical Studiesl6 (1989): 49.
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encouraged parental investment, resulting in moneentrated love for each chid.
Though Adeline Daumard claimed that bourgeois rages during this period and
through the end of the century remained primarggr®mic arrangements, in fact
beginning early in the century both couples and tlaenilies had an expectation of
companionability in marriage. Mutual love was @sential component to what
contemporaries considered a happy marriage 19 be.

Infertility forced into prominence a tension betweseonomics and emotion that
was present in companionate marriages during #risgh. From one standpoint, families
were primarily economic units. The ideal marriagmuld be based on financial
compatibility and children were a crucial dynastienponent in carrying forward the
family’s accrued wealth. On the other hand, mggieould also be seen as primarily an
affective institution, providing emotional fulfillent. In this version of marriage,
children were important primarily for sentimentaasons.

In fertile marriages these tensions could be lppsu@nt. If a person fell in love
with a partner who was also financially desirablethe Bergiers did, the vying motives
for matrimony became a moot point. Infertility bght the differences between
economic and affective views of family life to tfeeefront of a relationship. If children
were simply an added blessing to a union of love,marriage could continue to be
happy and satisfying without them. Children weoé nequisite for an affectionate couple

to consider themselves a family. If, however, dtah were a necessary component for

19 _eslie Tuttle,Conceiving the Old Regime: Pronatalism and the tiRsliof
Reproduction in Early Modern Fran¢®xford: Oxford University Press, 201@),

1 Adeline Daumard, “Affaire, amour, affection: le rize dans la société bourgeoise au
XIXe siecle,”Romantisme0 (1990): 33-34; Denise Davidson, “Happy’ Marrsgn
Early Nineteenth-Century France@urnal of Family History87 (2012): 24.

12



the growth of business and a secure inheritan@ggstnot possible to be a family, happy
or otherwise, without them. Infertility forced mthe open conflicting views of marriage
that could be disguised in relationships whereaepction came easily. The problem of
infertility highlighted the wider reality that thealues of the bourgeoisie were inherently
contradictory, producing a marriage of incompatibdkals that could not readily find
resolution.

Infertility was central to the way the Bergiers exdpnced married life. Joseph
wrote a chapter of his autobiography that detdilisdvife Fanny’s 1828 trip to Mont
Dore, a spa located about a hundred and fifty nfiltga Lyon in Auvergne. In his words
“her goal in going to the Waters was to reestalilishhealth, to bring back the monthly
flux of blood which alone would permit her to beaamother...no cost was too great to

heal herself & to manage to become a woman likeodimgr.™?

This quote is
representative of the key issues surrounding iifgrthat will be discussed in this
chapter. Joseph’s views reflected the contempanadgrstanding of infertility that
presumed female responsibility. His idea that Famould “become a woman like any
other” signaled a crucial divide between husbardwaife. In Joseph’s vision, the spa
would fundamentally change Fanny by making her ¢herpthereby bringing her in line

with social norms and filling his idea of what fdynineant. Fanny’s perspective on what

her purpose in going to the spa was is not praeghe account. Though Joseph implied

12 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” & de mi@ 2e volume” (unpublished
autobiography, second volume, Joseph Bergier Papensds Justin Godart, Musée
Gadagne Lyon) 117. All sources from the Musée @adaare in the collection Fonds
Justin Godart and will hereafter only be notedhsyabbreviation MG.

13



that his goal and hers were interchangeable, tdendody of evidence suggests her
perspective was quite differefit.

The study of infertility complicates the pictured#mographic shift in nineteenth-
century FranceThere is no question that France’s population steaghover the course
of the nineteenth century while other Europeanomaticontinued to grow exponentially.
Laws forbidding the distribution of obscene textponted matter limited the
dissemination of contraceptive information throdigé printed page. As a result,
methods of birth control were all but absent frorarfeh publications, due to the weight
of Catholic tradition that made a taboo of sexustuasssions, as well as the fear authors
felt of the potential for legal action. In spiteafltural pressures to the contrary, the
French were world leaders in innovating methodani family size*

As a lived experience, the stagnation of the pamraliffered greatly between
regions, determined in part by the level of religigoractice within a given area. The
average family size dropped from five children weman at the beginning of the
century to around three and a half at the endtHautfigure masked the fact that many
couples continued to have large families, whileeatithose to have one child or none at

all. This demographic change was remarkable asadthgaged the attention of many

13 Laure Adler,Secrets d'alcove: Histoire du couple de 1830 & 1@3fitiers: Hachette,
1983), 101. Adler treats the idea that woman isgete until she becomes a mother.

4 Robert JiitteContraception: A HistoryCambridge: Polity Press, 200388; Etienne
Van de Walle and Virginia De Luca, “Birth Prevemtim the American and French
Fertility Transitions: Contrasts in Knowledge anadice,”Population and Development
Review32 (2006): 541-542; Jacqueline Hecht, “From ‘Beitfuband Multiply’ to

Family Planning: The Enlightenment Transitiogjghteenth Century Studi@2 (1999):
536-539; E. A. Wrigley, “The Fall of Marital Feiity in Nineteenth-Century France:
Exemplar or Exception? (Part II)European Journal of Populatioh (1985): 164.
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historians. Couples like the Bergiers, who had maiae in the number of children they
had, provide nuance to the story of family limitett

Most of the historiography about childlessneshenineteenth century has
centered on the intersection of politics and mdtbed during the Third Republic. Elinor
Accampo and Anne Cova have focused on how femidegpdoyed maternity for feminist
causes, the former focusing particularly on thexgda of Nelly Roussel who advocated
that women go on a “womb strike” in order to gadtitical rights’® This tactic had the
potential to be effective largely because of thieamxdinary anxiety about depopulation
manifested by politicians and those in power. Patests and prominent thinkers
perceived depopulation as a threat to masculiagyyell as being evidence of national

degeneracy. The language of crisis that pervadbtigdiscourse toward the end of the

15Van de Walle, and De Luca, “Birth Prevention,” 5887-542; Jean-Louis Ormiéres,
“Natalité, fécondité et illégitimité en Anjou au Xé siecle,”Histoire, économie et
sociétél9 (2000): 235-23@istoire de la population francaised.Jacques Dupaquier,
vol. 3,1789 a 1914Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1988), uttle,
Conceiving the Old Regim8.

18 Anne Cova, “French feminism and maternity: themdad policies, 1890-1918,” in
Maternity and Gender Policies: Women and the Rideunopean Welfare Statesl.
Gisela Bock (New York: Routledge, 1991), 119-18linor AccampopBlessed
Motherhood, Bitter Fruit: Nelly Roussel and the iRc$ of Female Pain in Third
Republic FrancgBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2086) Elinor
Accampo, “Private Life, Public Image: Motherhoodlavilitancy in the Self-
Construction of Nelly Roussel, 1900-1922,"Tihe New Biography: Performing
Femininity in Nineteenth-Century Franaed. Jo Burr Margadant (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 2000), 222; See disancis Ronsin..a greve des ventres:
propagande néo-malthusienne et baisse de la natisihcaise, XIXe-XXe siecl@aris:
Aubier Montaigne, 1980).
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nineteenth century was, according to Judith Sugkisgxpression of the precariousness of
masculinity®’

None of these historians have addressed the praifiégmoluntary childlessness.
Like the panicked pundits of the nineteenth centtiig tendency has been to analyze the
falling birthrate only from the position of thoséna/could potentially have been more
fecund. Only Robert Nye has addressed even taafigithe implications of sterility.

His analysis focused on the meaning of fatherhewbraproduction for male honor and
masculine identity® His work did not look at the impact of infertjlion the family more
broadly, nor did he assess the implications ofdsisness for bourgeois identity or
marriage relationships. My work addresses thisiaan the historiography.

The norm of marital control over reproduction preggsure both on fertile and
infertile couples to meet an external standardaofily composition.Contemporary
debates about the falling birthrate worked fromaksumption that family limitation was
voluntary and that couples controlled their fetyifi’ The example of the Bergiers
challenged this stereotype, as infertile couplaegdcaot simply decide to have children
regardless of social or political pressure to rdpo®. The smaller family size did not

reduce pressure on couples to reproduce. On theacprthe emphasis on affective ties

7 Judith SurkisSexing the Citizen: Morality and Masculinity in e 1870-1920
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2006) 12; Ste@efHause and Anne Kenney,
Women'’s Suffrage and Social Politics in the Frembird RepubliqPrinceton: Princeton
University Press, 1984), 17.

18 Nye, “Honor, Impotence A9.

19 See Angus McLarermReproductive Rituals: The Perception of FertilityEngland
from the sixteenth century to the nineteenth ceriitwndon: Methuen, 1984), 31-55.
McLaren outlines the relationship between percepdiocontrol and fertility.
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between parents and one or two children madeifgmtilore, not less important. Ideally
a couple would have fewer, but better and moreveeldabies.

The shift in marital conventions toward companienatrriage was tied to the
new social expectation of a nuclear family. Asbamls and wives increasingly aspired
to have a love-based relationship, children likevgained affective significance.
Increasing intimacy between spouses accompanied tighit-knit kin relationships
generally’® Parents invested emotionally, economically anetationally to a greater
degree than they had in past centuries. Thougpl@pd&dad fewer children, they also put
more energy into their upbringing, with a view todi@apward mobility. At the same
time maternity and paternityained increasing social importance as childrerewer

longer relegated to the nursery but spent more Wittetheir parents and in publff.

Family Formation in the Bourgeois Restoration

It is within this contested space, as the nineteeattury model of family
formation overtook the traditions of the precedwegturies that the Bergiers struggled
with infertility. Joseph Bergier and Fanny Bertholeere married in 1824. Their parents
had been raised under the Ancien Régime, but warged during the Revolution and

raised their children during the first Empire ahd Bourbon Restoration. Neither Joseph

20 Anne Martin-Fugier, “Bourgeois Rituals,” ia History of Private Lifeed. Michelle
Perrot, trans. Arthur Goldhammer, vol.pm the Fires of Revolution to the Great War
(Cambridge: Belknap Press, 199), 322; Anya Jalfthio, Fetters but Such as Love Shall
Forge:’ Elizabeth and William Wirt and Marriagethre Early Republic,The Virginia
Magazine of History and Biograpy4 (1996): 218. Jabour analyzes similar themes in
an American context.

1 Michelle Perrot, “Roles and Characters, AirHistory of Private Lifeed. Michelle
Perrot, vol. 4From the Fires of Revolution to the Great \W&ambridge: Belknap Press,
199), 196; Hecht, “Be Fruitful and Multiply,” 53638.
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nor Fanny remembered the Revolution, much lespdlterns of life it disrupted.
Nevertheless, the upheavals of the late eightemttury as well as the social conditions
of the early nineteenth century had a profoundcefe their legal options and attitudes
toward infertility.

The difficulty for the Bergiers was that Fanny nelsecame pregnant. All the
documentation attests that the family assumedstieatvas to blame for the couple’s
childlessness. This was partially a cultural pgpdsition, as men were generally only
blamed for infertility if they were impoteAf. In these early years of their marriage,
there was absolutely no evidence that Joseph Hi@cltty performing sexually. As
added confirmation of the source of the problenmnfysstopped menstruating in her late
twenties, a key indicator to contemporaries of \ete fault lay’

In reality, Joseph’s peccadillos may have beehatdot of the Bergiers’ inability
to have children. He had a sexually transmittsgase and likely gave it to Fanny,
which may have rendered her infertile. Prior to mmiarriage, Joseph had indulged in the
sexual escapades common to his gender and cldsstane. Along with his friend
PierrePézieux he rented a room where he could have negaridezvous with an
unnamed grisette, a slang term for a working-cle@m®man who made ends meet with

part-time prostitution. This young woman “who Haatl my favors” lost them “because

22 Guillaume-René Le Féburee manuel des femmes enceintes, de celles quésont
couches et des méres qui veulent noyParis: Bastien, 17773, McLaren,Impotence:
A Cultural History(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 20005, McLaren addreses
how the tendency to blame women was also preseheisarly modern period.

23 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 14 July 1830, 862, MG.
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she gave me a very nasty present. Misery of Y&ifthWhen Joseph met Fanny, one of
the first things that attracted him to her was “appearance of brilliant health,” yet
within a few short years she was chronically iltlanfertile In addition to stopping her
period, she experienced “perte bl.” or excessivgna discharge, as well as a rash, both
plausibly symptoms of a sexually transmitted disé&sWhile it is impossible to say for
certain, the evidence suggests that Joseph traedris “nasty present” to his wife,
damaging her reproductive organs and making itcdiltf for her to conceive children.
Ironically, Joseph may well have been to blamenhfewife’s gynecological problems,
though there is no evidence that he ever cameatactinclusion himself.

The question of blame aside, the precarious positidhe new notables put
families like the Bergiers under a great deal efsgure to have biological children,
ideally sons. The bourgeoisie of the nineteenttiuzg was at the mercy of its
descendants. The aristocracy, under the Old Regiowdd rely upon the mystique of
noble bloodlines and the legal protection of eath#states to ensure continuity of family

honor and prestige, regardless of the vices ofpantfcular generation. By contrast, the

24 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 61.
25 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 54.

26 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 30 May 1831, 862, MG; While Fanny did
complain of these symptoms to Joseph, she nevéicitlypstated her suspicions of
sexually transmitted disease. It was not consdleppropriate for women to even know
the existence of the disease, much less accusehtisbands. See Jill Harsin, “Syphilis,
Wives, and Physicians: Medical Ethics and the FamilLate Nineteenth-Century
France,”French Historical Studie$6, no. 1 (1989): 73.
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honor of the bourgeoisie was dependent on thengitiess and ability of the next
generation to ascend another rung up the socidetad

Joseph’s father had founded a successful liquancern that made him a wealthy
man and opened opportunities for political andaamilvancement. When Joseph came
of age, the business became known as Bergiesetdihe took his place as partner in a
thriving enterprisé® Unlike a noble estate, however, the only waythierfirm to
continue to bear the family name, bringing witlvéalth and prestige, was to continue to
have sons and raise them to become liqueuristereMiere no collateral lines, nor was
the weight of history sufficient to ensure the pnoemce of the Bergiers in Lyonnais
society. Their only recourse was reproductivewds therefore of paramount importance
to engender sons, and to ensure that they joingé@gmanded the family business
through their own industry?

The Napoleonic Code enshrined in law policies gravided a strong incentive
for bourgeois men like Joseph to put a high premaunfiathering biological children
within marriage. First promulgated in 1804, theviegal system permitted adoption
only under very restricted circumstances. The tdeparents had to be over fifty years
of age and the adoptee at least twenty-five yddrs Adoption for the sake of raising a

child as one’s own was therefore not possible,isgrenly a last resort to allow childless

27 Aron and KempfLe sexe et I'honneyf67.

28 Bergier et fils means Bergier and son. See BeagidrBugand, “Product List”, 1820s,
Box 49.2 Biographique MG; Joseph Bergier, “Histaeema famille,” MG, 75.

29 Bernadette Angleraud and Catherine Pellisties, dynasties lyonnaises: des Morins-
Pons aux Mérieux du XIXe siécle a nos jo{iraris: Perrin, 2003259-260; The
importance of both an active family life and pai#i participation to bourgeois lyonnais
is discussed more fully Pierre-Yves Sauniiéesprit lyonnais XIXe-XXe siécle: Genése
d’une représentation socia(@aris: CNRS Editions, 1995), 19-21.
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couples of advanced years to acquire an adult Adie process of choosing a successor,
however, was so complex as to make adoption alinmpbssible.

The relationship between adoptive parent and thé adoptee had to carry
special significance; it was not enough to simplgase a willing party. One possible
scenario involved prospective parents providingtaithe adoptee for at least six years
during his or her minority, without a legal adoptiget taking place. Thus a sizeable
financial investment was a precursor to even tlesibdity of naming a child one’s heir.
The other contingency was still less probablehéf thild saved the party adopting in a
fight or by rescuing him from a fire or drowninggetgovernment would approve the
adoption®® Thus one could adopt an adult only by providiagthat person through
childhood and finalizing the process after thea&hdached their majority, or if the
adoptee saved the adopting party’s life througistantling acts of bravery. Not
surprisingly, adoption was rare in France.

In addition to effectively eliminating adoption gtiNapoleonic Code provided
added incentive for biological reproduction by ahgsoff the alternative of divorce. This
was somewhat ironic, given Napoleon Bonaparte'sqg®l history. He married
Joséphine de Beauharnais for love, but they weablarto have children together.
Ultimately he divorced her and married Marie Lour$é\ustria, in order to have the son
he so desired. His personal history closely tigdrde with reproduction, but his legacy

in the legal code had the opposite efféct.

%0 George Spence, trarBode NapoléotiLondon: Benning, 1827) Title 8, §343-346.

31 carolly EricksonJosephine: A Life of the Empre®dew York: St. Martin's Press,
1998), 281.
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Initially, Napoleon’s regime had permitted divolicedeference to its popularity
during the Revolution, though the Code reversedesohnthe freedoms women had
enjoyed during the earlier period. The Bourbon B®diton in 1815 brought with it a
conservative reaction that resulted in the outlgvdivorce. Thus a husband could not
divorce a barren wife and seek a more fertile gartnor could wives accuse their
husbands of impotence and dissolve the marfiadgy limiting the alternatives of
adoption or divorce, the Napoleonic Code made biokl reproduction the only means
of family creation.

Even as the Code gave greater importance to badbgglationships, it
paradoxically provided a powerful motive to limatrhily size. The law mandated that all
children, male and female, inherit equally. Thitéa could choose to divide his property
into one more portion than he had children, fotanse four portions among three
children, in order give to one child a double pmnti Beyond that, however, all children
must be compensated in equal meastiréhis created a compelling inducement to limit
family size in order to preserve family wealth. Baving fewer children, couples
reduced the number of portions into which theigemy must be divided. Having small

families therefore became a key component of upwastility across generatiors.

32 See McLarenlmpotence37. This was in contrast to the early modern period in
Europe, in which a divorce or judicial separationld be extended if two court-
appointed physicians performed a medical examinatial concluded that the man could
not perform sexually.

¥ Spence, tran€ode NapoléorTitle 1, §745; Title 2, §913.

34 See Cova, “French Feminism,” 120. Critics saw #sis selfish and predominantly
male reason for the drop in population.
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Dynastic Aspirations: The Inheritance-Driven VisiohFamily

The Bergiers were an excellent case study forrttpact of the new legal system
on families. The liqueur manufacturing business g part of the economic and social
capital that Joseph pére had amasd3ethe success of the business allowed him to
purchase a large estate in Collonges-au-Mont-di@ivar of Lyon, providing greater
social cachet as well as agricultural income. Tisirn allowed him to have a political
career as the mayor of Collonges. The wealth aestige of Joseph’s family motivated
him to continue the tradition, which he attempted® through his own business
endeavors and political machinations.

Infertility interrupted the material cycle of goolg putting into question the line
of inheritance. There was no way for Joseph to padss riches or sponsor a son in
public affairs. He could not adopt a child to ea&s a future partner in Bergier et fils
liqueuristes. It was also not possible to divdfeany to try to have children with a
younger, more fertile woman. Joseph’s options vgexeerely limited by the legal
system, thwarting his ability to continue the dytgdss father had founded.
Nevertheless, his ambitions of pursuing upward hitglded him to harbor a view of
family that made having children absolutely necassa

Advantageous marriage was a key component of sadiegincement for the
bourgeoisie. Fanny had been particularly desirabla marriage prospect because of her
wealth and connections. Her father was head ateessful silk manufacturing concern

and, like Joseph pere, had risen from humble baggsrio a position of wealth and

% | use the designation pére, meaning father, o tha reader keep the members of the
Bergier family straight. | refer to the main parage of this story, Fanny’s husband, as
simply Joseph, and his father, also named JosemlidBeas Joseph pére. As an added
confusion, Joseph’s grandfather and his godson alscenamed Joseph Bergier.
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prominence in society. As his only daughter, Fammmught a sizable dowry to the
marriage consisting of forty thousand francs irhcaisd a trousseau valued at two
thousand franc¥ This personal fortune suggests that her familgriged to the ranks of
the very wealthy, at least in terms of the provahtiourgeoisie. The interest from her
dowry alone would have been sufficient to main&iourgeois lifestyle in Lyon. She
was, therefore, a highly eligible marriage partinem an economic viewpoint, a fact that
was not lost on Joseph'’s father. Joseph pére laaterminded the alliance between
Joseph and Fanny, hoping to secure at the samd-anmey’s sizeable dowry and her
presumably fertile womb to ensure the continuityhef Bergier name.

For the older generation, companionate marriageaxgagordinate consideration
to economic eligibility. Joseph pére was willimggromote a version of
companionability, by allowing Joseph and Fannyhttoase each other while severely
limiting their opportunities to meet anyone elsen&' Joseph announced his intention to
offer for Fanny, his father was pleased. In Ig&ars Joseph realized that the entire
courtship had been orchestrated by his father, ‘stnongly desired this union and
pushed me to it by all means” using his ingenwtymultiply our interviews &
frequently inviting the Bertholon family** Marriage based on love and mutual esteem

was desirable, but not a sufficient compensatiaukhthe marriage be a failure

% Etude Jacques Chazal, Mariage Bergier Berthol®dahuary 1824, 3 E 9285
Archives Départementales du Rhéne (ADR); Florerexmthe-Gisserot, “Pratiques de la
dot en France au XIXe sieclédhnales: Histoire, Sciences Socia#ss(1988): 1443-
1445.

37 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 74.
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economically. Happily enough, Fanny and Joseplgioigly fell in love with one
another, sealing with affection a deal that waseaacally beneficial to their parents.

Women of Fanny’s social class made important ecancontributions to their
families. Fanny worked for the family businessihdithe counter, helping to sell
liqueurs while the men were engaged in productimhraaintaining customer
relationships throughout the regithShe kept records of the orders placed by customers
as far as Colmar and Reims and forwarded thedfdtsiyers and quantities to Joseph
while he was away on business tripsOver the course of the nineteenth century the
transition toward companionate marriage happenedmjunction with the move toward
separate spheres, with women playing a less dioézin business. In the early 1820s
and early 1830s, the first years of the Bergieratmage, these changes were not yet as
widespread as they would later become. Fanny'sriboion to the family economy
paired her sizeable dowry with her work in sales emstomer relatior®.

Like many bourgeois families, the Bergiers supplet@é their income with
agricultural products grown on property in the doyn Fanny’s economic contributions
to the family included her labor in running theagstin Collonges as well as overseeing

household operations. Her récoltes diaries, alddtaecord of harvests, plantings and

3 Fanny Bergier in Joseph Bergier, diary, 20-21 aan834, Box Bergier Diary, MG;
Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Haflamily Fortunes: Men and Women of the English
Middle Class 1780-185(Chicago: Chicago University Press, 19&83.

3% Fanny Bergier to Joseph Bergier, 13 November 1B8%,64.2, MG.
“0 See Beatrice Craig, “Lending Women, Borrowing Worrdiddle-Class Women,
Investments and Credit in Northern France in theebienth Century,” ilVomen and

Credit: Researching the Past, Refiguring the Futexk Beverly Lemire et al. (New
York: Berg, 2002), 52-53.
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servant labor, show she carried a heavy respoitgibier oversight of the household
included hiring and firing servants and seasoradiers, preserving food, acting as
hostess to frequent house parties and being theapyicaregiver to her mother-in-law
who was mentally unstable. In terms of agriculsiie made the decisions about what to
plant, where each crop would be placed, how mueéntory to sell locally; she also
oversaw the extensive pleasure gardens aroundtiseh These responsibilities were
demanding and time consuming. As Joseph indic&@ahy hoped her housewifely
prowess would compensate for her inability to pazdan heir, but according to Joseph,
Joseph Pére was not satisffed.

Valuable though Fanny’s labor was to the familydsnenercial enterprises, her
most important contribution would be to ensuregtecession by producing a male heir
who could become a partner in the firm as an adulfailing to do so, she jeopardized
the future of the family business and posed a gsttloreat to the accumulated family
property. Her dowry had constituted a sizeablesiase in the overall familial wealth,

but if she died childless it could (and ultimatedid) revert to her family of origif?

*1 Fanny Bergier, récoltes diary, 1836 and 1837, Bexgier Diary, MG; Chalinel.es
bourgeois de Roue08; AdamsComfort and Staty$6.

2 Etude Claude Vachez, “Dépot du testament olograiine Bergier,” 4 August 1854, 3
E 19845 ADR; For more on inheritance see Larochss&ot, “Pratiques de la dot,”
1439, 1445; Pierre Louis Tissandi€raité méthodique et complet sur la transmission
des biens par successions, donations et testarmeintnt les lois anciennes,
intermédiaires et nouvelld®aris: Didot, 1805), 209-210.

26



“The Injustice of Men is Fairly Great”: The Impaof Infertility on Family Life

Fanny’'s work for the family included the vital radé caregiver for her mentally
il mother-in-law. Francgoise, Joseph’s mother, wakanger to herself and others. She
had manic episodes on a regular basis, which beghran attempt in 1813 to drown
Joseph in the SadfiéHer outbursts began with “a growing exaltationjrazessant
babble” which culminated in songs and cries. Ad thoint the family secured her with a
straightjacket to a chair “to prevent her from tegiat her limbs, or everything that
would fall under her hand.” After the crisis sulesicshe would briefly be lucid, making
inquiries after her family and manifesting her f@mpersonality. For about a month she
would remain calm and her manner of speech andmesgs “made those who did not
study her state more in depth believe that shenogi the least mad** Unwilling to
place her in an institution, Joseph pére housedhttbe countryside where she could not
harm or embarrass her family. Before Fanny hatepithe family an elderly maid had
been her sole companion, but this arrangement fwe¢ inadequat®& Fanny became

her caregiver and jailor, becoming isolated in ten.

43 Joseph Bergier, “Journal de la vie de Joseph Befgi00-1813,” (unpublished
autobiography, first volume), Box Bergier Diary, MGL6-117. The straightjacket
appeared in the inventory of Collonges that wasaredter Joseph Pére’s death. See
Joseph Bergier, “Inventaire de Collonges déc. 1838 des mobiliers de Collonges et de
Lyon apres le déces de M. Bergier Pére,” 1833, BiXxMG, 25.

4 Joseph Bergier, “Journal de la vie,” 116.

> Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 4uring the foreign invasion at the
end of Napoleon’s reign Francoise’s condition audation left her vulnerable to assault
and rape: “Seule avec sa bonne, elle e(t a sod#riiolences de la part de cette
soldatesque. Elle n’avoit pas encore 40 ans, sagfigtoit jolie, sa taille bien prise, & son
état maladif, ne lui permit probablement pas déé&endre.”
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The living presence of Francgoise put Fanny in thikveard position of being both
the authority figure and the subordinate. In lierd periods, Francoise contested her
daughter-in-law’s preeminence in the householrésg that the latter had no right to
give orders or make decisions. Constantly sepafatedher husband, Fanny expressed
her frustration in letters to Joseph. She wro#¢ Erancoise claimed “she was in her
home and in consequence she alone should givesordbe wanted to give invitations
and invite many people that | [Fanny] do not kndW.While part of the time Francoise
was severely unstable and dangerous to herselg Were prolonged periods in which
she was partially or completely rational and irogipion to argue against what she
perceived to be a usurpation of her position bylzosdinate.

Domestic tensions, present in many families, weeeerbated by infertility. The
bourgeoisie of Lyon at the time were fairly mobitegving apartments with surprising
frequency, but their primary impetus to do so wasaing family?’ Joseph pére’s
property was spacious enough to accommodate ewergoriacking children it was
difficult for Joseph to give grounds for gettingeparate residence. He ruefully recalled
his thwarted desire for autonomy in his autobiogsagl desired to live alone with my
dear wife, & and enjoy in my home an independehagis so dear to all, & which | did

not enjoy until much later*®

“® Fanny Bergier to Joseph Bergier, 12 May 1834, 6862, MG.

4,7 Catherine Pellissiet,a vie privée des notables lyonnais au XIXemees{gglon:
Editions Lyonnaises d’art et d’histoire, 19983,

8 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 85.
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Joseph'’s desire for independence stemmed in langdrpm the tense family
situation engendered by the hierarchy presentamthlti-generational home. The
defining relationship was vertical, rather thanibontal; both Fanny and Joseph were
subject to the whims of his father and to a lessé&ent his mother, and their happiness,
relationship, and freedom were primarily definedolayental dictates. Joseph pére was
highly critical of Fanny; “In all that she did, i@und nothing of good, & and was with
her, though always very polite, of a discouragiofgloess; also communal life became
really difficult.”*® The easiest escape from the painful relationstép/oung couple had
with his parents would have been to have childuestifying thereby a separate
establishment and an independent life. Childrerewet forthcoming, and as a result the
young Bergiers lived with his parents for many gear

Traditional forms of male sociability in Lyon alpoesented obstacles to the
formation of intimacy between spouses. In 1826epgbgoined the masonic lodge Union
and Confidence, which had just been organizedidmutobiography he recalled “Not
only did | never miss a reunion, but every Mondayeht faithfully to the council of this
same lodge.” He recalled going to many other masactivities “at least 3 evenings a
week.” As a result, “in winter my poor wife was @fitdeprived of her husband, and in the
summer the exigencies of masonry often kept me fyoing to see her at Collonges,
where she almost always wa$.”

Fanny very much resented Joseph’s activity in theanic lodges and made her

disapproval known. In one letter Joseph wrote andering confession about dining

49 |pid., 127.

%0 |pid. 100-101.
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with his masonic brethren, knowing how much it ayethis wife that he had done so.
“Yesterday | ate shall | say it? . .. how to say i . quick a paraphrase ... late ...
where . . . where you need white gloves & an apréte went on to entreat “Ah! | beg
you, do not get angry, you weren’t here . . . sg fiming] could not have deprived you
of me ... & you know that you don’t have any atheotive for hatred. . . towards this
philosophical order® While there is no direct evidence of Fanny’siklisbf masonry,
reading backward from Joseph’s letter it is cldar Isegrudged the leisure time he
devoted to the order instead of to her.

Joseph enjoyed many other pursuits that left Faswigted at home. He recalled,
“I loved to go to the Café, to [play] Billiards, € and Dominoes had for me many
attractions and the few hours | could spend withuting my work passed in a little
café.” He acknowledged that he “abused” the opmity “costing some tears to my
poor Fanny, who did not find compensation in pakaffection.® Joseph’s actions
were typical for men of his class and indeed warargortant part of bourgeois
identity>® They had the effect, however, of weakening aradlygaxed emotional bond.

Fanny tried to strengthen her marriage relatignblgiattempting to persuade her
husband not to choose male sociability over lifa asuple. In addition to the tears

mentioned above, she “made a few observationsisstibject” but she “never pushed to

*1 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 13 July 1829, 82 MG. Ellipses original.
°2 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 101.
%3 Carol E. HarrisonThe Bourgeois Citizen in Nineteenth Century Frar@ender,

Sociability and the Uses of Emulati@ew York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 90-
99.
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b4

the point that | deprived myself absolutely of glga.” While she was away at the spa
she tried again to persuade him through letteuséohis time to form a close relationship
with her. She “feared that on her return as beffeveuld leave her too often, which left
her still more unhappy.” Joseph admitted “her oaphes, her counsels were made with
such affection that they touched me certainly,dddtnot bring a change in my conduct.”
In his autobiography he admitted “I regret it ndowt it is too late >

Fanny’s attitude reflected her view that the pggof marriage was primarily to
create affectionate relationships. She used vauds she had, including tears, reproaches
and persuasion to try to change Joseph’s beha@wmen the toxicity of her home
situation, it became all the more important toadtrice an element of genuine love.
Joseph’s admitted unwillingness to pour his emati@mergy into his marriage can be
ascribed both to youthful inexperience and to hrgimental belief that marriage was an
economic institution. Whatever his deficienciestira romantic or companionate
perspective, he certainly was doing his part tausnsconomic prosperity.

For Joseph’s father, Fanny’s helpfulness as a lwatesand shop assistant could
not compensate for her failure to become a mothis.disappointment led him to
engage in a pattern of abusive behavior towardharincreased the pressure on her to

have children. Joseph recalled that she was “viteyp @t Collonges, searching to give

every satisfaction to my father, in overseeingHioeisehold, the agriculture & the sale of

>4 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” M®1.

> Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 118.
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the products of Collonges. Unfortunately she ahitlalways succeed, & the little
confidence that my father accorded her made hetyndepressed®

Joseph'’s recollections attest to a consistentqpatteFanny trying to oblige her
father-in-law through diligence in housekeeping hadd work, and the latter refusing to
be content. For the year 1825 Joseph recalledrtlfzlketter “Fanny testifies of her
profound affection for my father, she would be hafpbe loved by him, & and desires
but one thing, which is to inspire in him a littteore confidence® A few months later
he noted that he told his family that, “my wife Mohly be happy when our family no
longer holds unjust prejudices against &rfh summing up the year Joseph reflected
that, “my dear Fanny was not very happy, as shedepaved of the confidence of my
father.” The tension in Fanny’'s home life is abundantliglemt from these excerpts. In
the eyes of her father-in-law, no service on het auld make amends for her failure to
become pregnant.

The stress on the family had a negative influencéaseph’s work ethic. He
wrote, “The Injustice of men is fairly great!! & sbld they have made this poor young
woman suffer for a reason that on its own was cauiser so many tears . . . | would
never have complained of my work if they had magepoor wife happy, but they did no

such thing.®® Knowing that his father and mother were persegutiis wife made

* Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 100.
*"pid., 91.
*% bid., 92.
> Ibid., 96.

® Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 97.
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Joseph much less enthusiastic about leaving hee alith them in order to devote
himself to the family business. The strained afphese at home threatened to have a
ripple effect on the productivity of the firm.

Infertility could interfere with bourgeois businasstworks. Fanny had been
particularly desirable as a partner because ofdtker’s important position in the silk
trade. Her inability to produce children led Jus@ére to extend his criticism beyond
her to include her family more broadly. Josepltedptwhat exasperated him was to see
the sterility of my poor wife, & | often heard [h]may, that [her] parents were very
wrong not to have warned us that her state of headuld never permit her to have
Children.”® Evidently Joseph pére reduced Fanny’s worth tadmroductive capacity.
The clear implication was that had he been awaFanhy’s precarious health, he never
would have endorsed the marriage despite her waatttconnections.

Joseph pére bitterly implied that the Bertholond &a@&ontractual obligation to
provide full information about their offspring. Hw®t only blamed Fanny, but also
suggested that her parents were deliberately deeaptpromoting a marriage that
turned out to be childless. The accusation wa®ofse unfair, as the Bertholons were
anxious to safeguard Fanny’s virginity and weredfare in no position to know
anything about her fertility. The result, howewsgs an estrangement between two
families that had formerly been united by the nagyel. The dynastic aspirations of
unifying two wealthy Lyonnais families were thwatteot only by the absence of joint

grandchildren but also by the animosity that thabpgm of infertility occasioned.

%1 |bid., 97.
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Making Fanny fertile came to be an important goaldoth the Bergiers and the

Bertholon families.

No Cost Was Too Great to Heal Herself: Cure andfliin

Experts in the early nineteenth century considaradnorrhea to be both the
primary symptom and principal cause of infertilithey posited that bringing about
menstruation was a sure method of producing chldreducing a woman to bleed could,
of course, also have precisely the opposite sigamfte; it could signal a successful
abortion. Not having a period could either mean yere pregnant or infertile, two
opposing conditions. Nevertheless, trying to makeny menstruate was the principal
goal of her treatment$.

Advice manuals from the period warned that everyaldions by women could
cause infertility. A woman might cease having hengud due to “a fright, a fit of anger, a
thwarted passion,” or could have abnormal flow fritn@ vicissitudes of urban living,
including “a too sedentary life, idleness or anesscof work, food that is too succulent or
of a bad sort, the abuse of spicy or salty footisysating and hot drink& Other

possible triggers included an ill-advised “battcald water, drinking ice water as a

®2 Janet Farrell Brodie, “Menstrual Interventionghe Nineteenth Century United
States,” inRegulating Menstruation: Beliefs, Practices, Intefations ed. Etienne Van
de Walle et al. (Chicago: University of Chicago$%;,2001), 39.

®3 Alexis Francois AulagnieConsidérations sur I'age critique qui améne la sssion
absolue du flux périodique, faisant suite aux obagons déja publiées sur les maladies
des femmegParis: Gabon, 18..2;, Mombet,Traité des flueurs blanches, ou leucorrhées
utéro-vaginales, considérées sous le rapport ded¢hiologie, ou causes de leur
influence sur I'économie, et de leur traitement pextrait liquide de kina-loxgParis:
Mombet, 1829)27.
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beverage” or sometimes “walking in the rain, otirsif a few moments on damp gra&$.”
What is significant about these causes is that teyd all be attributed to the actions of
a woman. By making careless choices or overindglger appetites, a woman could
blight her chances for motherhood. This couldin@@vering from the perspective of a
woman who wanted to prevent amenorrhea, offerisgnse of control over the situation,
but it also functioned as a source of blame to mamwho had stopped menstruating.

The cures for amenorrhea were as varied as thesance it was considered
both a cause and a symptom of infertility, bringalgput menses was the closest thing
medical practitioners could accomplish when it cameuring it. Indeed, childlessness
was seen as the result of amenorrhea, rather tithnrfertility and lack of period being
symptoms of some other pathology. If a woman ctelanade to menstruate, then
doctors had solved the principal problem. Ideaflgourse a woman would also
conceive, but at the very least doctors aspirdatitay about regularity. Doing so was
visible proof of medical success.

The treatments for amenorrhea fell within a widegeof stringency, varying
from vapor baths to heroic measures. Some wetlg fanign, including “vapor baths to
the torso” composed of “aromatic substances,” moge rigorous hydrotherapeutic
course of “hot baths [and] ascending and descerstingers.®> A few doctors promoted

more heroic measures, including the judicious &pgibbn of leeches and the use of

% Boyveau LaffecteurTraité des maladies physiques et morales des ferfiaés:
Boyveau Laffecteur, 1819433.

®> Maurice Carcassonniptice sur les bains et douches de vapeurs étatfisrpignan
(Perpignan: Alzine, 1827), 95; Boirot-Desservi&echerches et observations sur les
eaux minérales de Néris, en Bourbonn@aris: Ballard, 1817), 81.
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electricity®® During her sojourn at the spa, Fanny underweat Baths up to 35 degrees,
foot baths, drinks, sweating, long and tiring hbesek rides” as well as frequent
injections of Nymphea, mixed with mifé.She likewise had “showers on the Kidneys,
which was very unpleasarf®Other approaches explicitly recommended for women
with gynecological problems included vapor batheded at the middle of the body, leg
baths morning and night with salt and vinegar,@sdr from above directed at the spinal
column and showers from beldW.

Joseph'’s letters to Fanny during her month-lorgstto the spa betray a longing
for some level of control over the physical reabtof infertility. Believing, as many of
his contemporaries did, that diet and weight calgtermine reproductive capacity, he
earnestly sought all possible information from &leout her eating habits. He asked, “Do
you constantly have a good appetite? | will not sk if you're getting fatter; doubtless

you're staying reserved to allow me to be surpri¥8dHe took her hunger to be a sign

% CarcassonnéJotice sur les bain®5; Vincent MondatDe la stérilité de I'homme et
de la femme et les moyens d'y remé(Raris: Migneret et Gabon, 1823), 119. How
precisely electricity would be employed was notcsiped. See also Margaret Marsh and
Wanda RonnefThe Empty Cradle: Infertility in America from ColahTimes to the
Present(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1926),

®7 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 1T8seph to Fanny, 30 May 1831,
MG. Nymphea was possibly derived from water lilleat bear the same name. See also
George Weisz, “Water Cures and Science: The FrAoademy of Medicine and

Mineral Waters in the Nineteenth CenturBjlletin of the History of Mediciné4

(1990): 404.

®8 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 129.
%9 Carcassonnéyotice sur les bain®6; Antoine-Laurens-Hippolyte Saisstémoire
pratique sur les bains de la MaldMontpellier, Picot: 1812), 60; Boirot-Desserviers

Recherches et observationis.

0 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 20 July 1829, 862 MG.
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of returning good health and therefore improvedhcka for conception. He wrote
happily “I see again that you have an appetitethatlyou are impatient to dine; Imagine
all the pleasure that . . . it gives me; | likbatter than 20 pages that could not bring me
as good of news’® The reproductive system was to a degree mystegad seemingly
impossible to control. Eating, however, was easbulated and the results of a good
appetite could be read on Fanny’s body by anybody.

In sending Fanny away to a spa Joseph had relinedithe ability to personally
oversee her actions. He could not force her foviothe doctor’s prescriptions nor could
he even know firsthand what the recommendationsinig. In order to reassert some
control he put emotional pressure on her in higlet He urged her to be diligent in
following the doctor’s orders, and to “think of thappiness of having an heir, otherwise
you're warned, I'm buying a steam machiféThe emotional juxtaposition in his letter
is striking; she must be hopeful or optimistic erikould take control of the situation
himself. Her happiness was not an end in itselfiais a means to achieve his
reproductive goals. After all, her thwarted passiondepressive moods might be the
source of their childlessness. If discouragemeat mot itself the cause, it could make a
cure fruitless through a lax application of thetdos orders. Fanny should be happy and
hopeful, but primarily because it would make hetills not because it was inherently

desirable.

"1 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 23 July 1829, 862 MG.

"2 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 11 July 1829, 82 MG; Carcassonniptice sur
les bains 95.
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A belief in the readability of the body gave thHeasion of control. Joseph’s
understanding of their childlessness stemming faomenorrheaesulted in a
preoccupation with Fanny’s menstrual cycle. Hienmences to her period in his letters
were somewhat circuitous, asking her to explaintwiradoctor had said “on this subject
in a little more detail, because that is what iet¢s me above all. What did he have to
say about you going 18 months without .”* His sentence drifted into discreet silence,
but contextually it is clear that he was referrdadner period.

This letter suggests Fanny had stopped menstruatithgg age of twenty-eight, at
an unusually young age, constituting a cause fomal Joseph asked “does [the doctor]
hope that it will come back, does he seem convirndégl does he say to what such an
extraordinary delay should be attributed, & all there as it made you ill; this my dear
Fanny is what | desire to knov/{*”

Joseph tried to understand Fanny’s fertility byusew her letters for symptoms
she might inadvertently betray. Unsatisfied with tevel of detail she provided, he
attempted to diagnose her himself, based on detaéisnight let slip. Often this led him
to engage in wishful thinking, seeing signs of miatcy at the slightest provocation. In
one letter she seemingly indicated that she hatledfocusing. He responded, “Your
ideas have shrunk, you say, where does that camefts some little blond boy
occupying your thoughts?'Lacking Fanny’s original letter it is difficult tassess how

justified Joseph’s conclusion was or what she mbgrihe remark. He acknowledged

3 Joseph to Fanny, 14 July 1830, MG. Ellipsis oagjin
" bid.; See also Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergi&Sdptember 1831, Box 64.2 MG.

> Joseph to Fanny, 14 July 1830, MG.
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that her letter was pithy and brief, the only sigrishrunken ideas” that he could see. He
was satisfied that she had “brought [him] up tedat all that interested [him] & had
forgotten nothing.” In other words, Fanny may siyripave been apologizing for the
brevity of her letter and her distraction while tvrg it. Yet Joseph concluded that Fanny
was preoccupied either by pregnancy or anticipatidmecoming pregnant. This
conclusion spoke more of Joseph’s hopes than ibidichnny’s reality, as she was
definitely not pregnant nor did she become so.

Joseph’s wishful thinking was evident in his tendeto read between the lines of
her letters. Reading backwards, it seems thatyramas waiting to communicate
something until they were together again. The ile&®ate nature of letter writing led
her to want to wait and express something persanéle responded with enthusiasm,
which he emphasized through an abuse of punctuati@wrote, “You’re saving
something for when you come back & you tell mehiok about it! . . . Ahif | think
about it . . . is it too much?” He went on to saye’ll have a good reunion . . .\What do

76

you say? God grant that your health permits yduojge for it!™” His meandering
response was somewhat vague, but again pointtshaf pregnancy. He was
overcome when thinking about what her secret nbghtand concluded that it was
reproductive. The “good reunion” he looked forwawdo enthusiastically clearly
involved sex, as it was explicitly linked to a hdpat her health would enable their

reunion to result in pregnancy. It is possiblka thanny meant to imply exactly what

Joseph concluded. Lacking her letter and giverplis meandering response it is

’® Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 27 July 1830, 862 MG.
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difficult to tell what she intended. What is clesthat she had something to say to him
in person, and he leapt to the conclusion thahkers was related to her fertility.

The vision that Joseph had of Fanny was both eaoticinescapably generative.
His letters expressed longing for her and pleasuher company, but coupled this desire
specifically with their reproductive potential. lHassed her as a person, and missed their
intimacy. He bemoaned that he was “a widower inbagroom,” with letters providing
the means by which he “chat with [her] as if sheentbere.”” The absence was painful
to him and is a witness to their mutual devotiod amimate relationship. He longed for
her return, thinking of “all the pleasure that lwa have had in embracing you” had she
returned early. His only consolation was thathealth ameliorates, & that you must be
doing better in having a great deal of exerciSeHis longing for her led him to write
moving letters that reflected his affection for.héfe still, however, linked their reunion
to parenthood. He urged her to “get well, & bgaod health & above all return quickly
to get a big boy* His desire and affection was always tempered tigarly stated
reproductive component.

Joseph’s inability to be satisfied with a childlesktionship stemmed from the
economic pressures acting on him. Companionateagarsignified a partnership
between two loving people. The main differencevMeein Fanny and Joseph was that for
Fanny, this spousal relationship was enough. Whédren did not come, she still saw

them as a family. Joseph, however, could not sé@a@ompanionability from

" Joseph to Fanny, 11 July 1829, MG.
8 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 30 July 1829, 862 MG.

9 Joseph to Fanny, 20 July 1829, MG.
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reproduction. The economic issues involved mdaatthe could not ignore the problem
of inheritance. Even if emotionally speaking Fanmst his needs, from his perspective
as a bourgeois owner of a business, a couple wmaudr be a family.

Fanny’'s body became the battleground for the cttrifietween emotion and
economics in the Bergier marriage. Though the peed the treatment at the spa was to
“reestablish her health,” in reality the regimendmanny sicket’ The fact that Joseph
urged her to persist in spite of this indicates tbahim, the need to have an heir
overrode Fanny’s need to be happy or healthy foolh sake. She had had health
problems to begin with, but the harsh treatmenécesbated her complaints. She
became “very sick...from a bath that was too c8fdShe complained of weaknesses and
was plagued by constant headaches, becomingatooitie point that she was obliged to
suspend her treatmetit.For Joseph, health was a stand-in term for éertil

Ostensibly the trips to the spa were intended & Ranny, putting her health and
physical needs as a priority ahead of her labtinerhome and at the shop. Joseph had
claimed that, “her goal in going to the waters waseestablish her health, to bring back
the monthly flux of blood . . . no cost was tooajre™ If this were entirely true, then the
project should have been abandoned when it beckraethat Fanny was becoming

weaker as a result of the treatment. The costi@siipn was not the financial outlay, but

8 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 117.
81 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 17 July 1829, 842 MG.

82 Joseph to Fanny, 30 July 1829, MG; Joseph BetgiEanny Bergier, 27 July 1829,
Box 64.2 MG; Joseph to Fanny, 20 July 1829, MGepbSBergier to Fanny Bergier, 15
July 1829, Box 64.2 MG; Joseph Bergier, “Histoieerda famille,” MG, 130.

83 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 117.
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the price that Fanny herself had to pay in trymgmbody the ideal that the men in her
family demanded of her.

The real object of going to the spa was to maken¥éertile regardless of the toll
on her health. In one instance Fanny wrote thawssefeeling well, to which Joseph
responded that he hoped “that state would not endbut would ameliorate so much that
you constantly enjoy a health that is good and Regtf* In other words, wellness was
not an adequate result of the water cure. Trubddeealth would be accompanied by
regular menstruation, which was the actual go&lesftreatment.

Childlessness affected women differently than mBath men and women might
experience feelings of disappointment, anxietys losfailure. Both might long for a
child to hold in their arms. The example of Fakeynonstrates, however, that childless
women were subject to emotional and physical pressihat their husbands were not.
Fanny bore the burden of blame that her husbarapedc Fanny also experienced
infertility physically in ways that Joseph avoidemhdergoing years of grueling
treatments that left her exhausted and frail. &hesn burdens would have been
common to many French women in her situation, apthlssures brought to bear on
Fanny were by no means unique to her or her family.

Fanny resisted Joseph’s tendency to view her a&higle for his ambition and a
vessel for his childrerinstead, she pushed him to see in her the familydrged, and to
view her as being enough to compensate for thdtleesness. In her understanding of
companionate marriage, marital love was enouglonsttute a happy family life, even if

children never came. Her letters to Joseph durergsojourn at Mont Dore and

84 Joseph to Fanny, 14 September 1831, MG. The wasmebh used is réglée, which in
context refers unambiguously to menstruation. Emishariginal.
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Plombiéres no longer exist, but by reading backeémin Joseph’s responses it is
possible to glean her perspective on her experiehcdertility and her expectations of
marriage.

Fanny reminded Joseph of the value of their relatigp as a couple by soliciting
affection. In his letters Joseph tended to fixatdghe treatments and the probability of
their efficacy, rather than on Fanny as a womaamnly must have questioned his
feelings for her, because he responded, “Do ydiuste me you say to me? Ah! Can |
do otherwise? Am | the master? My heart is youcsninot take it back® In
guestioning his devotion Fanny reframed their ggoadence to center around their
relationship rather than her fertility. She pushed to articulate his feelings using what
William Reddy calls emotives or words that are biafltuenced by and alter what they
refer to. By pressuring him to express his fedifay her as an individual, she helped
foster the companionate love she hoped for in tleéationship. At least temporarily,
Joseph abandoned his fixation on her reproducapacty and instead reflected on his
love for her as a persdh.

The impact of Joseph'’s desire for children on Fénsapirits is particularly
evident in an exchange from 1830, the third yedresftreatment. By this point neither
one of them seemed blithely optimistic about tHeaty of treatment. Joseph grew
more and more desperate, while Fanny was incrdgsiegigned. He moped that he was

“bored, overworked & far from his friend from hieraforter, from his second self.”

8 Joseph to Fanny, 11 July 1829, MG.

8 Reddy,The Navigation of Feeling: A Framework for the Idistof EmotiongNew
York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 104-105.
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Writing in the third person, he averred that his/aonsolation in having her gone was
“the hope that the Waters will completely heal yiois year, & that that restored health
will allow him the hope to see himself in his child~or good measure, he concluded that
the child was, “desired, the constant object ohallwishes, & the privation of which
causes him a great deal of paifi.His claim of pain was not unique or a sudden gkan
in his style, but had been part of a larger pattékn earlier letter, for instance, expressed
his anguish over their separation and his lackesisithusly: “The more | write, the
heavier my heart . . . in this moment | suffer tjue®®

Historian Kay Torney Souter characterized the aepee of pain as a shared,
rather than isolated experience. Souter set upaaybbetween the physician-diagnosed
disease that moves along the trajectory from disigrto cure, and the patient-
experienced illness that focuses on the experiehtiee conditior?” She argued that no
disease is lived and experienced in one body,Haitall illnesses exist in the realm of the
interpersonal. Citing a literary example from Siraate Beauvoir as well as a medical
history case she demonstrates how the family afkaperson are themselves physically
participating in the illness through suffering grainful symptoms. Joseph’s assertion
that he suffered greatly because of Fanny’s iditgrivould seem to support Souter’s

conclusion.

87 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 12 July 1830, 862 MG.
8 Joseph to Fanny, 17 July 1829, MG.

8 Kay Torney Souter, “Narrating the Body: Diseaséntsrpersonal EventPealth and
History 1 (1998): 36-37.
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In fact a subtle distinction puts in doubt the aggiility of Souter’s theory. The
difference lies in the expressed reason for suifferiJoseph did not express sympathetic
pain for Fanny's suffering at the hands of doctdrthe spa, nor was he concerned by the
pain that the symptoms of her various maladiesyred. The source of his distress was
not the pain his wife experienced, but the “prigatiof “the hope of seeing himself in
his child.”*°

Infertility as a malady carried a specific sociginsficance that produced
conflicted emotional responses. Fanny'’s infeytiiffected Joseph in a different way
than virtually any other malady would. It causedeph pain not primarily out of
affective empathy for his wife, but because thigipalar sickness carried with it
economic and social implications. He could attetogtame it as an expression of love,
but Fanny was not fooled. His wailing about howchinfertility was hurting him was
in her view yet another pressure tactic, identicgdurpose if not expression to the
abusive behavior of Joseph pere.

Fanny resisted the implication that she was somelkeponsible for their
childless state. Joseph responded to this assdyiagreeing: “You were right in feeling
that | could not reasonably complain of a factrehtiindependent of your will; all the
more as you are, | am sure, perhaps even more ihaset.”®* He again urged her to
“chase from your imagination all the sorrows, b# tark ideas that a moment of

expansion in my letter could have caused you, anthin convinced that | cherish you,

% Joseph to Fanny, 12 July 1830, MG.

%1 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 19 July 1830, 862 MG.
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that | love you as much & even more than mys#&lfAfter several years of struggling
with treatments and verbal abuse from her fathéawnFanny rejected blame for their
situation and urged Joseph to recognize that skammacent, and also more hurt by the
situation than he was.

Fanny wanted above all to be assured of her lotabil spite of not having
children. Joseph’s worldview that motherhood waalldw her “to become a woman
like any other” equated womanhood with motherhoBdnny challenged that, and
wanted to be loved and valued regardless of heodejgtive capability.

Fanny repeatedly sought reassurance from Josepshéwshould not be seen only
as a supplicant. She was not powerless, desgitiath that she was unable to change the
workings of her body, and her in-laws put enormpiessure on her, making her home
life difficult. She alone consulted with the doctord was in a position to know the
prognosis. Only she knew whether or not she hagiezbthe prescriptions and she was
the sole witness to the changes in her own bodeplowas far away and entirely
dependent on her letters for information on thgesttlihat preoccupied him above all
others.

The distance between Lyon and Mont Dore producgufain communication
between Bergiers. Fanny controlled the cure egped. She could not guarantee that it
would work, but she decided how to respond to thetat’s recommendations. Joseph,
separated by over a hundred miles, was reducéttpdsition of pleading and
persuading. He urged her to be diligent in seekingre by following the doctor’s orders

with exactitude. He wrote, “Give me a great pleasand follow [the treatment] in

% |bid.
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every point. Do not rush, put in the time, & deviéll.”*® There is no evidence that
Fanny was willful in this respect, or that she eetgd her treatment out of pique or spite.
However, his entreaties point to a mutual awarenét®e shift in who dominated their
relationship. While she might be subordinate dmasad at home, at the spa she was in
control, and Joseph lacked the leverage to forcéoha&ct as he wanted.

Fanny held her privileged access to medical inftloneaover Joseph’s head.
Reading backward from Joseph’s frequent pleasformnation it is clear that Fanny
deliberately omitted precisely the information thaseph most craved. He wrote “does
[Doctor Bertrand] find, based on what you doubtle¢s him, that the Waters did you
good & does he give much hope for thf€ @ear, you never tell me about this, yet you
know that every time | open a letter it is whatduid like to know.®* A few days later,
after receiving another chatty but uninformativitdiehe wrote “I would really like to
know what M. Bertrand hopes for your treatment, dfudll the things you'll tell me, it
will without a doubt be the last thing | learn.”elirged her to tell him about her
treatment, not about her day. He begged her tbrftelthen, & repeat less often your
walks that all resemble each other, what does Mr&=d say. How does he find you?
That is what interests me, that is what | wantriow.” He concluded dejectedly “I
nearly cry when | think that | will not know foreeral days.* In these letters his
frustration with Fanny is evident, and his anxigtknow her prognosis overwhelmed

him entirely.

9 Joseph to Fanny, 11 July 1829, MG.
% Joseph to Fanny, 13 July 1829, MG.

% Joseph to Fanny, 15 July 1829, MG; Dr. Bertrand aéamous physician associated
with the spa at Mont Dore, see Paul Gerbod, “Ligvfés thermales’ en France au XIXe
siecle,”Revue Historiqu77 (1987): 321.
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Joseph’s vexation underlines the point that higrelégr children often led him to
overlook Fanny as a person. He wanted to knowefgould be healed and what the
doctor recommended so badly that he entirely disagighe information that Fanny was
sending, about her experience, her walks, hesvidio him the only relevant news was
whether or not she was becoming fertile, signatisgoropensity to dismiss her as an
individual and see her as a vehicle for his repctigda hopes. Fanny, on the other hand,
experienced spa culture as both an exhaustingatur@ social and vacation experience.
She wrote about her long walks and card playingbse they were an integral part of the
healing process there. She was both a patiend émarist, and the spa was both a
medical and a leisure institutidh.

The ultimate frustration for Joseph was when hppgd receiving letters from
Fanny altogether, which sent Joseph into a pahie fost my head . . . yesterday
Thursday | did not receive a letter . . . todaynlia the same situation.” He implored her
“write to me, write to me every day | am beggingiyaith tears in my eyes: even if you
only sign it write to me, write to me>* Joseph’s desperation in this context was
unmistakable. He no longer quibbled about whesherwrote boring accounts of her
long walks, or did not tell him enough about heygorosis. His fear over her silence
forced the issue and reminded him of how imporstet was as a person. Part of the
problem in this instance was that Fanny had ségttex that never arrived, though that
alone does not account for the gap in communicdabiahJoseph experienced. It is clear,

however, that she withheld some information andlttr@result was Joseph’s

% Mackamanl_eisure Settings4-8.

97 Joseph to Fanny, 17 July 1829, MG. Ellipses oalgin
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desperatiori® Eventually he obtained his desired informationfnamin Fanny, but from
her father who had accompanied her to the resdrivdro wrote him a letter. Fanny’s
choice to withhold information was an assertiostoéngth that was effective in its
limited scope.

Conclusion

The Bergiers’ relationship exemplified the unstadedinition of companionate
marriage. Joseph, informed by business concehgamder expectations, harbored a
dynastic vision that made reproduction imperatilrecontrast, Fanny sought affirmation
that she was desirable in herself regardless ofenglity. She seemingly desired
children as well, but was quicker to recognizertbelogical limitations and reimagine
their family as consisting of only the couple. Fremmpeting definitions of family speak
to the experience of other infertile couples, Inatytalso demonstrate that the meaning of
companionate marriage was by no means obviouearlgldefined.

Infertility brought into the open a question thatshFrench families of the
nineteenth century considered, whether consciaursiynconsciously. The significance of
children in the definition of a modern family pasdtto a widespread uncertainty that
went beyond the case of the Bergiers. The dedfirtea birth rate indicates that couples
throughout France were grappling with doubt as ltetier children were necessary for
marital happiness. The demographic changes waedito the growing importance of
companionability in marriage and widespread unadstas to the meaning of modern

marriage.

% Joseph Bergier, “Journal de la vie,” MG, 130.
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Childlessness proved to be the defining probleth@Bergiers’ marriage,
coloring every other aspect of their lives. Ultielgt unable to have biological children,
they turned to alternative means of family creatianluding surrogate parenthood of
their peers’ children, philanthropic involvementtine lives of the poor and self-
documentation as a means of preserving their néonésture generations, topics that
receive more in-depth treatment in the final chegpte

Reproduction was not the only site of negotiaasrcouples sought consensus on
the meaning of modern marriage. The expectatididelity when couples married for
love represented a significant shift from earlierdels of married life. The legal system
and a culture of permissiveness contributed tatiegigensions between husband and
wife over the place of adultery in companionatemage. When husband and wife
married for love, what excuse for infidelity codltere be? In spite of the growing
numbers of couples choosing their spouses, nintgtaamtury France could be described
as the golden age for male adultery. This conttamh, and the complex negotiations

between spouses that it occasioned, is the sulfjéioe next chapter.
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CHAPTER Il
ADULTERY AND EXCLUSIVITY: DEFINING THE PARAMETERS -

COMPANIONATE MARRIAGE

The Musée Gadagne houses a letter to Joseph Bexgitten in 1835, which
reads, “You are happily, siin a position that renders you very independsgnt: go,
come, you can at will shake off everything; andrisoner, and | shut up in a fortress, my
will is as if enchained® The author of this missive, a woman, characterthecbublic
sphere that Joseph occupied as a source of oppmsuend liberation, while comparing
the private sphere to incarceration. One migheekihe author to be Fanny, expressing
frustration at their frequent separations, but Was not the case. Rather, the author was
Agathe Reynaud, one of Fanny’s closest friends anbleknownst to her at the time,
Joseph’s mistress.

Agathe’s frustration spoke to the ways in which ¢ender role stood in conflict
with her romantic desires. According to her letfeshe experienced her place in the
home not as a protection but as a form of imprisemim She emphasized not only
Joseph’s freedom to move around physically, but his ability to satisfy his whims and
desires, contrasting his liberty with her own lietitopportunities. In her characterization,
the gender roles prescribed by French society wetreomplementary but were instead a

barrier to true unity between men and women.

% Agathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 25 October 188&espondence addressée a
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG.

51



In this chapter | argue that adulterous loversiggdted in the construction of
companionate marriage in two ways. Adultery wats a® Agnes Walch has argued, a
practice that was in opposition to or destructifarmions’®® Rather, adultery was a
defining element in the creation of modern marriatyeone sense, adultery played a role
in defining companionability because some loversceoved of their own relationship as
being marriage-like. The first section of this ptea examines adultery from this
perspective. Agathe pushed for Joseph to seeli@ison as a marital tie, while Joseph
resisted her vision of how relationships ought twky Adultery was a site of debate over
the meaning of companionability every bit as muslh& conjugal home.

Adultery also played a role in defining the redaships of married couples. The
second half of this chapter deals with the wayshich the Bergiers’ marriage was
challenged and changed by Joseph’s decision to aoawalutery. Adultery brought into
the open disagreements between spouses over timnged companionability. Was
sexual exclusivity a key part of the new marriagedali? When couples married for love
rather than convenience, the excuse for infideitgporated but the practice did not,
creating a tension that needed to be resolvedfand marriages to flourish. Letters
between Fanny and Joseph after his affair illusthatw they, and couples like them,
shared the ideal of a companionate marriage as@edut having a meaning that was
profoundly different for them as individuals.

The argument in this chapter builds on Anya Jalsoamalysis of companionability

in the early republican period of the history of thinited States. She posited that

190 Agnes WalchHistoire de I'adultére XVle-XIXe siéc{Paris: Perrin, 2009), 290, 292;
Agnes WalchHistoire du couple en France de la Renaissancesijours(Rennes:
Editions Ouest-France, 200359.
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fundamental inequality between men and women aesged through gender roles and
political influence undermined the ability of Ameain couples to have companionate
marriages®® In France, these issues were played out in adiéfigrent political
environment. Successive revolutions had chang#dthe nature of government and the
level of political participation permitted to mefihe carefully guarded sanctity of private
life was in tension with the public nature of tiaevk and institutions put in place by the
Revolution. In spite of these distinctions, theyameteenth century was a time of
growing opportunities for men in the public spheneeither side of the Atlantic, a
change that happened in tandem with the growingilpoipy of companionate marriage
as an ideal??

One of the key differences that set France apam sither nations, including the
United States, was the power of the Napoleonic Godiefine marriage relationships. In
contrast to the republican virtue of the early @diftates, the Code enshrined in law a
culture of promiscuity that positively encouragedlenadultery. While Jabour’s analysis
of the Wirt family scarcely touched the possibilafyinfidelity, the place of extramarital
affairs in a companionate relationship was absbiutentral to the definition of French

marriages>’

191 Anya JabourMarriage in the Early Republic: Elizabeth and Wi Wirt and the
Companionate IdegBaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Pres98)93.

192 william M. Reddy, “Marriage, Honor and the Pubphere in Postrevolutionary
France: Séparations de Corps, 1815-1848¢ Journal of Modern Histor§5 (1993):

437; Anne Verjusl.e bon mari: Une histoire politique des hommesest f@mmes a
I'époque révolutionnairéFrance: Fayard, 201®01-215. Verjus discusses how thinkers
grappled with the tension between the authoritthefstate and paternal power.

193 JabourEarly Republic 92-93. Jabour provides a brief treatment of aoneu
adultery.
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France of the nineteenth century was a golden@g®édle adultery. The Civil
Code, which ostensibly put in place a system te#t bll people equal before the law,
created an ethos of permissiveness for male adwterhile penalizing women. The
Code was designed to strengthen families by resirigrpaternal power, mandating equal
inheritance for legitimate heirs, and preventing ititroduction of illegitimate children
into the family home. Under the original Code, léely was grounds for divorce but the
restoration of the Bourbons in 1816 brought wita @onservative Catholic reactit.
The new regime outlawed divorce, replacing it veidiparation of persons. The Civil
Code put an end to the notion of divorce by mutaalsent and replaced it with the
concept of divorce, or later by separation of pess@as a sanction; to obtain these, the
courts had to find one party guilty of a transgi@ss’° This created an awkward
situation in which adultery was a criminal offersé not grounds for spouses to
terminate their union. A husband might thereforesibeultaneously prosecuting his wife
for the criminal offense of adultery and arguingourt that he loved her too much to be
separated, an outcome that could potentially chimseo lose access to her dowfy.

The laws on adultery for men in France reflecteduhwritten attitude that, while
philandering might be socially acceptable, flaugtinfidelity in front of one’s wife was

not. Male adultery was only a crime if committedhe family home. A man would be

104 | enard Berlanstein, “Review Essay: The FrenchdmeLand Lust,French Historical
Studies27 (2004)467.

19 Theresa McBride, “Public Authority and Private &8z Divorce after the French
Revolution,”French Historical Studie$7 (1992):750.

19 patricia MainardiHusbands, Wives and Lovers: Marriage and Its Diseots in
Nineteenth-Century Frand®ew Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), 19, 3he
Cairon case of Rouen in the 1820s perfectly exdieglthis strange contradiction.
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liable for prosecution only when “he shall haveusit his concubine into their common
residence’ This privileged men in two ways. If the couplere already separated,
the wife had to remain celibate until her estranigesband died, whereas the husband
could take a lover with impunity, as the coupldomger had a common residence. It
likewise favored husbands who continued to livéhwiiteir wives, as men had ample
opportunity to pursue affairs outside the home lzaudi little inducement to take a
mistress back to the conjugal b&d.

Under the Napoleonic Code, female adultery wasiawsecrime. A woman who
was put away for cause of adultery could be conftiwea house of correction for a
minimum of three months and a maximum of two yeatsle there was no comparable
consequence for male adultéfy. This was an improvement for women from kbiéres
de cachetwhich under the old regime allowed husbands to isoprtheir wives
indefinitely without due process. The new approaels, however, an affirmation of
masculine power that unfairly punished women wabeolving men of responsibility.
Finally, a husband who murdered either his wif@arlover, if he found them in
flagrante delictdin blazing offense] was excused of having comagith crime, though

the reverse was not true. Thus the law firmly dithbd thepuissance maritaleallowing

197 Spence, tran€ode NapoléoyiTitle 6 § 229-230.

198 Anne-Marie Sohn, “The Golden Age of Male Adultefytie Third Republic,Journal
of Social History28 (1995): 469-490. Provides a detailed discussfdhe ramifications
of the adultery laws.

199 5pence, tran€ode NapoléorTitle 6 § 308.
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a husband to execute his wife without due procegeKsonal consequences. In some
cases, then, a woman'’s adultery could be a capffese°

Unjust though these laws were, they made senseilatger context of the
Napoleonic Code. All children born to a marriedman were by default legitimate,
obligating her husband to split the inheritanceadigtamong them, regardless of whether
they were biologically his own. It was thereforepmnative, from a male point of view, to
ensure that wives bore only their husband’s childie@ as not to pass familial wealth to
another man’s progeny. This benefitted married eom that the paternity of their
children could not be questioned, though unmamiethen who conceived children
enjoyed no such benefits:

The framers of the Napoleonic Code tailored itdatain potential adulteresses,
but the effect of the laws was to make adultery éasmen. A wife could not seek a
divorce. A husband could not be penalized in ctarrinfidelity, and if he fathered
children outside of wedlock his lover could not soiepaternal acknowledgement or
support*2 This strict legal system, in conjunction with charg gender roles, created the
framework within which Fanny, Joseph and Agatheotiated the meaning of marriage

in their modern world.

110 Bytterworth, edFrench Penal Codé.ondon: Butterworth, 1819) Title 2 § 324;
Mainardi,Husbands, Wives and Lovegs, 17.

11 5pence, tran€ode NapoléorTitle 7 § 312Rachel Fuchs, “Seduction, Paternity and
the Law in Fin-de-Siecle Franceldurnal of Modern History2 (2000): 953; Rachel
Fuchs Abandoned Children: Foundlings and Child Welfardineteenth-Century
France(Albany: State University Press of New York, 1981); Mainardi,Husbands,
Wives and Lover4.

112 35pence, tran€ode NapoléorTitle 7 §335, 340, 342; Walchiistoire de I'adultére
281.
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Adultery as an Alternative Site of Companionahilfgathe and Joseph

The source material for this chapter includes istées well as obliquely worded
diary entriesJoseph saved Agathe’s letters as well as a fewsdsahis missives to her,
which provided the necessary key to unlocking tbeysof their adultery. Joseph also
recorded their affair in his diary, but did so oded language that without the letters
would be meaningless. He referred to his assignatwith the underlined phrase | ran an
errand the significance of which only became apparergmtompared with the dates
mentioned in Agathe’s letters. Examples of theseygrted entries include: “I went to eat

breakfast at Café Neptune, then ran an ertamt] a few days later_“Ran an erratad

returned to be shaved and have my hair curt&t&hother entry records “l went to do 2

Errands in the neighborhood of Perrgdhen returned to get M. Gastine & Gillet who

came with me to the Play at the Gymnasé’ater he wrote, “I went for a walk around

my apartments in the Brotteaux neighborhood, th&art to run an errand, which kept

me until § then | came to dine at the Grange restauranfThe concordance between
Agathe’s explicit letters and Joseph’s vague emtmade it possible to see that the

errands Joseph was running were not innoctus.

113 Joseph Bergier, diary, 4 January 1836, Box Beiiary, MG; Joseph Bergier, diary,
16 January 1836, MG.

114 Joseph Bergier, diary, 18 November 1835, Box Beriary, MG.
15 Joseph Bergier, diary, 9 February 1836, MG.

1% René FavierPierre-Philippe Candy Orgueil et narcissisme: Joaird’un notaire
dauphinois au XVllle siéclgGrenoble, Presses Universitaires de Grenoble,)2066
Jean Vassort and Philippe Lejeune, “Lectures cegisi#l journal de Pierre-Philippe
Candy,”Revue d’histoire moderne et contemporésbeg2008):169. The use of coded
language to discuss sex in men’s diaries has Weesubject of extensive recent
scholarship. See also Colette Cosrliersilence des filles: de I'aiguille a la plume
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In order to fully understand the implications oliidry in the case study of the
Bergiers and Agathe, it is necessary to provideesbatkground information on the
latter. Agathe was no interloper in the Bergiewestic circle; she had been closely
involved with the couple from the moment they miet.1821 Joseph’s father had
orchestrated a dinner with the Bertholon familyhet Bergier estate in Collong&s.He
sent Joseph to meet the guests on the road awdsitn the middle of the path that | saw
for the £'time, Mlle. Fanny Christine Bertholon; she wastwier mother, and one of her
good friends and former teacher, Mlle. Agathe Reia'® Thus Joseph met his future
wife and his future mistress at precisely the sameent.

Hindsight may have tempted Joseph to edit Agatheblis autobiography, but
his scrupulous, not to say compulsive, approadetiedocumentation led him to
acknowledge her ongoing presence in their livese \Bas a guest at the Bergiers’
marriage ceremony in 1824, and she composed afspttte occasion*® Joseph’s
letters to Fanny during her treatment at the spavsiegular sociable contact between
Agathe and her family, on one hand, and the extéoatele of the Bergier and Bertholon
families, on the other. Joseph wrote on one ooondyesterday your mother dined with

the Dlles. Reynaud™®® In another letter he included their regards, thay “tell you a

(Paris: Fayard, 2001),89; Martin LyonsReading Culture and Writing Practices in
Nineteenth-Century Frand@oronto: University of Toronto Press, 2008§9. Provides
a discussion of sexual symbols in private diaries.

117 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 53.

18 pid., 54.

9 pid., 81-83.

120 30seph to Fanny, 13 July 1829, MG.
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thousand things™! In short, the intimacy and trust that had existetiveen Fanny and
her friend before the wedding continued afterwasisvell.

Fanny'’s letters to her family during her honeymaot825 show the delicate
position that Agathe and her sisters occupiederfaimily circle. Fanny was anxious to
police the boundaries of her family. She inquiaé@r Agathe’s health and sent news
from a mutual acquaintan¢& She drew the line, however, at allowing the Regha
sisters to borrow her letters. Fanny wrote iratelfier father “We both find this very bad
of them for having asked and of you to have givemmt. That you read [the letters] to
them when they come to visit nothing more corregbuld attribute it only to the interest
that they have in me and their curiosity but taKjiig letters] home is a bit mucf?® To
absolutely ensure that her point was clear shevideewrote to her brother on the same
subject. “l understand that given the friendshig anterest that they have in me and that
| strongly share, you would read to them or tedinthstories when they came to the house
or you would go to their house, but I did not méaat they could take the letters
home.*#

Fanny was anxious to police the borders of famitiaimacy; Agathe was a close
friend, but she was not family. Fanny recognizeat the Reynaud sisters were
emotionally invested in her and were entitled weree her news. As her former teacher,

Agathe occupied a special place of interest thatiesh her to know many of the details

121 30seph to Fanny, 20 July 1829, MG.
122 Fanny Bergier to César Bertholon, 23 April 1826xB4.2 MG.
123 Fanny Bergier to Jean-Francois Bertholon, 2 Ma351®0x 64.2 MG.

124 Fanny Bergier to César Bertholon, 11 May 1825, B4x2 MG.
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of Fanny’s personal life that she shared with hemify. She should be included in the
communal reading of lettet$> She was entitled to information, but not to theeleitself.
The idea of her correspondence passing beyondhtite bf Fanny’s control and leaving
the family enraged both her and Joseph, who did titey could to recall the letters.
Thus Agathe was part of the family circle, anddetidedly outside it.

Agathe’s professional life as a teacher is, forrttust part, poorly documented.
Fanny'’s letters from this period provide the ondjic information available about
Agathe and her sister Héléne’s careers. Fannypadeularly upset that the Reynaud
sisters had made off with her letters because “tieyeading them to the class” which
displeased her because, as she put it, “I do nite var all the world | write for my
parents for my friends and for me otherwise | waudd put my letters in the mail but in
the Gazette?*® Agathe was evidently, then, still teaching for slaél made use of her
grown pupil’s letters as a pedagogical tool for tless. Fanny’s travel diary may have
been utilized as an exercise in geography, higsiogs an example of good writing,
though she was routinely lax about punctualfdiThis suggests that Agathe was not a
governess working for a particular family, but extemployed in some sort of school for

girls, presumably from wealthy bourgeois familtés.

125 yons,Reading Culture172; Martyn Lyons, “Love Letters and Writing Piaes: On
Ecritures Intimes in the Nineteenth Centurdgurnal of Family History24 (1999): 234,
Lyons provides further details on letter readindpash a communal and personal
experience.

126 Fanny to Jean-Francois, 2 May 1825, MG.
127 CosnierLe silence des fille481.

128 See Robert RogerSrom the Salon to the Schoolroom: Educating Bouigy&irls in
Nineteenth-Century Frand@&niversity Park: The Pennsylvania State UnivgrBitess,
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Agathe’s own letters showed her to have been acateld and well-read woman.
Her letters revealed that she was proficient inathef literary allusion, as she referred
on one occasion to Joseph as “the knight of thewbeeuntenance™® She wrote one
letter entirely in verse and interspersed otheth pirases in English, calling Joseph “my

friend” and closing another with “receive, my kirehs, and with that; | embrace you of

all my heart:*** Though her employment put her at a lower soeiallthan her pupils,
her own intellectual talents put her well aboverdgam of working class girls.

It has been difficult to find any record of Agatinethe parish registers in or
around Lyon, so it has not been possible to pirtdmen economic or social background
with any greater degree of precision. Taking irdocaunt her education and the fact that
she was welcome, if inferior, in the Bergiers’ sdaircle, it seems likely that she was
born into the bourgeoisie but was compelled aloith ter sisters to support herself.
The lack of birth record makes it difficult to asteén Agathe’s age. Her affair with
Joseph began in 1835, when Joseph would have begnfive and Fanny thirty-six.

Agathe must have been older than Fanny to be hehég, but close enough in age to

2005); Christina Bellaiguégsducating Women: Schooling and Identity in England
France 1800-186Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007); SarahtSuEducating the
Faithful: Religion, Schooling, and Society in Neenth-Century Franc@ekalb:
Northern lllinois University Press, 2000). Rogensl 8ellaigue provide valuable studies
of women educators in this period, while Curtis’rivgives greater detail to the history
of education in Lyon.

129 pgathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 4 November 188&gspondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG; See Miguel de Cenat@avedrd)on Quichotte de la
Manchetrans. Louis Viardot (Paris: Dubochet, 1836), 247.

130 ogathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 18 March 188&e€pondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG; Agathe to Joseph, 2ker 1835, MG; Agathe
Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 28 October 1835, Carnelsmce addressée a Bergier en
1834, Box 102 MGENglish in the original for both excerpts.
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remain her friend, and to be a likely sexual parfoeJoseph. It seems reasonable to
surmise that she would have been in her earlyefduring the affair, a conclusion that
is supported by the degree of autonomy she enjoysiipoping out alone to the post and
to meet Joseph.

Joseph and Agathe’s relationship fit into broadstgwns of adultery in nineteenth
century France. According to Anne-Marie Sohn, carapvely few married women
were adulterous (contrary to popular depictions) still fewer belonged to the middle
class**! Sohn and Walch have both argued that during itheteenth century French
adulterers had a tendency to seek partners outstteown social class, but not far
outside. Walch underlined the tendency for husbaadbe drawn to the young educated
women who might be entering the home as governeds®asing teachers and other
professiong>* While upper-class men still exploited poor and kimg class women as
prostitutes, in terms of long-term arrangementsnheeasing tendency for bourgeois
philanderers was to be attracted toward the lowangins of the bourgeoisté’ Agathe
and Joseph fit this profile perfectly. Joseph wali-to-do and married, Agathe

belonged to his social class but only marginallyasd had been drawn into the circle of

the Bergiers through her talents as an instrucdgathe was unmarried, making her an

131 Anne-Marie SohnChrysalides: Femmes dans la vie privée (XIXe-X¥eles) Vol. 1
(Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 199@p; Michéle Plott, “The Rules of the Game:
Respectability, Sexuality and the Femme Mondairleaie-Nineteenth Century Paris,”
French Historical Studie&5 (2002): 549.

132\Walch, Histoire de I'adultére 290.

133 Sohn,Chrysalides 935; Guillaume de Bertier de Sauvigiyie Bourbon Restoration
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pres§6)243-244. The prevalence of
prostitution in Restoration France may seem at edtfsits image as the epoch of family
virtue. Bertier de Sauvigny discusses this conttamh in greater detail.
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ideal candidate, as she would have no husbandss priminal charges? The model of
adultery discussed here may be less applicablecialsclasses other than the
bourgeoisie, but the commonalities that Josephf@yadhe had with other couples of
their own social stratum make their experiencdevemt source of comparison for other
adulterous relationships.

Class and education were important factors thatritaned to the conflation of
adultery with companionability. Proximity on thecgal scale made it easier to imagine a
liaison as a socially acceptable tie. In termediication and breeding, Agathe was
Fanny’s social equal. They were invited to manthefsame parties and shared the same
friends. Seemingly the only distinction betweemiatress and a wife was the marital
status of the man in question. A shared sociakonivas an important element in
producing relationships that were both adulteroxds@mpanionate.

The affair between Joseph and Agathe was withoestopn adulterous and had
no legal standing. Why then should their liaiserainalyzed as if it were an example of
companionate marriage? Their relationship closgtyicked bourgeois courtship
patterns. Sociability, as determined by class etgbens, was a fertile ground for both
companionate marriages and adulterous affairs.th&geultivated these parallels by
consciously presenting herself as a virginal gaditating on the brink of a marriage-like
commitment. Her behavior during their courtshipgd showed that she was framing her
affair as a marriage, a perspective that she chimte their actual liaison with her

expectation of complete fidelity on Joseph'’s part.

134 Mainardi,Husbands, Wives and LoveB5; Sohn, “Golden Age,” 473.
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Bourgeois sociability created opportunities formdcy to grow between men and
women. Traditions such as house parties on weskamd the custom of paying calls
during the week made the establishment of compateamarriages possible. Sociability
brought together the right sort of people and alldwove to blossom in appropriate
ways, without overt parental influent®&. House parties at Collonges had been the
mechanism for bringing Fanny and Joseph togeth#ein youth, but the same
circumstances also worked to bring Joseph on iéreams with Agathé®®

Joseph’s pursuit of Agathe bore a close resembli@nices much earlier wooing
of Fanny. The Bergiers’ courtship had centeredaomly gatherings in Collonges;
“every Sunday we gathered to dine . . . my head taken more and more with the
young Fanny, near whom | was always placed atahle & who shared all my pleasures
of Sunday.**” The bucolic delights of Collonges and the prokmhgontact that weekend
parties allowed provided an ideal situation fortéomg affectionate ties.

Fourteen years later the story repeated itselfgeth®e came to stay at Collonges.
Joseph wrote, “I talked & read with Mlle. Agathetilbreakfast; after breakfast we
walked around the grounds, Mlle. Agathe & I; fomRg was so occupied with the

inventory of Mde Delpy & gathering her apples thla¢ did the honors [of being hostess]

135 Daumard, “Affaire, amour,” 36; Angleraud and Padler,Les dynasties lyonnaises
343-345.

136 See Christopher Johnson, “Siblinghood and the Emait Dimensions of the New
Kinship System, 1800-1850: A French ExampleSibling Relations and the
Transformations of European Kinship 1300-1@@D Christopher Johnson and David
Warren Sabean (New York: Berghahn Books, 20203, Johnson provides a
comparative example of bourgeois sociability ceedern familial estates.

137 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 54.
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rather poorly.**® Occupied as she was with her household duties)yFaadvertently
opened the door to a flirtation right beneath hesen In both cases, the key factor was
bourgeois sociability, which multiplied contactsween men and women in socially
acceptable ways. In addition to the circumstaméaémblance between the two
courtships, Agathe consciously mirrored the behavi@ virtuous maiden.

Withholding sex was an important tool in setting farameters of the
relationship for women. Recalling his courtshigahny, Joseph wrote of her firm
resistance to seduction: “it would not have beessiide for me, for my future wife
already had a force of judgment & reason that shedther from a danger which was
made possible by the extreme liberty that my fagheer parents left us.” Joseph noted
that they were given such latitude in large paddose “the Bertholon parents [counted]
on the resolute character of their daughter, ttength of her judgment, & the rigidity of
her principles.**® Fanny had been a stalwart defender of her ovinesaind so could be
trusted to form her own attachment with some freedds Fanny’s governess and
companion, Agathe would have been witness to timtsections and been well aware of
Fanny’s successful strated.

Agathe encouraged Joseph’s attentions while se¢&iagcertain Joseph’s
intentions. She wrote to Joseph, “I am not indéfeérto so much attentiveness” but

hesitated to offer more. She argued that “[I] mudtabandon myself blindly to the

138 Joseph Bergier, diary, 2 October 1835, MG.
139 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 58-5

140 See Susan FoleYomen in France since 1789: The Meanings of Rffee(New
York: Palgrave, 2004), 43. The importance of sexuabcence for unmarried French
women during this period has been well documented.
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surprises and caprices of a loteat, one day, might well changeshe continued “You

will permit me therefore, Monsieur, to be stillssvere, to not cede to your insistence for

the project that you have formdd:onsent very willingly to see you; to encoungeu

here and there and always by surprise.” She cdedlthat she felt great affection and

that she would try to meet him but there must_eftiice, no violencall in good

friendship.**! Recognizing that her sexuality was her primanyrse of power in the
relationship, she delayed consummation on the loésie possibility that he would not
be constant to her. This pattern closely resemiitenlgeois marriage practices that
prized virginity in womert?*?

Wary of the precariousness of an illicit union, Agawithheld consent for
consummation as she assessed Joseph’s objectiyathe’s early letters, including the
excerpts above, returned repeatedly to two key &hsnof companionability. She was
flattered by “so much attentiveness™ In her letters she dwelled on her appreciation of
his affection: “I believe of your tenderness andryattachment for me all that you could

hope that | would think: this persuasion is thegiagss of my life.*** Affectionate

141 ogathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 17 October 1888espondance addressée &
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG. Emphasis original; 8lse Marie-Claire Grassi, “Friends
and Lovers (or the Codification of Intimacy),” tsarNeil GordonYale French Studiesl
(1986): 78. Grassi provides a detailed analysth@fword friendship in French love
letters.

142 Sohn,Chrysalides568-569; Colin Heywood, “Innocence and Experier@exuality
among Young People in Modern France, c. 1750-195@fich History21 (2007): 52.

143 pgathe to Joseph, 17 October 1835, MG.

144 pgathe to Joseph, 25 October 1835, MG.
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behavior, love and tenderness were very importahet'*® Yet these alone were not
enough in the face of possible inconstancy. Harfiéness that Joseph might be
capricious and might change suggests that fidel#ty as important to her in a
companionate relationship as affection.

Agathe was well aware that there was and alwayddimeianother woman in
Joseph’s life, yet fidelity was centrally importaather construction of their pseudo-
marriage. Her letters were replete with threatabEndonment if Joseph violated her

terms of the relationship. She warned him that tis heart “there was some division

or his inclinations pulled him elsewhere, “forge2!th” She made him swear “that you

have no particular attachmetitat your heart is entirely fréeShe pointed out the evils

of prostitution, women who “laugh at the dupes theke, by turrisleaving only the
“scorn due to a love played, ridiculed.” She opestpressed doubt that she could truly
be his first mistress, as he seemingly had tolddres warned him that “I will have the

vigilant eye and the ear that hedrsally, as | told you, | will attempt everythirtg know

the truth.**® Agathe’s aggressive stance on disloyalty showatishe expected
complete fidelity as a central component of thelationship. For her, their relationship
was companionate in that they shared affectionfieaadly chose their union, but those
very conditions also meant that he should havexcase for seeking companionship

elsewhere.

1> Wwilliam Reddy,The Invisible Code: Honor and Sentiment in Postigianary

France, 1814-1848Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997)11 Reddy makes
the case that women in this period preferred samtirand emotional fulfillment even if it
came at the expense of appearances or honor.

146 Agathe to Joseph, 14 November 1835, MG. Emphaisjmal.
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An affair, framed as a maidenly courtship, was racept that stood in conflict
with the inherently transgressive and sexual nattieglultery. Agathe’s desire to be
seen as and pursued like a young maiden beingetbwds in tension with the sort of
relationship Joseph proposed. She recognizedte siegree the risks involved as
Joseph pushed for greater physical intimacy. Mbhtletters from this period have
been destroyed, but he evidently suggested a readsat a discreet location. Agathe

resisted: “l would like to, and woulabt like tol would dare and fear!” In her

resistance, she worked to augment her own emaavaring her own ambivalence and
inviting Joseph to do likewise. She went on td kimat such a step would make her seem
like a prostitute: “It would look too much! You kn@ . . . | do not want to become like
such beings.” She concluded that the conventiamnst ive observed: “I would see you

always with pleasure in your horoein mine but not elsewhere'*’ Agathe did not

want to become a casualty of male sexual advemfusime recognized the risks and held
out in a bid for exclusivity.

Agathe chose to see her budding relationship asngdo a type of marital
relationship, albeit not sanctioned by law; Josgidhnot. Her preoccupation with
sentiment prevented her either from seeing heasetithers would perceive her, or from
accurately judging Joseph’s intentidii%.Her deliberate approach to entering into a

sexual relationship belied the popular narrativeezfuction-dominated accounts of

147 agathe to Joseph, 25 October 1835, MG. Emphaijiat.

148 Martha Tomhave BlauvelVork of the Heart: Young Women and Emotion, 1780-
1830(Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, @0, 91.
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unmarried female sexual activit}? She chose to begin an adulterous relationship, bu
she also decided to ignore the realities of ttaation in favor of imagining herself to be
in a companionate relationship.

The case of Agathe and Joseph suggests that gdedieid be a parallel and
alternative vision of marriageAdultery in this period should not be seen sim@yaa
hedonistic diversion or a form of cross-class exglmn. The early contacts of Agathe
and Joseph followed the same pattern of courtstuls through sociability that in other
cases led to marriage. The theme of resistancsw@anender was not simply a means to
heighten sexual tension but was a calculated nmgedure a relationship that was as
marriage-like as possible. Agathe wanted secantyconstancy as the price of yielding
her virtue in a pattern that closely followed cstrp and marriage rituals. Joseph must
have soothed her fears, because eventually thegndiirk on a sexual relationship.

The culture of nineteenth century France encouragad infidelity, but both
Fanny’'s and Agathe’s letters illustrate that womeme neither ignorant nor accepting of
it. In this regard the mistress’ position was placacally more powerful than the wife’s
in determining the boundaries of a relationshipe Tdrmer could threaten to leave if her
demands were not met, whereas the banning of dhaeprived wives of that power.
Agathe’s vision of her adulterous relationship asanogamous marriage-like
arrangement had implications for the Bergiers’ mage. By using her leverage of
abandonment, she could ensure that Joseph didk®bther mistresses or visit
prostitutes, limiting his sexual agency in a wagtthanny could not. Agathe

successfully defined the boundaries of the Bergretationship, but she included herself

199 Fuchs, “Paternity and the Law,” 946.
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in the picture. Ultimately she created a situatiowhich Joseph was polygamous, rather
than promiscuous. Thus the boundaries of compateamarriage were not simply
created by a social ideal, or by the contestingprswithin the couple, but by three
people: the mistress the husband and the wife.

Companionate marriage brought together two typeewfial behavior that
French society had previously characterized aggiere. Conjugal relations existed
primarily for procreation, because until the nirgtélh century such unions were generally
arranged and therefore mutual attraction was byeans guaranteed. By contrast, extra-
marital sex was supposedly based on passion aadyse Although Agathe
characterized herself as a wife, she saw no instarsty in demanding sexual fulfillment.
In nineteenth century France, the two types of aksegimes merged as the institution of
marriage began to be eroticized. In addition terfdship, couples expected emotional
intimacy and sexual satisfaction from marriatfe.

Agathe’s letters give a sense of how importantipassas to her as a component
of their relationship. This was for her the fitiste she had been in love and almost
certainly her first sexual encounter. She wrotuly do not know who has more

affection, more tenderness of attachment, thanwshe knew for the first timéhe true

happiness of loving . . .you, my dedr! That Joseph was her first lover did not deter her

from asserting her own needs or making demandsnon §he expected passion and

150 3ean Fauconnefphysiologie secréte de 'homme et de la fertiaeis: Denans,
1908), 109-110; Heywood, “Innocence and Experiéri@, Foley,Women in France
43. The transition toward the eroticization of mage could be a source of anxiety.

151 ogathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 22 November,X888espondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG.
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sexual fulfillment from the affair, which ought niat be surprising given the nature of
adultery, but did not share Joseph’s view of holati@ships should work.

Sex was a point of contestation in the definitiba companionate marriage.
Five months into the affair Joseph failed to megathe’s sexual expectations, and she
refused to see him. The gaps in the epistolagrdemake it impossible to tell if this was
the first such problematic encounter or if it haeb a recurrent problem. In her own
letter she referred to the issue obliquely. “Timgpid coldness with which you received
me last Fridaychills me still . . . The memory, still fresh, ydur air of constraint and
irritation with me, causes me to spill tears combinsly!” She was, she claimed “the too
unhappy victim of your caprices” and informed himattshe “had more need, in this
moment, of you staying away than your presenteXgathe’s circuitous phrasing made
her meaning ambiguous, but subsequent correspoadeade clear that Joseph had
failed to perform sexually. Having a fulfilling sdéife was important enough to Agathe’s
vision of their relationship that she was willirggthreaten him with separation to obtain
her point:>®

Agathe’s insistence on sexual satisfaction wasxamele of a larger shift in the
function of sexuality in marriage or marriage-lidationships in France. Robert Nye
has argued that a man’s personal honor was tibs teexual prowess in new ways in the
nineteenth century. While in earlier eras sex @lasely tied to reproduction, in the

nineteenth century fertility was increasingly seped from sexual fulfillment. In this

152 pgathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 12 February,i886espondance addressée &
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG. Ellipses original.

153 See Peter Gaffhe Education of the Sengdew York: Oxford University Press,
1984) 71-90. Gay discusses the sexual assertivaned#ido of middle class women
during this period. The case of Mabel Loomis Todavmes an interesting comparison.
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new framework men were expected to provide sexealspre to their wives. Aspersions
on sexual prowess had wider resonance as the ameoltisly became criticisms of a
man’s honor as a husbaf.

Agathe’s tactic of withdrawal was immediately effee in that it elicited a
passionate reaction from Joseph. He respondeertadecusation of insipid coldness with
the claim that “my heart was not cold, it cannad aould not be so . . . yes, cruel woman,
rejoice in all your triumph . . . I love you everora than ever & nothing can compare to
all that | suffer since Thursday™ She was able in part to extract the responsaabed
for, which was reassurance of his love and devaimha demonstration of her power in
their relationship. His response did not, howexesplve the underlying issue of sexual
incompatibility that Joseph then addressed far regpdicitly than Agathe had done.

Joseph countered Agathe’s frustration using ardiffedefinition of
companionate marriage. He suggested that hertidisgdion stemmed from a wrong
understanding of what a true relationship should®atraged by the aspersion on his
sexual prowess, Joseph implied that real love wasensual, and that her expectation or
disappointment was a reflection of her weakneskerahan his. Joseph scrawled an
angry draft on the back of an invitation to an eéarhis masonic lodge. He wrote “If
[your] allegation were sincere, love for you wotherefore be entirely sensual, & you

only measure the violenee-ef-a-dvg the number of orgasms that it can procure ygb!”

154 Nye, “Honor, Impotence 52-53.

15 Joseph Bergier to Agathe Reynaud, 14 February,886espondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834, Box 102 MG. Second elipses orlgmdocument.

16 Joseph Bergier on the reverse side of Guichardaténl Invitation, Loge Réguliere
d’Union et Confiance O. de Lyon, Lettres GastinexB02 MG. Crossing out original.
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In another, dated, draft he wrote then crossedhatt‘you are right to abandon me if you
measure my love by the number of physical pleastizss procure yout®’

Joseph linked his impotence to Agathe’s heartlessislity, a connection that
resonated with widely held beliefs about sexuadityhe time. Joseph was already
defensive about his masculinity, having failedite shildren, which in the popular
imagination was linked to impotence. Contempodugtors blamed women'’s sexual
appetites for destroying men’s virility® Joseph deflected the critique of his manhood
implicit in Agathe’s letters by putting the blame ber, implying she was oversexed and
lacking in natural affection. He wrote to her thtAhugh passion might be satisfying in
the short term, “soon one is astonished to findhitert empty one blushes to have called
such saturnalia love, of having profaned the meaukful sentiment which providence
has given us*® According to Joseph, real women experiencinglmea did not make
sexual demands on their partners. He attemptedttbgr in her place as a power move
from his position of anxious manhood.

The importance of gaining ascendance in the powdetine the relationship is
particularly evident in the dramatic tactics Josapéd to assert his dominance. He
emphasized the pain that she caused him with kanm@ations, warning of a future of
unhappiness for them both if she persisted in heca attitude. He wrote, “I did not
understand suicide before, | mocked it, | laughealait, | would not today. | have

experienced all the anguishes of a true love unt@dti After hinting his willingness to

157 Joseph to Agathe, 14 February 1836, MG. Originessed through.
158 Angus McLaren|mpotence107-108.

159 Joseph to Agathe, 14 February 1836, MG.
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end it all, he threatened that one day she wowddar dissatisfaction with what he had to
offer: “you will regret one day a heart like mingu have never been & and will never
be loved as | love you'®® Joseph used another power tactic to constrainhgatrepent
of her insistence on her own needs. He made himatattitude the source of his misery
and potential suicide, providing a strong inducetfienher to back down and acquiesce
to his vision of what their relationship should bee further asserted that what he had to
offer was the greatest and only love she could bope to receive, making it imprudent
for her to persist in her demands on him.

Instead of a relationship based on sexual gratifinaJoseph presented an
idealized relationship based on mutual friendsH@ pled with her to see reason and to
resolve his doubt “that you could prefer a lot@g true friend*®* The evidence
suggests that, if Agathe did nmtefera lover to friendship, she certainly was not i
to have the latter as a replacement for the forrsére valued their friendship, but she
expected her lover to perform as stth.

Joseph contrasted physical chemistry with mature, larguing that his age
justified a retreat from an energetic sexual lifée wrote “at 15,16 & 20 years old
passions are in all their force” at which periothéonvants at any price to satisfy one’s

passions, one becomes drunk with pleasures, [hadoymd me] your lover, how much

10 Joseph to Agathe, 14 February 1836, MG.
%1 pid.

152 The tension between sexuality and friendship imganionate marriages was also
evident in Effie and John Ruskin’s failed marriagegviding a useful point of
comparison. See Jennifer M. Lloyd, “Conflictingfexctations in Nineteenth-Century
British Matrimony: The Failed Companionate Marriage=ffie and John Ruskin,”
Journal of Women'’s History1 (1999): 87.
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you would have counted on my lov&#® According to him, her sexual needs were not
realistic, given his age. He wrote “I pity you tm@re because you have not known true
sentiment, but no, no, it cannot be thus excepbal6, & 20 years old*®* In his
construction, her demands were a sign that sheatidnderstand what true love was,
only adolescent passion.

Love, according to Joseph, was not measured biygfjgency of sexual
encounters or pleasure in them, but by true congpahip. “What a difference at my
age, & how love is envisaged in a different manndren time has calmed the violence
of passions.” At his age “one no longer feels thechto have Mistresses, but one feels all
the value of a friend! One is happy by a womanwho unites the graces to [her] Spirit,
when her education, her position in the world cgpond with one’s own.” He further
elaborated his criteria for romantic happinesg, timleaving her arms one can talk with
her, when disgust is not what follows an orgasnmemwat last the soul alone is drunk with
an inexhaustible happiness . . .That, too adomy] ia how one loves at my agéf® In
other words, he contrasted her “violent passiorthwhe quiet rationality of shared
conversation. He framed the difference as beirggadrage, treating his aging process as
representative of normal development for women elsas mert®® Yet considering that

Agathe was in all likelihood older than he, thel diierence he wished to underline was

163 Joseph to Agathe, 14 February 1836, MG.
164 Joseph Bergier on Guichard, Undated Invitation,.MG

185 Joseph to Agathe, 14 February 1836, MG. “How laedugh “passions” crossed out
in the original.

16 Hilda Smith, “Aging’: A Problematic Concept for @hen,”Journal of Women'’s
History 12 no. 4 (2001): 78.
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between the sexes. His implication was that he,raan, acted rationally whereas she
was overwhelmed by her feelings and therefore mistbe real value of relationship¥.

Taken as a whole, Joseph’s definition of comparbditvaseems strange when
one considers he was addressing his mistress ardsnwife. After pressuring Agathe
to have sex for months, he claimed that sexualifigiegtion was not important. He wrote,
“One no longer feels the need to have Mistresses’letter designed to persuade his
mistress to staf® The character traits he outlined as being ofemerimportance,
including education and social position, were diedithat Fanny embodied, yet he
looked elsewhere to find them. Why did he needtAgavhen he was already married to
an intelligent and cultured woman of elevated datending? Joseph’s actions
contradicted his written definition of a companitseelationship. What then can we
conclude about Joseph’s definition of companioniafil

Joseph’s indignation at Agathe’s critique revealetlso much his views on
sexuality as his position on what the relationdlepveen men and women ought to be.
Joseph’s characterization of Agathe as emotiondfandamentally misled by sentiment
was an expression of republican masculinity. Tla¢erpublic sphere in early nineteenth
century France based its legitimacy on the claiat Wwomen, like children, were
irrational and therefore should be exclud@4.

On a more private level, companionability to Josdjghnot mean that both

partners had an equal right to set the parameténg oelationship. To him

187 Reddy,Invisible Codexiii. Reddy discusses the contrast between handrsentiment
in adulterous relationships.

1%8 Joseph to Agathe, 14 February 1836, MG.

189 Reddy,Invisible Codexiii.
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companionability meant an agreeable and plianhpaiho was available when he
needed companionship but undemanding otherwiseartiteilated this more clearly in
letters to Fanny as will be seen subsequentlyexfsessed in his desire for a lover who
was also a friend, Joseph appreciated the asplectsnpanionability that produced a
partner who was interesting and compatible, buvag not interested in having to
accommodate or sacrifice his own interests forsédes of the relationship. Joseph’s goals
for his affair with Agathe were in some respectsilsir to his idealized vision of what his
marriage should look like. He wanted intimacy affection, but only on his own terms.

The divergence of Agathe and Joseph’s views on witaimpanionate
relationship ought to be pointed to wider gendeseldifferences in French society. The
growing political and economic opportunities of kck men contributed to the
establishment of separate spheres. Home, wheitfeaunistress or a wife, was for men
a place of refuge. Companionability need not $jgpioximity.’® Agathe’s letters, in
contrast, emphasized her need for both physicabamational closeness. Life within the
home was, in her characterization, a prison that ker from freely being with him as
frequently as she desired. Consistent expressioai$ection, including physical contact,
were crucial elements of companionability. Hapghationships were not only based on
common interests, but were centered on expressidoge. Agathe’s willingness to
fight for her position was fundamentally at oddshaloseph’s belief that his preferences
should define their interactions.

The end of the affair between Agathe and Josepheglisito the open the

conflicting expectations of marriage that all thoe@cerned parties had harbored.

170 JabourEarly Republi¢ 7.
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Agathe’s reaction was a final, dramatic articulatad her view of companionate
marriage. Her wrath centered on accusations dfexglushe did not characterize her
own relationship that way, but instead excoriateseph for playing her false. She wrote
“your prompt determination to cease between useédtion out of consideration for your
wife is but a pretext. | could certainly but peaigu if you became more faithful to her,
if you only wanted to love her exclusively; butrhanot the dupe of your evasive
conduct.” She added a sarcastic rejoinder todtierlwhich was evidently rude and
accusatory: “I thank you for your choice and digtiished expressions that are enclosed
in your letter; they are in relation to the nolyildf your sentiments, the fairness of your
conscience and the goodness of your héattThese words may seem like simple
bitterness, but the sources of her anger werefgignt. Her two principal criticisms of
Joseph were that he was unfaithful to her andhisabehavior was cruel and ungallant.

He had failed to fulfill her two central expectatsof companionate marriage.

The Aftermath of Adultery: Exclusivity and Compaaioility

Joseph and Agathe’s affair ended in a public cgnditon that could not be
ignored by even the most forbearing of wives. Piaathe affair with Agathe, Fanny had
implored “all that | ask is that you hide yoursetll and | promise that | will never
search to surprise your secret the whole thingisfpl enough for my heart certainty
would crush me*? Even Fanny’s willful ignorance could not weatktez scandal.

When Joseph attempted to end the affair, Agathetedan rage by writing several

171 pgathe Reynaud to Joseph Bergier, 2 February 188ifespondance adressée a
Bergier, Box 102 MG.

172 Fanny to Joseph, 12 May 1834, MG.
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anonymous letters accusing Joséphine Vachez, Faologest friend, of having an affair
with Joseph.

Who received these letters is unclear, thougheav#ny least Fanny and the
Vachez family would have been on the list. Jogegponded by commissioning his man
of business Christot to confront Agathe. Christadte, “She begins to understand all the
infamy of the role she played.” Having taken teetask for attempting to ruin
Joséphine’s reputation, he concluded, “she is wweaked woman, | think that you are
now rid of her God willing for a long time-® Agathe was completely ruined and
ostracized from society. It was, however, impdssibr Fanny to pretend not to see
reality, as the scandal had gone well beyond thdaries of their own home. Her
reactions provide valuable material for evaluatiigat companionate marriage meant to
her.

Adultery was both an alternative site of negotigtine meaning of companionate
marriages, and a force acting on legal unions. &saspects of marital relationships can
only be understood when couples are studied icdheext of a larger group? Should
companionability mean complete sexual fidelitywas discretion enough? Fanny
entered marriage hoping, rather than assuminghtitatusband would be faithful to her.

If Joseph had married her for love, then he ladkedexcuse that arranged marriages in

173 Christ6t to Joseph Bergier, 5 February 1837, Gpoadance addressé & Bergier en
1834, Box 102 MG.

174 Ted L. Huston, “The Social Ecology of Marriage a@ither Intimate Unions,Journal
of Marriage and Family62 (2000): 300.
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previous centuries had provid&d. The legal framework and cultural circumstances
were exceedingly permissive, as we have seenpldagenly abandoned the practices
imparted by his Catholic upbringing, so it was kely that religious strictures would
have any weight. Furthermore, she was well awhtieeocheckered history of her male
family members that pointed to a sense of entitlgraed freedom when it came to
sexual indulgence. At the age of twenty, Fannytther César had run away with a
“third rate actress,” and Joseph was obliged teeliae couple all over the Midi, first to
Puy, then Clermont, and ultimately Bordea(k.Joseph himself had had an affair with a
grisette in his youth, though it seems likely Fammuld not have known about it, and he
hinted in his autobiography that his father wasagyegl in similar pursuits.” Virtually
every man in Fanny’s life had pre-marital or extrarital affairs, and though her
awareness of the facts may have varied, she wasrdgmot ignorant in every case.
Changes in the work relationship between men andewmocontributed to
conflicts over adultery. In the 1820s, during finst years of their marriage, there were a
few hints that Fanny feared Joseph was unfaithfalnny frequently worked in the shop
at the counter as an active participant in the famisiness.’® In the early 1830s,
Joseph began to travel a great deal for businessgdiim opportunities for adulterous

behavior and giving Fanny reason to fear that $iattavior actually occurred. She spent

175 Régine Beauthiet,a répression de I'adultére en France du XVIiémé&iiléme
siecle(Brussels: Story-Scientia, 1990), 27.

178 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 1146.
7 |bid., 56.

178 Fanny Bergier in Joseph Bergier, diary, 12 Mar8B4], MG; Fanny to Joseph, 13
November 1832, MG.
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one sleepless night thinking that if “Bergier waexe he would read to me which would
doubtless help me to sleep and make me forget mmppan desire he was 15 or 18
leagues from my pillow and was doubtless not timglef me at all.” Instead, she
insinuated, he was dallying with “pretty Lemonad#ess,” then exclaimed “Ah you
rascal | have some idea that you're up to youksrighile | am working hard**® As the
family business model became less dependent ofea\personal participation,
opportunities for dalliance increased. In thigpeet adultery was a bourgeois
characteristic, particularly for men. The occupasi of husbands provided the necessary
discretion and also diversified the contacts makidgltery both easy and appealify.
The growth of separate spheres put couples inicoofter how love within marriage
should be expressed, and what the boundaries avlmetwere. Fanny’s contrast
between Joseph’s “tricks” and her “working hardi@rdated the two elements that were
integral to her vision of companionability. Sheegted both sexual and economic
exclusivity.

For women, the stakes for ensuring male fidelityesragh. One bleak letter from
Fanny during the 1830s referred to the personajelainfidelity could pose. Joseph had
written a letter, now lost, in which he promisedting her a funny surprise back from
his trip. She replied that “this phrase seems rikeea threat than a promise, well as

long as this something that is so funny isn’t cgidas if it were even an infidelity it

would only half surprise me, plenty of women moretty and loveable than | have cried

179 Fanny Bergier to Joseph Bergier, 4 March 1834, 862 MG.

180 50hn, “Golden Age,” 472.
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over it | must resign myselft¥* Evidence discussed in the first chapter sugdbats
Joseph had already transmitted a sexually traresingisease to his wife, contributing to
her infertility and ill health. In addition to emonal pain, the culture of male adultery
could be physically dangerous to wiv&s.

The changes in the Bergiers’ business arrangerndenitsg the 1830s mirrored
wider transformations in French society that insnegly shut women out of business
affairs!®* Having sold the family liqueur business in 1834elih'’s principal commercial
activity became the construction and rental of yxapartments in the newly fashionable
quartier of Brotteaux®* The neighborhood provided an elegant and modeemative
to the traditional bourgeois district of Ainay, whiwas located at the confluence of the
Rhoéne and the Sadn®. Living on private income, the Bergiers no lonbad any need
of Fanny’s work at the counter or abilities withstamer relations.

In 1839 Joseph went on a trip to Paris, leavinghlfdrehind. The purpose of his
trip to Paris was to attend the World’s Fair, speally with an eye to outfitting the new
apartments. He commissioned Fanny to have Chriegsecretary, send him all the

necessary measurements so he could buy the “lbriges, buttons [and] door plates

181 Fanny to Joseph, 12 May 1834, MG.
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that | might need; in a word that he tell me eveing that is required*®*® Though part of
his trip was for tourism, his principal purpose vibasiness.

The shift away from economic partnership betweesbhod and wife was not
immediate or complete. Though Fanny no longer hald@e behind the counter or
keeping the books, she was still involved in thed estate investment, acting as the agent
in Joseph’s absence. She successfully rentedaatnamt, an action that Joseph
approved. He wrote “The price that you establisieedhe 3" [story] are enough in line
with what | wanted” adding “you did very well tonigit, today it is a finished affair, so
much the better®’ He warned her, however, that he would be upgheif had to
divide the apartments into smaller units to geateés. Fanny was authorized to act in his
name, and had his trust as long as she acted withiparameters he set. This was in line
with his vision of companionate marriage, that feted partnership that served his
needs but did not exceed the limits he established.

The gender roles of the Bergiers may seem confuamthey were
simultaneously separated yet working together,rding yet converging in different
ways. Their case shows why the bourgeoisie in Liggrarticular are interesting subjects
for the study of gender roles within marriage. Tdea of separate spheres applies
unevenly to the French context. Joan Landes lmpgedrthat the collapse of the
patriarchal order of the Ancien Régime gave wag f@rvasive gendering of the public

sphere. Bonnie Smith, in her landmark studgies of the Leisure Classade the case

188 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 6 May 1839, kstadressées & Mme. Bergier, Box
102 MG.

187 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 17 May 1839 resthdressées & Mme. Bergier,
Box 102 MG.
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that in the Nord the transition to separate sphiemesomen of the middle class was
complete by the end of the century. While earlthie nineteenth century women were
well represented in business, by the dawn of thedTRepublic these women were
completely devoted to a domestic life defined Higien. In Lyon, by contrast, the
boundaries between public and private were far mermeable. Lyonnais couples often
took a more collaborative approach both in family &nd in social and professional
spheres. While broadly speaking the notion of sepapheres is applicable to
nineteenth-century France, particularly in relastoip to political representation, regional
variations provide examples that make a more nuwhapproach possible. The
incompleteness of the separation of spheres in lpyonided room for contestation over
the way family life ought to be lived and what fflace of women in business and
society should b&®

Joseph limited the level of reciprocity in his mess dealings with Fanny, by
asserting his prerogative to restrict his wife’svpo in their relationship. While he
expected her to support his interests by actingraaeg to his dictates, he denied her the
same privilege. One of Fanny’s primary agricultw@ncerns at the time was the state of
her apiary. So preoccupied was she with this égtikkat when Joseph ultimately
returned from his trip she was reluctant to ledneliees to see her husband: “l was
obliged to leave as | expect Bergier tomorrowl.leave my bees with fear |

recommended to everyone. Papa promised me to aonm@row to care for them, it

188 joan B. LandedMomen and the Public Sphere in the Age of the Br&avolution
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988), 2; BonBieSmith,Ladies of the Leisure Class:
The Bourgeoises of Northern France in the Ninete€#ntury(Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1981), 13-14; Pellissies,vie privee 173-174.
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soothed my worry. | would not like to lose theti”” While he was in Paris, Fanny had
requested new supplies for the apiary. Readingvia@ from Joseph’s reply, it is
evident that she asked him to search out high tydailres at the fair and bring them back
to her. He responded “No, my dear, | will not buyes in spite of all the desire | have to
give you pleasure, | could not commit to spendi@gB something that is worth at most
12 or 15 francs®® Though Joseph’s expenditures for his businestivendwarfed this
sum, he decided her request was unreasonable armatldie His refusal was couched in
romantic language, further demarcating the bouedant their relationship. The reason
he even considered buying the hive was her pleaswddis affection, rather than
Fanny’s business acumen. By labeling her requestim he differentiated between his
spending and hers and asserted that she did netthavinal say. To Joseph, a mutual
business association was not a component of malhisal

For Fanny, the central difficulty with Joseph’s im@ss trip was that she felt
excluded when she believed she ought to have playett. Although he wrote to her
asking for her help, she was dissatisfied thaefteher behind in the first place. She felt
the exclusion was deliberate and that he had alyt diiscussed it with her, to which
Joseph responded “For this voyage, you tell melthaver spoke of it except in front of
a third person. Well! | assure you you are mistakéoseph went on to assert that Fanny
had had full knowledge and that his abrupt depanithout her should neither have

come as a neither surprise nor a blow. His peremtssertion that she was wrong is

189 Fanny Bergier, récoltes diary, 22 May 1839, Boxdsar Diary, MG.

19 joseph to Fanny, 17 May 1839, MG.
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further evidence of his belief that his opinionsl ameferences constituted the final word
concerning the boundaries of their relationship.

By claiming that Joseph would only discuss thewiih a third party around,
Fanny complained that he had not truly taken hter s confidence and had not
discussed business privately with her, nor alloWwexdto voice her opinion. Worst of all,
he had left her behind. He replied “I swear onhogor | never thought this trip would
upset you . . . if you had said to me with franleékis trip pains me, | really want to
come with you, do not refuse me, | swear | woultlhmve left or you would have come
with me.™* Joseph put the onus on Fanny, claiming her eiriusas her own fault for
not pleading with him. From Fanny’s point of vietlvere should never have been any
guestion of her needing to plead. He ought to libs®ussed it fully and privately with
her, and he should have assumed she would be ettindis travel plans and business
deals.

In spite of Joseph’s often controlling and dismissattitude, he did consider
husbands to have obligations in regards to maimigiaffectionate ties within marriage.
While he rejected the idea that he should curiaibBbsences in order to spend more time
with his wife, his letters were full of effusion§love. He wrote, “Remain very sure that
| love you as much as it is possible to love. THeve only you on the earth to whom |
can confide my most secret thoughts. That youaepin my heart, father, mother,
brother & children. That isolated in this world, mjfe is everything for me**? Joseph

assured Fanny of his unswerving devotion and cldithat his relationship with her

191 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 4 May 1839, kstadressées & Mme. Bergier, Box
102 MG.

192 Ipid.
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provided him with such complete emotional fulfilintehat it compensated for his lack
of family. Joseph’s letters reflected his sentitaéty, though his actions did not
necessarily follow the same pattern.

In his letters, Joseph made explicit his expeatatior his return home by
providing his recipe for conjugal felicity. Whemiiny complained of unhappiness at his
departure he replied “If you want, my dear goodrid, to be happy + to make me happy,
you need to chase far from you the dark ideasfétigiue you [about infidelity], be
always good, loving + nothing will be lacking fromar happiness . . . let us forget as well
the wrongs that we will have to reproach one andtiié For Joseph, the key to marital
bliss was an obliging wife who was cheerful compdaygiving of his past adultery and
unsuspicious of his current behavior. In his cbi@zation of the problems in their
marriage, the main issue was Fanny’s attitude amads rather than any actions on his
part that may have contributed to her bad humar. him, a good marriage meant having
a cheerful home that he could return to withoutifepa reproachful and despondent
wife. It was not dependent on external factordiaga reciprocal economic partnership
or physical proximity as Fanny suggested. Love mase about verbal expressions of
affection and trust than about their lifestyle talkes a whole.

Joseph'’s effusions of love did not always readrasese to Fanny. Though her
letters are lost, she seemingly contested his slémat he loved her. He wrote, “As you
are, you please me & very much . . . Cease tethiecall the time that you fear that |

don’t love you, when you know very well to the a@my, wicked woman, it is to annoy

193 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 8 May 1839, kstadressées & Mme. Bergier, Box
102 MG.
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me that you use such languad® "Joseph’s frustration in this instance was cleat his
words suggest that Fanny had felt equally upset Banny and Joseph seem to have
maintained that as individuals they were livingtaghe cultural expectation of conjugal
love, but that their spouse was not adequatelygdsin Joseph believed affectionate
letters should be amply fulfilling and was irritdtevhen Fanny did not take him at his
word. In her turn, Fanny, who expected physicasehess and inclusion, did not read his
words of love as being consistent with the actithiag were to her destructive of marital
happiness.

Joseph and Fanny’s letters during their separatid839 revealed confusion
over how love within marriage should find expressi@oth of them evidently felt a
strong desire to be part of a loving relationshigt tvas emotionally fulfilling. Their
expectations of how that love should be expressextged significantly, and those

differences were in part dictated by the wider gbcontext of gender expectations.

Conclusion

The problems in one marriage had roots in largetatand political structures.
The infantilization of women by the legal code teeba culture of permissiveness for
men. Legally husbands and wives were not equasyrespect. The law code
explicitly stated that, “the wife [owes] obediertoeher husband'®° This justified
Joseph'’s position that it was wrong for women talleémge him. Certainly neither Fanny

nor Agathe had any leverage where Joseph was cwttether than persuasion. The

194 Joseph to Fanny, 6 May 1839, MG.

195 Spence, tran€ode NapoléorTitle 5 § 213.
88



disempowerment of women in regards to family relaghips was true for women
throughout France. The pressures acting on thgi&srwere present for bourgeois
families elsewhere and, in different ways, on famsilbf other social classes.

Companionate marriage grew in popularity in nineteeentury France, but was
in conflict with other legal and cultural changéshee time. The emergence of separate
spheres was a cultural shift that appeared to bgatble with companionability, but
was in fact in constant tension with it. If commarability signified proximity and
shared experiences, then the legal and sociakbliioits put on women by changing
gender roles made true companionability impossiBlieilarly, the Napoleonic Code
was specifically designed to strengthen the insbituof marriage by outlawing divorce
and affirming paternal power. Yet taken as a whible laws tacitly encouraged male
adultery while severely limiting the power of womterretaliate. If companionability
meant complete sexual fidelity, the culture credtgdhe new legal system was a
constant force undermining a loving marriage.

Husbands and wives engaged in the work of definorgpanionate marriage, but
they were not the only active parties. Adulterysvoath an alternative site of negotiation
and a form of pressure acting upon spousal relstiips. Extramarital liaisons allowed
men and women to experiment with romantic rolesiauit the weight of legal limitations
and social expectations. Yet adultery also pusguree on couples within marriage to
reach a compromise on the meaning of companiohabilihe question of sexual fidelity
as a component of companionate marriage becamareesof contestation precisely

because adultery acted as an external defining florcthe boundaries of the conjugal tie.
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The consistent thread implicit in all the negotias over companionability was
the question of equality. Both Fanny and Agatsuaeed that participation in a
companionate relationship gave them the right tkemtiemands on Joseph and to define
the relationship as partners. On both fronts bested this. He wanted love and
friendship, but did not want to be challenged otéde any of his privileges. Though
none of the parties involved made explicit claimhsights for women or framed their
discussion in the context of France’s republicgmeeixnents, the ideology behind
republicanism was ever present. The push for erepoent within marriage was,
however muted, a claim to equality and a rejectibtihe legal and social trappings that

left women imprisoned.
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CHAPTER IV
“‘“ALMOST OUR ADOPTED DAUGHTER": PHILANTHROPY AND

SURROGACY AS FAMILY CREATION

The Bergiers were unable to have biological childaad struggled to find a
model for family life that met their individual egptations of companionability.
Joseph’s adultery had only served to underlinentdgs in which their identity as a
couple was under stress, while at the same tintdigiging their incompatible visions of
what a companionate marriage should look like.thgy1840s, Joseph had abandoned his
philandering and as a couple they once again sautgnily life. Having long since
given up hope of having their own children, theders sought to meet their need for
offspring through other means.

Sociability was the primary avenue that the Besyiesed to address their
childlessness. Associational activity was an ingoatrpart of everyday life for the
bourgeoisie of Lyon. The Lyonnais elite in thigipd multiplied the number of clubs
and societies to which they belonged, foundingitdiale institutions to address the
needs of the poor and to provide an opportunityo@arevolence and public display of
wealth. Philanthropy played an important roleha Bergier story, not only as a means
of helping the poor, but also as a path for altévedamily creation and surrogate
parenthood. This chapter focuses on sociabilityh barmal and informal, as a means of
creating family-like relationships. Yet even as Bergiers made family-like ties with

children outside their kin, these bonds reinforctier than erased existing hierarchies.
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Gendered perceptions of the significance of chilgrayed a role in determining
how sociable networks would be deployed. The Gstpter demonstrated that men like
Joseph viewed children as part of a dynastic intfpeeramaking it difficult to imagine
family life without them. The case of the Bergist®ows that some women saw family
life as primarily an affective group, united by loisrof love and quality time. As a
consequence, what an infertile woman often missest @bout not having children were
the personal ties with the next generation. Mikea Joseph also valued personal
relationships, but children additionally represerdgnastic possibilities. Having no
children meant having no heirs to inherit propecgrry on the family name, or pay
proper respects to the dead. This gendered uaddiag of why reproduction was
important had wider resonance in the meaning ofanodharriage. While having a
small number of carefully tended children was viergortant in Franceyhythey were
important was open to debate. Childlessness lotintinen and women, but the pain
came from different sources and necessitated erdiff response.

The case of the Bergiers indicates the existenegpoéviously unexplored form
of adoption, which | call sociable surrogacy. Watrenues for legal adoption in the
modern sense largely closed to French couples, samées, including the Bergiers,
sought alternative means of family creatiéh.Existing forms of sociability such as
associational activity and informal networks praddpportunities for childless couples
to form parental relationships with children fromaiety of class backgrounds. These
ties had the advantage of easily circumventingllpggscriptions against adoption, but

lacked the protection a state-sanctioned conneuwtauid afford. Viewing these

19 jean-Pierre Guttomjistoire de I'adoption en Franc@aris: Publisud, 1993), 138.
92



interactions as an avenue for surrogacy changesigh#éicance of sociability in the
context of the bourgeois family.

There are four sections in this chapter, beginmiitg an introduction to the
institution of patronage and its class implicatiofise next two sections look at how
Fanny and Joseph used the Société de Patrona@gmfdeds Pauvres de la Ville de Lyon,
a charity Joseph founded, to fill their differingeds to become parents. Both class and
gender informed how the Bergiers employed associatiactivity as an avenue for
alternative family formation. The final sectiondaesses informal bourgeois sociability,
which, for the Bergiers, centered on substituteping of their peers’ children in the

face of their inability to have their own.

Patronage as an Instrument of Social Control

The Société de Patronage is a good example ohteeséection between formal
and informal sociability in Lyonnais society. 18410 Joseph, along with Fanny’s brother
César and their friend Claude Vachez, set up atglaailed the Société de Patronage des
Enfants Pauvres de la Ville de LybH. The three founders were tied by familial and
sociable links. Joseph and César were relatedassiage and had shared a close
relationship for fifteen years. Claude was ondaxfeph’s dearest friends and spent a
great deal of his leisure time with the Bergierd #re Bertholons. Thus the three men

were linked primarily by familial and informal satille connections. They drank

197 Undated newspaper clipping, 3 C 319 Archives Mipaies de Lyon (AML).
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together, their wives called on each other, ang fpent nearly every weekend in good
weather at the Bergiers’ estate in Collonges, Imgréind playing boule's®

It seems likely that they discussed and planneddtinding of the Société de
Patronage during these many informal meetingsafiatded ample opportunity for
conversation. On April 30, 1840 Joseph wrote tisaand Vachez went “to the meeting
of the Société de Patronage, where 40 subscribens to vote. Even though there were
only 12 administrators to name, this operatioreldsmntil 10 o’clock.*®® Evidently,
then, the men had recruited subscribers beforangadl meeting, and had already decided
that a council of administrators would run it. hiis old age, Joseph added an index to the
back of his diaries, noting for the above date ttiais the Société de Patronage was
founded.?® The fact that the first meeting was well attengledgests that the
organization had been planned and members invitexhanformal basis before its
official inception.

The Société de Patronage was also the produotmfd sociability, because all
three men and virtually all of the initial subsenb were members of Masonic lodges.
The leaders did not officially limit participatido Masons and their wives, nor do the
statutes or reports suggest just how extensivendsonic involvement was. However,
the list of male subscribers corresponds to merhiens masonic lodges, and

publications by those lodges indicate that in faasonry and philanthropy were closely

1% There are many examples in the diaries of thesialsie interactions. Some examples
include Joseph Bergier, diary, 6 March 1838, Borgi® Diary, MG; Joseph Bergier,
diary, 2 January 1840, Box Bergier Diary, MG; JdsBgrgier, diary, 8 February 1840,
MG.

19 Joseph Bergier, diary, 30 April 1840, MG.

200 30seph Bergier, diary, index 1840, MG.
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tied. Joseph’s involvement in the Société de Pafyercan therefore be understood as
part of a larger context of sociabili$*

Patronage as a type of formal sociability providegortunities for surrogate
parenthood in ways that other associational agtdidl not. Popular throughout France
in the mid-nineteenth century, patronage put wgasthlanthropists directly in contact
with the poor they sought to serve. Typically Hafved assigning a volunteer from the
elite classes to a poor child or adolescent, chgrtfie former with the moral and
professional formation of the less fortunate patéarBy pairing a patron with each poor
child, patronage created a pseudo family from ttsetd, setting the stage for surrogate
parenthood should the patron feel so inclinedrdPage was also popular among the
provincial bourgeoisie because it was a meansciadcate desirable qualities in the poor
while avoiding more coercive measures of sociatrobA™

Controlling the poor was of particular importannd_iyon, where disruptive class
struggles had threatened the status quo during@Bes. The economy of the city was
largely dependent on the silk weaving industry,clihin turn was subject to fluctuations

in the market for luxury good§® Public assistance provided a safety net for butask

201| ¢on Boitel, edSociété de Patronage pour les Enfants Pauvres ditléade Lyon et
de ses faubourgs: Compte-rendu de 184¢bn: Leon Boitel, 1845), 29-30; Andre
Combes, “La Franc-Maconnerie lyonnaise au XIXelsi&@n Lyon Carrefour Européen
de la Franc-Maconnerieed. Michel Chomarat (Roanne: SRI Edition, 20@3): Une
réalisation de la maconnerie lyonnaisa,Société de Patronage pour les enfants de la
Ville de Lyon: La mémoire du cent-cinquantenaird@-8990(Lyon: Auguste Cretin,
1990), 13.

292 | ee Shai Weissbach, “Oeuvre Industrielle, Oeuvredle: The Sociétés de Patronage
of Nineteenth-Century Franceifench Historical Studied5 (1987): 106.

203 Jeremy PopkirPress, Revolution, and Social Identities in Frark&30-1835
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University8r&002), 193-194; Ludovic Frobert,
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canuts keeping them from migrating to other cities amfrrising in revol£®* The

Société de Patronage, as well as a host of ottiélasiorganizations, primarily served the
economic needs of the bourgeoisie, albeit indiyecBy investing in the working classes
they protected their business interests from atN@laork force and their property from
riots and revolution.

The organizers of the Société de Patronage frahmdihterventions as a mission
of rescue, saving poor children from the ill efieof poverty while simultaneously
inculcating a desirable work ethic. Accordinglte statutes of the organization, their
mission was to save poor children from “vagabondagkother dire consequences of
abandon in which most of them find themselves.’e &ksociation also sought to
“facilitate their future in inspiring the princigeand habits of an upright and moral life”
and to supply moral and physical education. Toeaahthese aims, the organization
would place children “under the special patronaigene of the members of the

Society.”® The statutes charged patrons with visiting theé® of the child to counsel

Les canuts ou la démocratie turbulente: Lyon 188241Paris: Tallandier, 2009), 16-17;
Robert Bezuchalhe Lyon Uprising of 1834: Social and Political Glart in the Early
July Monarchy(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1974), 3@rywLynn

McDougall, “Consciousness and Community: The WaladrLyon, 1830-1850,”
Journal of Social Historyt2 (1978): 129.

294 Timothy B. Smith, “Public Assistance and Labor Biypn Nineteenth-Century
Lyon,” The Journal of Modern Histor§8 (1996): 2; George J. Sheridan, Jr, "The
Political Economy of Artisan Industry: Governmamid the People in the Silk Trade of
Lyon, 1830-1870,French Historical StudieXI (Fall 1979): 215-38.

203«g0ciété de Patronage Pour Les Enfants Pauvrea télle de Lyon et de Ses
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the parents and provide moral oversight. The intgieeat in these friendly visits was
the possibility that aid would be withheld if thegy failed to refornf®®

One of the main purposes of this intrusion by thédhe class into the private
sphere of the poor was to reform and educate thikimgpclasses, inculcating bourgeois
values. What constituted bourgeois values has theesubject of some historical debate.
In one sense the term signifies the set of culforattices that made membership in the
middle class universally available to those willbogperform properly; family life and
civic duty were the two criteria in this case. Veltheoretically universally available, in
reality class as culture tended to be socially ifigedn the context of patronage,
bourgeois values meant those qualities that bdlgcted well on the bourgeoisie and
would create peaceful corporate society such &, wbriety and diligence.
Accordingly, moral education was an important congy to this form of
philanthropy?®” In terms of the bourgeoisie of Lyon specificatlye class prided itself on
possessing “esprit de famille” or domestic virtaptenty, to be honest in business and
above all active and hard working in busin&8s.

Reforming the working classes was a means of raiimfg bourgeois male
solidarity. By attempting to outdo one anothegé@merosity, they showed that

competition both in industry and in sociability wast inherently self-serving or

208 Catherine Duprat/)sage et pratiques de la philanthropie: pauvretgjan sociale et
lien social, a Paris, au cours du premier XlXe &€Paris: Comité d’histoire de la
sécurité sociale, 1996) 2:675-676; Rachel FuGesnder and Poverty in Nineteenth-
Century EuropdCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005)-20@.

29" Harrison, “The Bourgeois after the Bourgeois Ratioh,” 388; HarrisonThe
Bourgeois Citizen125; Weissbach, “Oeuvre Industrielle,” 108, 118.

208 Saunier’esprit lyonnais 19-20.
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destructive. Their way of life was not causing seeial problems of an industrializing
society; it was the means of healing them. Bystme token, if the elite could induce
the working classes and the poor to emulate thewoutld validate the view bourgeois
men held of themselves. Bourgeois virtues of fliggemperance and industry, if
practiced by the poor, would confirm the broad aafiility and viability of the
bourgeois modet?®

The theme of class submission disguised as filetlypwas present in many of the
official documents of the Société de Patronage.statites decreed that, “children
admitted to patronage owe respect and submissithretoPatrons.” The organization
demanded comparable compliance from all membettsediamily: “If the parents of
children obstinately refuse to submit to the opindd the Council, this latter can
withdraw the patronage of the Society from theitdzen.”*® The first passage suggests
dutiful submission to paternal authority along s$amlines as the Napoleonic Cotfé. It
is significant, however, that Société de Patronmageired the biological fathers of the
children in question to demonstrate a similarlyraigsive attitude, deferring their
parental authority to the patrons on pain of logingncial aid. Adult men of the
working classes were infantilized and strippedatepnal power, which the bourgeois
patrons arrogated to themselves.

The underpinnings of social control colored theugseparental relationships that

the Société de Patronage fostered. Joseph, ieeglsgiven at the annual subscriber’s

299 Harrison,The Bourgeois CitizerL 23-125, 222; DufourGalixte, 90-91.
2104g0ciété de Patronage: Statuts,” 5.

211 gpence, tran€ode Napoléofitle 9, §371-373.
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meeting in 1845, justified the policy of paterngblacement by members serving as
patrons. He explained that, “many fathers of fagjlthemselves deprived of instruction,
and not understanding the cost, have neglecteehio their children to schools.” The
result of this was that many children grew up “apted in the schools of drink on our
guays.” As a result these men who “properly dedatould have become useful citizens,
vegetated miserably in misconduct and ignoran€&ven this deplorable situation in
which incompetent parenting led to drink, sloth anichinality, the Société de Patronage
was a real boon to the poor. Working class parevtse happy to divest themselves in
favor of [the patrons] the rights that nature hadferred.” The children were
accustomed to viewing patrons “as second fathaesweere respectful and grateful
toward them.” All of this gave Joseph ample reasomope that one day these children
“would become excellent workers, and good fathéfamilies.”*? These passages
make explicit the element of social control thasvaéways present in similar benevolent
works in Lyon. Couched in familial language andganted as paternalism in the
friendliest sense, it was nevertheless apparehptducing a law-abiding and
submissive working class was one of the primarysasfithe organization.

While the statutes of the Société de Patronagéorerd the hierarchies between
the classes, they also conflated philanthropy auagh@on by using familial language.
This foundational document obscured the line betmimelogical parenthood and the
authority of the patron. For example, the stagsgphonsibility of the patron was “to serve

as a second father to the child admitted to theoRagje, to care for him and oversee his

212 30seph Bergier, “Assemblée générale des sousarigtén Société de Patronage pour
les Enfants Pauvres de la ville de Lyon et deagalsdurgs: Compte-rendu de 1844.
Leon Boitel (Lyon, Leon Boitel, 1845) Fonds Anci¢mnds Coste 352852, Bibliotheque
Municipale de Lyon (BML), 7-8.
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education.?® The maternal possibilities of patronage were abfsemn the documents of
the organization, which were after all created lmnmHowever, the implication of
surrogate parenthood applied equally well to womvbn volunteered. While the
governing council did not claim to replace biolagiparents entirely, they left
ideological space for the patrons and patronessiesdgine themselves as proxy parents
and to see their interference in that light.

From the point of view of the members of the Sactd Patronage, parents who
were unable or unwilling to inculcate values sushnaustry or thrift in their children
should be supplanted by more worthy surrogate pgremo would provide the
necessary moral compass. Unlike many charitablenizgtions, the Société de
Patronage kept children in the family groups, literapted moral reform and support in
order to preserve them from “vagabondage and ther alire consequences of
abandonment” that would be their likely lot if ragsby their parents without some
outside intervention. The organization would bramgidren a brighter future by teaching
them the “habits of an upstanding and hardworkifieg &nd by supplying “their moral
and physical education” that their parents couldpnovide “either from lack of means or
negligence.?'* Patronage programs allowed bourgeois men to setqhildren on the
road to success, much as they would their own i@ntdt set the foundation of moral

rectitude and put children on the most financiatiwarding patif™®
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In order to be admitted to the program, childred ttameet a set of criteria that in
reaffirmed subordinate status. They needed tcebgden the ages of three and seven,;
young enough to benefit from early childhood in&tion and schooling, but old enough
to not need constant supervision. Their parentst imei poor, but living. The Société did
not remove children to an orphanage or other utgtit, so the mother or father must still
be able to provide a home. The condition of impisbenent was subjective and poorly
defined, but there was no lack of applicants. rifeoto participate, parents had to
provide a written application to the governing calalong with a birth certificate and

proof of good health and vaccinatiof.

Patronage as an Avenue of Pseudo-Adoption

It is within this broader context of social conirible perpetuation of certain
values, and the ambiguous definition of family tRahny’s use of the Société de
Patronage must be read. In contrast to charitabtidutions of northern France in the
nineteenth century, patronage was male-domirfdfeffanny could have no
administrative or leadership role in defining ti@dtion or scope of the organization, but
she was among the eight founding patrons and dpatesnesses in the first year of the

Société de Patronage’s existeftd-emale involvement in philanthropy highlighted
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218 Bojtel, Compte-rendu de 18449; Maconnerie lyonnaiska Société de Patronage
17.
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maternal nurture as key to both charity and ultehyatitizenshig™® As a pioneer who
set the standard for patronage, there were no geeteto dictate how the woman patron
should relate to her patronnée. The larger comtesiass relationships, as well as
Fanny’s personal experience of childlessness inddrthe ways in which she interacted
with Marie Duclos, the girl she took on as patrané

Wealth and social cachet empowered Fanny to distéfa official guidelines of
the Société de Patronage in order to make patraaémyen of surrogate parenthood. At
four years old, Marie Duclos was the youngest effihpils in the Société de Patronage.
Her father was a day laborer and her prospects grare®?® The precariousness of her
family’s position gave them a strong incentive t@gerate with anyone offering aid, as
well as little real power of resistance if the cioahs of that aid changed. In accordance
with the statutes of the organization, Marie astedficially continued to live at honfé!
Fanny decided, however, to keep her for long dtetof time at the estate in Collonges.
Instead of simply visiting Marie in the confinestbé girl’s residence, Fanny removed
her from her parents’ influence and took her todbentryside. Marie’s vulnerable
position as a poor girl allowed Fanny to ignoressldistinctions by removing the child

from her parents to care for her personally.

219 Christine Adams, “Maternal Societies in Francévdte Charity before the Welfare
State,”Journal of Women'’s Histor{2005): 89.

2201 aon Boitel,Société de Patronage pour les Enfants Pauvres difléede Lyon et de
ses faubourgs: Compte-rendu de 1848-184%n: Leon Boitel, 1850) Fonds Ancien,
Fonds Cost@52853, BML, 41; Etude Vachez, “Dépot du testarmiekiR; Magonnerie
lyonnaiselLa Société de Patronagg?.

221 Fuzier-PerrinHistorique de la Société de Patronage pour les Bisf®auvres de la
Ville de Lyon 1840-1890: Publiée en I'honneur da &inquantenair€Lyon: Rey,
1891), BML, Silo Moderne 116479, 22.
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Providing hands-on care for Marie served to sinmdtaisly cement and
circumvent class barriers. The fact that Fannycatbitrarily take a girl from her home
spoke to the power her wealth and position affordealffirming the dominance of elites
over the lives of the poor. At the same time, hoaveher care for Marie in her home
obscured class boundaries. By bringing the gid hrer own social circle she effaced to a
degree the barriers between the opportunities afthwe children and those of the poor.

Fanny transplanted Marie into her own social sphedtewing the former to
interact as a mother with other women of her cldeseby creating an alternate form of
family. She devised amusements for children, indgdarie, the daughters of her
friend Joséphine Vachez and the children of hesiosuthe Pellissiers. The children ate
at a smaller table during her dinner parties aaglqa together on the estate. She also
brought them to the Vachez home, as Joseph wrdts idiary about “the 2 little
Pellissiers & the little Marie Duclaux [sic], theyng patronée girl of my wife, who after
breakfast took them all to spend the day at Maddamhez’s house®®* Instead of being
an outside observer to the parenting of her cosiilie Pellissier and friend Joséphine,
she was a participant in their mothering groupkelthem, she oversaw the children, took
them calling on others their own age and genegallyicipated in the social aspects of
motherhood. Fanny was personally responsible faié4acare, at least while they were
in the country, allowing her to participate fullytivother mothers.

Patronage offered a non-biological means of becgrmimother, but it was a
form of motherhood with limited responsibility asdcrifice, and the relationship was

greatly influenced by class privilege. Fanny’s giosi of power over the Duclos family,

222 Joseph Bergier, diary, 26 January 1843, Box Beijary, MG; Joseph Bergier,
diary, 1 September 1844, Box Bergier Diary, MG.
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as well as her personal resources meant that sihe loe a caregiver on her own terms.
Parenthood through patronage made it possibledm awany of the laborious, not to say
dangerous, aspects of becoming a mother. Unligéplone Vachez, who lost multiple
children to miscarriage and death in infancy, Fapegame a mother without
endangering her body or experiencing childbirthe ®as also at liberty to stop her role
as caregiver at any point. The statutes of theééBode Patronage in no way obligated
her (or even encouraged her) to take her patronoée and treat her like a daughter. If
the thrill palled, she could very easily have satsaare for Marie, or she could simply
return the girl to her parents. Marie had no leggit to demand anything that Fanny
saw fit to withhold.

Both Joseph and Fanny took an active part in mg&fiarie’s needs, imbuing
patronage with emotion and a semblance of fanolighnization. While Marie did spend
stretches of her childhood in Fanny’s custody, moictine care that the Bergiers offered
came under the usual terms of patronage. The Berggav to it that the girl obtained an
education at charity schools for the poor. Joseqerto Fanny, “I have given Marie her
paper, & the note of the money that | counted & MAt this moment she is eating
breakfast, & later the farmer’s wife will take Herthe charity.** As Marie got older,
they continued to visit her at her school to follber progress. Joseph wrote, “We went
first to see the girls school in Rue Buisson totbedittle Marie for whom Fanny is the

patroness. [We] learned that for several days iz been happier with her, & and

223 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, undated 184dr|eBiographique Correspondance
Bergier 1839-1848, Box 49.2, MG.
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they gave us hope that she will end up by doingeshimg.”?** Joseph’s involvement

with Marie is evident in these excerpts. Theoedly; patronage was a relationship
between a wealthy individual and a poor child, emd lesser degree the family of the
child. Joseph’s participation in Marie’s upbringidemonstrates that patronage was in
some cases a more family-based affair than thetetabf the Société de Patronage would
indicate.

Despite the care the Bergiers lavished on Mari @sild, as she reached
adulthood they distanced themselves. Given thgtibkey much wanted to have children,
how can their rejection of this opportunity be ursieod? Though no direct evidence in
Marie’s hand exists, even the sources filteredughothe Bergiers’ lens suggest that she
was willing, perhaps wanting to be collected irtteit fictive family. The poverty of the
Duclos family and her parents’ acquiescent attitsigaal that from their perspective
adoption was tolerable, even desirable. The restlacle to pseudo-adoption came from
the Bergiers themselves. Class prevented patrdnaigebeing a fully effective form of
sociable surrogacy. The principal barrier to coapt poor child into a wealthy childless
marriage was the deep-seated prejudices of theboisie.

An inability to read emotional performance signaleel depth of the social divide
between wealthy and poor. After one visit to chieckn Marie, Joseph wrote to Fanny:
“She cried in embracing me; | thought she had dmmeething naughty, but her aunt told
me that it was pleasure & emotion, because sheloseery much, & and she is

impatient to see you. | congratulated her heartihgaged her to work hard, to be good,

224 Joseph Bergier, diary, 11 May 1846, Box Bergiari MG.
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affirming to her that it was the best means of yapawhat you do for her’®® Joseph
and Marie’s family understood her emotional workyéifferently. He assumed that her
tears signaled guilt for being “naughty,” as heostin judgment of her. Her aunt
construed the tears and embrace quite differeatiyng as interpreter for Joseph. She
read the performance as expressions of love amingf*®

Joseph was familiar with tears and embracing agiena performances within
the bourgeoisie. On one occasion when he wenaiis Reaving Fanny behind, he read
her tears as signs of missing him: “I see my gowmohdl, you are sad & very much so . . .
did | not see a tear leave a mark on the paperdpfetter]"®*’ He also read embracing
as a sign of missing someone and a happy reumderreturned from a trip at four-thirty
in the morning, and Fanny had waited up all nigihthim: “After the first embraces &
the first chatter we had some sodf”Within his own class and his family, Joseph gasil
read both tears and embracing as signs of affeatidrmissing a loved off€’ Yet when
it came to understanding the same performancerbgraber of the lower classes he read

it quite differently.

223 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 30 September,Bi¢graphique Correspondance
Bergier 1839-1848, Box 49.2, MG.

226 Monique Scheer, “Are Emotions a Kind of Practiaed Is That What Makes Them
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The relationship between Marie and the Bergiemmo$eemed family-like, but
ultimately Joseph at least could not see the gidaing anything other than a
representative member of the lower classes andftirernot truly a daughter. He did not
read emotional performances as he would thoséotiegeois daughter displaying
sensibility. Class was not just about propertyrasperity; it was also about performing
feelings #*°

The Bergiers could think of Marie as a child whesuited them, but when Marie
attempted to exert some emotional power in refoushing for a closer relationship,
Joseph characterized their relationship as traiosedt Fanny should not be “paid” in
affection, implying that Marie had some right tostmanal closeness. Instead Marie
could repay Fanny’s generosity by working hard bethg good. In other words, she
could become an exemplary member of the workingsela through her docility and
industry. Elevated socio-economic status allovwedBergiers to have their cake and eat
it too — they could claim Marie as a daughter amot@onal outlet when it suited their
needs, but could also distance themselves wherfeéltegtass boundaries were under
threat.

Family formation through patronage both reinforegdting social stratification
and was limited by social restrictions. For selgears Marie Duclos disappeared from
the Bergiers’ diaries and letters. The recordhefSociété de Patronage indicate that she
became a laundress and used the dowry provideuebyrganization to get marriédf.

In this respect she was one of the early successsbf the organization. She had been

230 Blauvelt, Work of the Heart12.

231 Magonnerie lyonnaiséa Société de Patronag@5, 37-38.
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saved from “vagabondage and other dire consequefedmndon” and was a productive
member of the working class&g.

Joseph’s diaries from 1862 contain one final refeeeto Marie, then an adult in
her late twenties. Less than a month before Fdred, when her health was rapidly
deteriorating, Marie paid a call. According todoss, they “had not seen [each other] for
3 or 4 years; they both cried® Now, at the end of Fanny’s life, Joseph readéhes of
both women as signs of shared joy at reunion andwat what would be a final
parting. He did not require an interpreter to ekpMarie’s emotions to him, perhaps
because he was himself given to frequent weepitiigatime?** In any case, the chance
of Marie becoming more than an object of charityg\\ang past.

One is left to wonder what effect the complex tielaghip between wealthy and
poor, between family and charity had on Marie sdime respects she clearly benefitted
from the arrangement. She had educational opptgsithat might have been
unavailable otherwise, she was apprenticed tode ad she had a large enough dowry
to make a class-appropriate marridfeHer association with the Bergiers improved her
material life. Yet she was largely powerless inrdlationship. Though she lived with the
Bergiers for part of her childhood, as an adultwhe unfit to be a member of their social
circle. Meddling with class boundaries servedBeegiers’ interests in pretending to be

parents, but it may well have been a disserviddade who was first pampered, then

2324g0ciété de Patronage: Statuts,” 1.
233 Joseph Bergier, diary, 8 October 1862, Box Beriery, MG.
234 Joseph Bergier, diary, 19, 23-24 October 1862, Bergier Diary, MG.
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ignored. As Marie seemingly left no records of bemn, it is impossible to know her
perspective on her pseudo-adoption.

Fanny’s use of associational activity suggeststtiere was a gender component
in the way she sought access to children. Sheablasto use her wealth and social
position to gain full access to a girl with whorestould play and interact as well as
educate, filling her need to have a maternal @hatiip with an individual child. The
fact that Fanny did not continue her relationshifhWiarie into the latter’s adulthood
suggests that what Fanny desired as a mother waaytavith and care for a small child
while her contemporaries were in a similar phas@eaf Her dismissal of Marie shows
that she was not thinking of family in primarilymbstic terms, nor was she preoccupied

with finding an heir to the family name and fortune

Creating an Heir: The Dynastic Potential of Philarmpy

Like Fanny, Joseph used associational activitynasstrument of family
creation, but the differences between their apgreatighlight how gender informed
their respective reproductive priorities. WhilenRg looked primarily for personal
relationships in her fictive kin ties, Joseph wesogcupied with dynasty and inheritance.
He left almost his entire fortune, including hisuse and lands in Saint Genis, to create
an institution called the “Institution Bergier Asigricole et Ecole Elémentaire de la
Société de Patronage des Enfants Pauvres de Ligdfi & In his testament he stated

that this property must be used to create a resalétome and rural rehabilitation

236 See Joseph Bergier, will dated July 11, 1873, ADR19933, Lyon. Hereafter the
name will be shortened to Asile or Asile Bergiell. &ficial publications and
memoranda using the full title included the worBatvregie la Villede Lyon.”

109



program for children taken on by the organizatidrose parents subsequently passed
away. This plan was a non-biological form of fayrdteation, but it was also productive
of existing hierarchiesHe created a form of family for his own ends, buthe process
reinforced gender and class structures.

Joseph framed the Asile as a solution to the gergiproblem of children who
lost their parents after being taken on as a pa&onhe great flaw of the Société de
Patronage, according to Joseph, was that it wagpess to help children whose parents
died after the organization had begun to sponsanffi’ These orphans therefore not
only lost their parents, but also the valuablegage that would guarantee their
education and professional formation. Joseph cheniaed this problem as being
orphaned twice over; in his view patrons were @ éntire family, “a Protector, a
Consoler, a Benefactor,” becoming “the friend, Support of the family?*® Under the
usual proceedings of the Société de Patronage,yvamweatrons only offered aid to
children who still lived with their family, and therganization had no infrastructure in
place to cope with orphans. As a result, the patstruck newly orphaned patronnés
from their rosters just when “our intervention ism necessary than evérJoseph
presented the Asile as a solution to this recurnpircdplem.

Providing guidelines so that the Asile would fupatsimilarly to biological kin,
Joseph explicitly characterized his project asrmfof family creation. The Asile would

be directed by a couple “blessed with the qualites distinguish the good father, the

237 | pid.
238 | pid.

239 |bid.
110



tender wife, such that family life be establisheall its richness and that there be unity
of action and Direction?* In theory, emotional ties would break down claasibrs still
further by bringing the poor permanently into Jdsgfmome to live an idealized
domestic life By characterizing these caretakers not as emplpgeeven as patrons but
as father and mother, Joseph was explicitly franhisgproject as the creation of a
family.

Joseph’s vision was to design a family that wasebéthan what nature had
provided. The Asile was not simply an orphanageité possible inhabitants also
included those whose parents the council of thééEde Patronage judged to be unfit.
Children whose progenitors “had such conduct thetcbhabitation of the pupil . . .
presents a manifest danger for the Morality, antsequently the future of the Pupil”
were also eligible for admittance. Minors who frllack of supervision or severity of
the parents” were likely to slip into vagabondagé&wancy, and who therefore should be
removed from the iniquitous influence of the ciyere also suitable for the program.
Finally, pupils who wanted to grow up to work inriaglture could voluntarily come to
the Asile as apprenticés:

In his initial proposal, Joseph framed this progst solution for orphans who
would lose the benefit of patronage. On closeutsty, however, the Asile reads as
another instrument of control, as a variety of ¢bods might justify removing a child
from living parents into the sole charge of thei8@cde Patronage. Of course the

organization had no legal right to claim custody, the threat of removing valuable

240 | pid.
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financial aid and apprenticeship opportunities dqarove persuasive. In his view, many
poor parents ought not to have any influence aiat their children, and his fictive
family would be an improvement over the biologipalents.

The Asile would function as an immersion prograngemder roles and an
idealized work ethicJoseph romanticized family life in the Asile, ontfig in his will a
small world governed by gender roles, paternal@itthand bourgeois values. The man
in charge of the Asile should be “already of anatbed age, a good teacher able to run
[the] school and provide all that concerns elemsgntestruction.” His wife should be
“good and honest, [a] housekeeper, able to cooklfdhe inhabitants of the Asile,
oversee and keep in good condition the clothintpefpupils” in which tasks she would
be helped by the female studefifs. These perfect parents, who would also serve as
instructors and estate managers, would replackithegical family of a patronné. This
was in stark contrast to the usual function of Soeiété de Patronage, in which patrons
visited children only occasionally. The Asile Biergreaffirmed both class and gender
hierarchies.

The Asile functioned as a surrogate child for jbsen several levels. In most
senses, the Napoleonic Code had hampered hisydbiliteate a family, but in this final
act he was liberated. Not having any biologicaliesor close relatives at all, he was at
liberty to dispose of his fortune in a way that fErench men wer&?® He wrote: “the

Heavens having refused me children, the free dispof my goods is mine entirely,

242 |bid.
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and | use this liberty . . . to give satisfactioratl the sentiments that animate m& "He
willed a few objects of sentimental value to disteatives and left respectable but
comparatively small legacies to each of his liviagnily members. Then he bequeathed
the overwhelming bulk of his fortune the SociétéPdéronage in order that they might
create the Asile. This massive donation includetdust his money, but also his
apartment in town, his country home, his clothimg,furniture and most of the contents
of his houses.

The Société de Patronage and more specificallAtlile solved Joseph'’s
problem of having no heir. He justified leavingtually everything to the organization
by saying that, “it could not seem astonishingrigame that after having consecrated my
life to this Society of Good Works, | would wantdesure its existence after me in
consecrating to it the largest part of a [my] fagu?*> Rather than being dispersed
among many distant relations, the money remainedange sum in the hands of a single
entity. Furthermore, his home and the objects withwould remain together in the
control and care of his chosen inheritor.

The Asile filled the role of heir by carrying oretBergier family name when
there were no biological children to do stoseph made a point of attaching his moniker
to the Asile he hoped to create. He specifieditimatist be called the “Institution Bergier
Agricultural Asylum and Elementary School of thec®té de Patronagé® The key

part of this somewhat lengthy title is the word gder. By naming it after himself he fit

244 Joseph Bergier, will dated July 11, 1873, ADR.
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in with a larger pattern of philanthropic givingknance, particularly among those who
had no children who could legally make a claimh® property. Those who left their
houses and estates to charity, in order to tunm timo orphanages, hospices or homes
for the disabled, often insisted that the institntbe named for the donor. This practice
was a means of assuring the survival of the betmfatthe minds of the legatees.
Making a bequest of personal possessions andintsis attaching one’s name to the
gift was a simple means of insuring that one’s mgmeuld live on beyond deatfi’
Joseph had made the Asile his heir both by givimgsi property and by naming it after
himself, just as he would a human child.

Finally, Joseph used his wealth to induce the iithats of the Asile and the
patronné children to perform the emotional worknafurning him that under other
circumstances would fall to biological children.oligh he had devoted a great deal of
energy to the administration of the Société dedpaiye, he had not developed personal
relationships with the patronnés as Fanny hadcdtdd not count on the beneficiaries of
his largesse to feel a personal sense of loss g@iasising, or to shed tears as Marie had
done for his wife. Though he may have seen theéBddie Patronage as an adoptive
child, he could not be certain that the young patés would see him as a father and
mourn him accordingl§*®

Recognizing that there was no guarantee of spootesm®ass grief at his death,

Joseph used his wealth to ensure there would betarard semblance of bereavement.

247 Jean-Luc MaraidHistoire du don en France de 1800 & 1839: Donegs |
charitables, pieux et philanthropiquéRennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes, 1999),
324-327.

248 Joseph was not alone in planning his funeral éddkt detail. See Pellissiém vie
privée 201.
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In his will, he expressed that his dearest wishuldde to be accompanied to my final
resting place by the largest possible number oflpfiom the Société de Patronadgé”

To guarantee that this desire was carried out fegeaf money to every mourner from the
organization who came to his funeral. He set asa@la his estate 1500 francs for this

purpose so that each pupil “of either sex who alve_come to my funeralvould

receive “a sum of ten franeghich will be given to them on their return frohet
interment.**°

The promise of financial remuneration providedaeentive for a large number
of patronné children to appear grieved at Josaphismation. “In the numerous cortége
that accompanied the defunct to the cemetery ohkeg, one noticed a group of 150
children, pupils of the Société de Patronageé."t is worth noting that one hundred and
fifty was the precise number of people who coultkree ten francs from his bequest. It
is unclear whether the Société de Patronage ttand in inviting the official mourners,
but it scarcely seems coincidental that the numsleosild match so perfectly.

The services began at a church on the peninsula@rmduded at the graveside.
Thirty-four of the patronnés attended his funeeae at St. Pothin but were too young

to make the climb up the hill to Loyas$é. The other one hundred and twenty two

climbed to the cemetery and were treated to a lydoyilClaude Vachez, who was the

249 joseph Bergier, will dated July 11, 1873, ADR.
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51 Undated clipping fronie Salut Publiquén Joseph Bergier, diary, 13 May 1878, Box
Bergier Diary, MG.

52 The cemetery of Loyasse is located atop a bugtedbminates the skyline of Lyon.
The climb to the top is quite steep. Nicolas Dueam Joseph Bergier, diary, 13 May
1878, MG.
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logical choice both as Joseph’s “intimate friendddecause of his leadership role in the
Société de Patronag® He enjoined them to “keep the memory of this éayd when
you return to this funerary field, you could sayshowing this tomb: Here lies a good
man, he was among the first rank of the foundessa helped our parents take the first
steps, always so difficult, in lifé®® Upon leaving the cemetery officials from the
Société de Patronage gave the seemingly bereaildceartheir ten franc&®
Joseph’s funeral shows both the strengths and dag&nesses of using
philanthropy as a means of family creation. On lozwed, Joseph was able to use his
wealth even in death to pressure those in needttidka a family to him. Paying
mourners was not all that unusual in Lyon, as vgdtimilies would pay old men
residing at the Charité to augment the cortégenaakk for a more impressive
processionat>® In Joseph'’s case, however, the paid mournerssibtg owed Joseph
some gratitude and personal connection. In additieey were not supplementing an
already large group of bereaved kin; they congitti#timost the entire procession.
Paying for mourners was an assertion, consciootherwise, of the differences
of class that separated Joseph from the beneésiafithe Société de Patronage. Joseph
divided his mourners into at least two differentogional communities. One group was

made up of fellow members of the bourgeoisie: higHers from the Masonic lodge,
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fellow Patrons, friends and kin. The other growgs\extremely poor. His associations
with the former led him to make assumptions abbetriature of the affective bonds
between people and the socially approved modesiofienal expression; he did not
have to tell the bourgeoisie how to mourn, nortdedffer to pay them to conform to his
expectations. In contrast, he had no expectalianthe poor would grieve appropriately
even after forty years of work in a service orgatian. Instead he offered to pay them to
act grieved in the manner of the bourgeoisie. Eagehe invited the patronné children to
conduct themselves as if they were his family,desserted that they were separate and
subservient by paying thef’

In addition to regulating his funeral, Joseph mpevisions for the children of
theAsileto maintain his grave. While ordinarily regulasits to the cemetery and the
decoration of the tomb would be the obligation lufdren and family members, Joseph
could not guarantee his remains would receivertmitional respect. Accordingly, he
ordered that two thousand francs be invested atdhk interest be “entirely consecrated
to the maintenance, cleanliness and upkeep” gblbisn Loyasse as well as to care
for the “Mausoleums, urns and gardens” that wevadcthere”>® Joseph'’s provisions for

his tomb fit in to a larger pattern among childlpssple in Francé&?’

57 Barbara H. Rosenwein, “Worrying about Emotionsiistory,” The American
Historical Reviewl07 (2002): 842; Eustace et al., “Historical StoflfEmotions,” 1497.

28 Joseph Bergier, will dated July 11, 1873, ADR.sTihivestment was prudent, as even
today his tomb is remarkably well kept. It is nbetter known for the quality and
interest of the headstone than the fame of thepasdyand is part of a walking tour of
Loyasse. See Ville de Lyon, “Le cimetiére de Loga$3es pierres qui parlent,” accessed
February 3, 2014, http://lwww.lyon.fr/lieu/culte-@tnetieres/cimetiere-de-loyasse-
ancien.html.
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Sociable surrogacy involved values of both genddrdass. Gender played a
role in determining what made children importanttte family. For Fanny, having
children was primarily about emotional bonds anaket activities so she used the
Société de Patronage to gain access to a chitthddpurpose. To Joseph, the primary
purpose of having children was dynastic. He saso@ational activity as a means of
creating an heir and a legacy. Although the Besgapproached surrogacy differently, in
part informed by the gender expectations of thelituce, their values as determined by
social position united them. Wealth and social posetermined the ability of the
bourgeoisie to gain access to poor children inmtméecome surrogate parents to them.
At the same time, philanthropy as pseudo-parentheiodorced class distinctions in a
variety of ways. Sociable surrogacy was both cmeint on and productive of other

hierarchies.

Contested Surrogacy: Family Creation and Informati&bility

Thus far | have looked at formal sociability througssociational activity, but |
now turn to informal social networks as a formarnily creation. Property ownership
was central to definitions of family, because itedlmined the subtle hierarchy at play in
the production of familial ties. This was dramalig evident for patrons, whose wealth
encouraged the poor to be cooperative, as povatiemesistance exceedingly difficult

for the patronné. Yet wealth also played a roldefining sociable surrogacy within

5% Donors employed a variety of strategies to enpusper upkeep of their graves. One
offered a financial prize for in a contest for bede, the winner of which would have to

leave a wreath on the tomb of the donor. Anotidapthropist gave a large donation to
an orphanage, with the proviso that the orphan® g@r tomb on the anniversary of her
death each year to leave a bouquet. See Mataitnire du don 323.
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class boundaries in ways that were less obvioustbusignificant. Distinctions of
wealth within the bourgeoisie had an impact on Wwaea family with children would

find it desirable to be “adopted” by another coumlaot. While intraclass ties might
seem to be horizontal, existing among social eqiralact fine divisions emerged based
on property ownership.

Informal sociability for the bourgeoisie of proviatFrance was gendered, and
the seclusion that women experienced fostered yaik# groupings. As was the case in
other regional capitals, the bourgeoisie of Lygoni¢glly fled the urban setting in summer
time, settling instead in luxurious homes in ourtyvillages. Men would commute into
the city for business while women and children sthfull time in the countryside?®
This pattern was consistent for most members obthugeoisie of Lyon; the Bergier
archive is replete with references to visits taaas familial estates as well as the weekly
house parties they hosted themseRfés.

Possession of a country estate conferred patrigpoineer, as less fortunate
members of the bourgeoisie converged on the hoféese who did. In the 1830s and
1840s young families filled the estate at Collongesapacity on the weekends, enjoying
the bucolic pleasures it offered. The relationshgs fairly one-sided; the Bergiers were
virtually always hosts, not guests, and most oif tiisitors were dependent on them to

keep up the lifestyle of visiting the country.

260 Apgleraud and Pellissietes dynasties lyonnaise340; See also Chalinegs
bourgeois de Roue08; AdamsComfort and Staty$6.

261 Joseph Bergier, diary, 17 May 1835, MG; Joseplyigerdiary, 23 July 1843, MG;
Joseph Bergier, diary, 22 June 1845, Box BergianDiMG.
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The subordinate social and financial position thatVachez family occupied
relative to the Bergiers made them ideal candidatective kinship. Claude and
Joséphine Vachez found themselves unable to live the migratory lifestyle of the
bourgeoisie. Claude was several years youngerdbseph, situating him at a lower rung
on the social ladder in terms of accumulated wedhhbring the 1840s, Claude’s parents
were still living, meaning that unlike Joseph heswat the beneficiary of a substantial
inheritance that included an estate. While hisgssibn as a notary allowed them to live
a comfortable lifestyle, it was not equal to maiiniteg two separate househofs.

Between house parties, the estate at Collonges\iemale-dominated space.
Joséphine and her daughters stayed for extendaipevith Fanny at Collonges, while
Claude and Joseph came on weekends to play bewddsor to hunt with large house
parties?®® The women therefore spent most of their time fieraale-dominated rural
sphere, at least through summer and much of autdrhis domestic arrangement
created an intimate setting that lent itself toBleegiers’ alternate form of family
creation.

The relative social status of the Bergier and Vadhaeilies was subject to
seasonal variations. In winter, when both familresd in smaller urban dwellings, the
families met on equal footing at society gatherinlygsthe summer, however, the fact that
the Bergiers owned an estate and the Vachez faflypot tipped the social balance in

favor of the Bergiers. The friendship and mutdédcion between the families obscured

262 Fuzier-PerrinHistorique 65.

263 Joseph Bergier, diary, 4-10 September 1842, MG.
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this hierarchy, but it was nevertheless presentpaned a role in Fanny’s surrogate
family creation.

The constant contact that living on the same egt@@ded gave Fanny ample
opportunities to develop a mother-like relationshiph Joséphine’s daughters. Joseph’s
diaries give a sense of the family life the two vesnand the girls shared. Gathered
around the fire, Joseph read while “Fanny workedngmurse, Mde Vachez
embroidered some slippers, Cécile mended sometgittig two little Vachez [girls] as
sweet as can be strung pearls. My reading wasérgty interrupted by the
conversations of these ladies, but since | was @dging newspapers it didn’t make
much difference®* This domestic scene would have repeated itséif da the women
lived and worked together. On occasion, Joségkihder children at Collonges in the
care of Fanny and the servants.

The prolonged contact between the Bergiers an¥#obez family led the former
to think of the little girls as family. Joseph &gfily referred to Fanny Vachez, his
wife’'s goddaughter, in these terms. He wrote @& oocasion when the little girl was too
shy to speak: “Their little Fanny, having becommadt our adopted daughter as we kept
her nearly 6 months at Collonges, did not wangtio to us.?° In this excerpt, Joseph
made clear that he saw their relationship with\taehez girls as being pseudo-adoptive.
While he knew there was no legal tie, the longgusiof intimacy and care in Collonges

justified in his mind characterizing the girls as and Fanny’s daughters.

264 Joseph Bergier, diary, 18 November 1842, MG.

263 Joseph Bergier, diary, 2 December 1844, MG.
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Sociable surrogacy required work. Having permahenseguests multiplied
Fanny’'s domestic obligations. The guests could Hestraction or an impediment to her
routine as chatelaine. By forming close bonds Wdképhine and especially her
daughters, Fanny was committing to both physicdlemnotional work. Yet Fanny was
willing to expend this extra effort, seeing it afbam of parenthood and the best means of
creating a maternal relationship.

A childhood illness of the eldest Vachez daughi&gile, illustrated the interplay
of emotion, household labor, and gender. Josemrded the episode in his diary, and
his account is striking in the way he distanceddalinfrom responsibility. After visiting
her ailing grandmother, five-year-old Cécile becamgy sick. Joseph noted “we think
that it is Measles, if indeed it is not smallpdDr. Potton, the family physician,
thought it was an acute case of scarlet feverJbsgeph scoffed that he always
exaggerated the severity of an illness, as “anitaday of making your reputation, since
everyone says; he healed this or that person fregemaserious illness.” Joseph
concluded that, since Potton thought it was seriusust not be much cause for
worry.?®” He disassociated himself from the crisis and toolactive role in its
resolution. This does not mean he was indiffeter@écile or that he did not see himself
as part of her family, as subsequent events idtestr Rather, he was twice removed from
the laborious aspect of parenthood. His relatign&hthe little girl was not biological,
and he was male rather than female. In contraktdeph, Fanny was intimately involved

in the crisis.

268 Joseph Bergier, diary, 30 October 1842, MG.

267 Joseph Bergier, diary, 31 October 1842, MG.
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Fanny’s care for Cécile involved a great deallofqical labor. She played an
active role in nursing Cécile back to health. Jbsepted that “Fanny & Mde Vachez
have practically not left the side of the littled@é.”*°® Fanny recorded in her récoltes
book “It is by the bedside of the patient, by whbam spending the night that | write
this journal, from which | am frequently disturbleg the plaintive cries of this child®
She did not record the details of caring for titieligirl, though soothing her in moments
of distress was part the work. She likely alsmfald to soothe the fever and facilitated
various bodily function8’®

The work of caring for the sick interfered with Bgs own responsibilities to the
estate. She wrote in her récoltes accounts “Agi@rdespite the desire that | have to
devote myself to my garden bed of Roses and Cubgsites | am kept from it either by
Bergier who constantly Consults me for informatasrby Mme. Vachez, little Cécile has
scarlet fever and she suffers a great deal angabemother is worn out*! Caring for
the little girl necessitated sacrifice on Fannyast@nd the neglect of her own duties and
responsibilities.

The medium Fanny chose to document her care ofediéaignificant. She
wrote about it in her récoltes notebook, a diaat thas almost exclusively devoted to
detailing her household work, the management oéthate, agriculture and her accounts.

She virtually never wrote about her feelings, fanoit noted personal reflections in it.

268 Joseph Bergier, diary, 2 November 1842, MG.
259 Fanny Bergier, récoltes diary, 2 November 184% Bergier Diary, MG.
270 Smith, Ladies of the Leisure Classé.

2" Fanny Bergier, récoltes diary, 2 November 1842, MG
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The fact that she recorded her care in this wagestg that she recognized the effort she
expended as being a form of work. Caring for @&aihs for Fanny like the unpaid labor
she performed running the farm and selling agncaltproducts. It was real work that
should be accounted for in her chronicle of therthe expended on behalf of the
family.

The crisis situation demanded emotional work,ipaldrly from the women
involved. Joséphine was “extremely tormented bexhes daughter was constantly tired
& she feared that her iliness was going to therbrdachez himself seemed worried &
tired.”?’? Joséphine’s “extreme torment” was culturally apiate in the context of
sensibility as a norm for women. Yet self-contras also what both the situation and
the cult of sensibility expected of its practitiostea mother should feel suffering deeply,
but not so much as to interfere with other aspetteender performancd?® Giving way
to despair would prevent her from offering the pbgiscare her daughter required.
Joséphine succeeded in producing appropriate ensofinit not in controlling theff?

In contrast, Fanny performed the important ematiovork of self-control. While
Joséphine was in torment, Fanny stayed up all mghding Cécile. She noted in her
private records that, although Cécile frequenttgnaid “plaintive cries,” the girl was
otherwise “as reasonable as a big per$6h.8he praised the girl’s ability, even in

extreme illness, to school her feelings and agialesibly and appropriately.

272 Joseph Bergier, diary, 2 November 1842, MG.
273 Blauvelt, Work of the Heart34; SmithLadies of the Leisure Clas$08.
2’ Rosenwein “Worrying about Emotions,” 837.

2’>Fanny Bergier, récoltes diary, 2 November 1842, MG
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Bourgeois sociability created opportunities farsgacy that the legal system
denied to childless couples. The cultural praabicestival migration to estates provided
opportunities for female networks to become fanilkg-groupings. Long before the
crisis of scarlet fever, Fanny and Joséphine hald lbeen in maternal roles with the little
girls. In the moment of calamity, however, Fanngved to be better able to do both the
emotional and the physical work of being a mothEnese interactions led her to see
Joséphine’s daughters as her own, thereby creatiictjve family that fulfilled her
desire for children.

The relative positions of the Vachez and Bergaenifies in the early 1840s
disguised the fact that the former still controlted boundaries of their family. Fanny
was able to act as a surrogate mother to thes getause it was advantageous to the
Vachez family to allow it. The social importandepooperty ownership made Collonges
an attractive destination, and Fanny took on sohtleeolabor of childrearing. It was
convenient to the Vachez family that Fanny be pteaithe latitude to act as and
consider herself to be a mother. In this respécil€ and Marie had a good deal in
common; Fanny could be a mother to them as smésllgecause for both families it was
expedient that she do so, albeit for different oeas

By the time Cécile reached adulthood in the 186Gsdelicate hierarchy between
the Vachez and Bergier families had shifted draradl$i. The Bergiers had suffered a
significant financial loss that led them to sekithmansion in Collonges in 1859, though

Joseph later purchased a much smaller summer hothe village of Saint-Genis-
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Laval?’® Meanwhile, Claude Vachez had inherited his faimigstate at Irigny and so
was no longer dependent on the Bergiers for pdgitasure$’’” Changes in wealth and
property meant that the position of the two fansilie the social hierarchy had reversed.
Much of the time, the friendly relationship of ttveo families obscured this reality.

The care needs of the two families had also cliabgdhe early 1860s.
Joséphine was no longer the mother to small childrel so no longer needed help in
tending her brood. Fanny was nearly blind andiyeglin to suffer from the series of
illnesses that ended in her death at the end d&.18#He could no longer serve as a
hostess and was herself in need of companionshiigentiort’® The age difference
between the two couples had begun to work agaiesBergiers, as Claude and
Joséphine were eight and eleven years youngeeatsgly’’® As a result, they found
themselves at the center of the social whirl witrmageable daughters while the
Bergiers were increasingly past their prime. Tientiship between the two families
remained, but the Bergiers no longer had the upaed and were more likely to be the
subject of munificence than the dispensers thereof.

Cécile’s marriage to a wealthy merchant in 1860 thasmoment that forced the

Bergiers to see their own exclusion from the Vadaeaily circle. Joseph’s diary made

27® Etude Claude Vachez, “Vente Bergier Chonier,” 28yM859, 3 E 19824, ADR;
Joseph Bergier, diary, 22 November 1862, MG. Josepiainly owned the property in
Saint Genis at the time of Fanny’'s death.

2’7 Several letters from 1848 suggest that Claude &ablad begun to use his family’s
estate at Irigny regularly. Joseph Bergier to FaBesgier, 27 September 1848, 30
September 184& October 18487 October 1848, Correspondance Bergier 1839-1848,
Box 49.2, MG.

2’8 Joseph Bergier, diary, 20 December 1859, Box BeiDjiary, MG.

2’® Marriage record Vachez Duviard, 22 January 183 1582 Record 13, AML.
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the conflicting expectations of the two familiesat. He wrote “It is today that Cécile
Vachez marries at the hotel de ville M. LéopolchEme, & if something astonishes me,
it is definitely to not have been one of the wisesof this ceremony, to which | was not
invited.”® The invited guests included the groom’s fathet larother, the bride’s
parents and uncle and two other men whose reldiipns the family is uncertaift*
Joseph’s entry made it plain that he assumed hédvibeua witness at the civil ceremony
and was shocked when he learned otherwise. Hls®®n was a reflection of the way
Claude Vachez chose to define the boundaries damsy.

In addition to the shared history that made Joseghentitled to be a witness, his
inclusion in other parts of the marriage preparaimay have led him to believe he
would be part of the actual ceremony. Fanny asé@do had been invited to be present
when Cécile and Léopold signed their marriage emmta separate ceremony from the
wedding itself. In French society, couples tydicdrafted a contract a week or so
before the actual wedding. The main purpose waslitilne the financial and legal
obligations of the two families. The document defl the groom’s wealth and specified
the exact contents of the bride’s dowry. The cantadso typically stated what marriage
regime the couple had chosen, whether their prppastild be communal or if her

dowry would be kept separate as a private soureeafth to be passed on to her

280 3oseph Bergier, diary, 15 November 1860, Box Beriary, MG.

281 Mariage record Frinzine Vachez, 15 November 1889,1157 Record 352, AML.
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children. It was an important social event that noosisidered to be as binding as
marriage itself, to which family members and clé#ends were typically witnessé&

Joseph and Fanny were also invited to view theailbeba key element of
Cécile’s transition to married life and an impottétual of bourgeois belonging. Joseph
wrote: “they showed us the corbeille which is vieeautiful, very rich & and in good
taste.“®* The corbeille was a trunk full of gifts and luxitgms that the groom was
supposed to offer the bride in exchange for herrgipaften including underclothes,
jewels, expensive shawls and other fashion itemisaleune fille was forbidden to wear.
Generally valued at between five and ten percettiebride’s dowry, it was a status
symbol and a means of signaling both the wealth@fyroom and the virtue of the bride
that made such gifts worthwhile. The presentatiwh @npacking of the corbeille was an
important ceremony that usually took place immedyabefore the signing of marriage
contracts. It embodied a young woman'’s transitmadult life as she acquired the
accoutrements of a married lady. Joseph’s inclusidhis momentous occasion was
another signal of intimacy**

The signing of Cécile’s marriage contract was &\fesoccasion. There were
“about twenty people. From the side of M. Frinzihes father, two of his brothers & his

sister; from the Vachez side, the Duviard familgh®itt, Mde Girard from Paris, M

82| aroche-Gisserot, “Pratiques de la dot,” 1443; larapd and Pellissietes dynasties
lyonnaises371; The social endogamy of the bourgeoisie in Liyas been well
documented. See Foléyomen in France38.

283 Joseph Bergier, diary, 5 November 1860, MG.

284 Sysan HinerAccessories to Modernity: Fashion and the Femimingineteenth-
Century FrancgPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pre€s ®,49-52; Peter
Gay, The Bourgeois Experience: Victoria to Frewal. 2, The Tender PassiaiNew
York: Oxford University Press, 1986), 102-103.
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Dugueyt & Ducruet & us®® On this occasion, the Bergiers were includedaasqd the

family. The Duviard and Schmitt families were Gé'si maternal relations. How Mde
Girard fit in is ambiguous, but Dugueyt and Ducrwete notarie$®® They may have
also been friends, given that Claude was himsetitary, but they were most likely
present in a professional capacity to draft andegss the contract. On this occasion,
then, Joseph and Fanny were included in what weswise a family gathering.
Joseph'’s exclusion from being a witness was thesedth the more surprising to
him, as he likely read his invitation to the sigmof the marriage contract as an
affirmation of his status as family. The Vacheaashfer delineated the boundaries of
their family by excluding the Bergiers from otherts of the wedding celebrations.
Joseph was shocked when he learned that he ang #&ne not invited to the wedding
feast. He wrote “I was equally very surprised yekig in learning from Mde Vachez that
| am not invited to the dinner either, but onlythe ball like everybody®’ There is
absolutely no evidence of conflict between the \éacand Bergier families that would
suggest the latter were left out due to discorevben them. The weddings of the

younger Vachez girls in later years followed a fampatterr?®® The omission of the

285 joseph Bergier, diary, 5 November 1860, MG.

286 | 'abbé VachetNos lyonnais d’hier 1831-191aint-Etienne: Imprimerie des
Sourds-Muets, n.d.), 129; Etude Stéphane Dugubidriage Bertholon Thevenet,” 2
March 1835, 3 E 12248 ADR; Etude Ducruet, “Mari@gagier Koch,” 14 October
1851, 3 E 12312 Record 511 ADR.

287 Joseph Bergier, diary, 5 November 1860, MG.

288 Joseph Bergier, diary, 16 April 1868, Box Berdary, MG; Joseph Bergier, diary,
28 April 1869, Box Bergier Diary, MG.
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Bergiers from the guest list to certain parts efwedding was therefore not the result of
animosity or contention.

The Bergiers’ exclusion was an assertion of pathiakauthority on the part of
Claude Vachez. His decision to exclude Josephawaanifestation of his own right to
determine the boundaries of his family, an act tes facilitated by the fact that the
Vachez family no longer occupied a subordinatetjzrsielative to the Bergiers?
Joseph’s diary entries on the subject reflect éss of entitlement and the inclusion that
he felt should be his by right: “I admit that thieehdship that unites me to Vachez made
me hope to be seen as a member of the family &laadtruelly wounded me. Also, it
made me sad & dazed.” This is explicit evidena foseph felt his friendship was
enough to make him family, particularly in light thle care that the Bergiers had given
Cécile over the years.

While Claude left no written record of his motivess actions communicated that
he was asserting his own rights as a father. bosamed the exclusion as a violation of
friendship and family, characterizing his experieas an affront to sentiment. Emotion
obscured what was in fact a contest of patriarab#tority. Joseph’s entries seethed
with disappointment, hurt, shock and sadness. &arthese emotions however, was a
contest between the man who had once dominatetiveeffamily composed of both
Vachez and Bergier branches, and a man determonassert the primacy of biological

fatherhood?®°

289 5ee Anne Verjud,e bon marj 201-202.

29 \While it would be invaluable to have Fanny’s pejve on this exclusion, by 1860
she was almost completely blind and was no longarposition to leave written records.
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Claude Vachez defined his family’s relationshiphatite Bergiers through
existing cultural conventionsle did not snub Joseph, despite the latter’'s hiungteliary
entries. Claude invited the Bergiers to see timraot signing and to view the corbeille,
both signs of the intimacy of friendship and reatign of the closeness between the two
families. He signaled to the Bergiers that theyangear to him, but asserted the right to
define just how intimate the relationship truly wdsy including them in some respects
and excluding in others he defined the boundaffiégsdfamily, with the Bergiers firmly
outside the circle in the realm of friendship.

The Code Napoléon protected patriarchy, confempigleges as well as
responsibilities on fathers. Though the Bergiexd imvested a great deal in their
surrogate daughters, they had no legal claim omfi&The Vachezes were happy
enough to allow the Bergiers to participate inldi@rious aspect of childrearing, but
balked when the latter demanded the privilegesweat with parenthood. The Bergiers
could not demand or force their way into the fansilgle, and they no longer had the

leverage property and labor had provided when theng younger.

Conclusion
The Bergiers used existing sociable links to argdbble together a family.
Philanthropy offered one avenue to get arounddfallproscription on adoption, but

ultimately this form of adoption was limited by staprejudices. Sociability presented a

There are therefore no diary entries or lettersfh®r perspective, and Joseph rarely
recorded her words or views in his own entries.

291 gpence, tran€ode Napoléofitle 9, §371-375; Title 5 §213.
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more promising avenue for fictive adoption, but pneblem of patriarchal supremacy led
other families to resist the Bergiers’ attemptsatect them. Toward the end of his life,
left a widower without children, Joseph sadly refikgl on the failure of their attempts at
family creation: “Alas! What draws me to Lyon, epta few good friends, b@itiends

are not a family’*®> Over the long term, the Bergiers’ efforts to ¢eeafamily were not
very successful.

The power to define one’s family was contingentaod productive of other
social hierarchies. The gulf between the bourgeaisd the working poor meant that
pseudo-adoption through philanthropy was simultasdimited by and reproductive of
class distinctions. Although affluent philanthrstsi prided themselves on instilling
bourgeois values of thrift and hard work, theirlgsas not to erase the divisions of class
and instead reinforced hierarchical power relatigpss even in cases that mimicked
adoption. Although informal sociability was seegiindefined by horizontal
relationships, it was in fact subtly hierarchicalveell. Paternal power and property
ownership were grounds of contest in the formatibfamily.

In spite of the ultimate failure of the Bergieraniily creation, their efforts were
revealing about their wider social context, andrtteaning of family in nineteenth
century France. Although historians have madeotiiee records of philanthropic
institutions, the sources should be reexaminedta®y charity as a bourgeois activity
was telling about the relations between classemeBth that bigger institutional picture,
however, the individual relationships can tell ugreat deal. Fanny modified the

function of an organization to meet her own ematloreeds. Patronage was a

292 Joseph Bergier, diary, 26 May 1871, MG. Emphasiem
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widespread model for philanthropy in nineteenthtggnFrance, and was designed with
the aim of fostering personal relationships. Tioeiss of those personal relationships
have a great deal of significance to the historgheffamily and the history of emotions
that has remained unexamined.

The jockeying for position between the Joseph@ladide shows that there were
extremely fine gradations within the hierarchyoé bourgeoisie itself. In broad terms,
the two families seemed equal, in terms of wealticjal standing and rank in
associations. Yet even within this single strateeady fairly narrow, the hierarchy
remained fluid. Claude’s use of the rituals sunding marriage to assert patriarchal
authority begs a reexamination of notary recordsifa new perspective. The signatures,
and more significantly their absence in marriagetiaets and parish registers tell a great
deal about the definitions of family and the asserof paternal power as an expression
of social standing. The need to exclude and tmgéufor inclusion suggests that within
the ranks of the Lyonnais bourgeoisie there wa®atgleal of uneasiness about what it

meant to be bourgeois, a topic that will be addr@ss the next chapter.
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CHAPTER V
BETWEEN CONFIDENCE AND SECRECY: DIARY WRITING

AS FAMILY FORMATION

Joseph and Fanny both participated in creatingna gochive that spanned nearly
eighty years. Though both wrote extensively, tpemposes in doing so were distinctly
different. Joseph envisioned his writing as a nsezrobtaining immortality, ensuring
that his name would not die with him. He acknowledld‘it is assuredly a very bizarre
idea to transmit to who knows whom the existence wfan, & to make known day by
day his impressions, his works, his travels.” Hguad, however, that the practice of
writing a diary daily was not only laudable for hparsonally but should become a
mandatory nation-wide custom, concluding “who kndows this system would have over
time a great civilizing and moral impact?® In contrast, Fanny had no interest in
renown, pressing Joseph to adopt her point of viww“the less one holds a place in the
world, the happier one i€* Instead, she used diary writing as a means ofiringt
companionate marriage, fostering intimacy and comioation between them as a
couple. The tensions within French marriages gwemeaning of companionability
become legible in the Bergiers’ shared writingsh&y negotiated the relative importance

of spousal intimacy and the creation of a legacy.

293 Joseph Bergier, “Journal de la vie,” MG, 1-2.

294 Fanny Bergier to Joseph Bergier, 28 April 184&dBaphique, Box 49.2, MG.
134



This chapter focuses on the function of diary wgtin the creation and nurturing
of companionate marriages. The first two sectmfrthis chapter look at Fanny and
Joseph’s authorship separately. Fanny pioneeeeBehgiers’ self-writing project and
used her writing to communicate with Joseph arulitd intimacy. In contrast, Joseph
employed the diary as a tool to come to terms wighown inadequacies and to build a
legacy that would last beyond his death, replatiegchild he never had. This conflict
between a view of family that centered on the cewpid one that was primarily dynastic
is a central theme throughout both the dissertatiahthis chapter. The final section
focuses on the diary that Fanny kept during theltgsn of 1848, which provides a
point at which their two visions of family and theeparate ideas about self-writing came
into direct conflict.

This chapter examinescrits du for privéas a means of both strengthening and
regulating family relationships. The teéurits du for privé coined by Madeleine Foisil,
encompasses a variety of self-writing forms inahgdmemoirs, autobiographies and
intimate diaries. Scholars have since expandetetineto mean personal
correspondence as wéif. This type of evidence has proven to be very usefu
historians of private life seeking to understarelitiner world of family relationships.
The Bergiers’ journals are useful not only for tr@ntent, but for what the act and style

of writing can tell us about priorities between temouses.

29 Madelaine Foisil, “L’Ecriture du for privé,” iRlistoire de la vie privée: De la
Renaissance aux Lumiered. Roger Chartier (Paris: Seuil, 1986), 3d0gille Bossis,
“La place nécessaire de I'épistolaire dans legsedti for privé,” inAu plus prés du
secret des coeurs: nouvelles lectures historiqességrits du for privé en Europe du
XVle au XVII siecleds. Jean-Pierre Bardet and Francois-Joseph R(R@iis: Presses
de l'université de Paris-Sorbonne, 2005), 73.
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Defining the Archive

The composition of the Bergiers’ diaries, sometimgsdividuals, sometimes as
a couple, was revelatory both of their individuaind the gender differences inherent in
that, and their identity as a couple. This secpmvides an overview of the evolution of
the diary project in terms of authorship, formatl atyle. The first journal-like text that
either of the Bergiers produced was a travel acctihat they wrote of their honeymoon
through the Midi in 1825. This document was tHiegt shift away from letter writing
toward ego writing, though it still retained ansplary formaf®® Fanny wrote a series
of letters addressed to her brother César, buttéhntent that they would be read more
broadly by the rest of the family. Though epistgler structure, the letters also worked
as a diary, as she wrote multiple dated entriemah installment and she intended that
the letters be kept together as a single unit. mibaging of genres was not unique to the
Bergiers, as other diarists flirted with the liretween diary and letter writirfj’ Joseph
contributed to what was essentially Fanny’s projerciting several of the entries.

Fanny recommenced diary writing in 1830 when shetwa her first trip to
Paris. This was the first bound volume journalduise either of the Bergiers, and she
employed it primarily as a means of keeping hepants. The entries list the sights she
saw but provide no introspection and little degdarip Joseph did not contribute to the

entries?®® Fanny’s first two ego documents were travel émrivorks that were both

29 Fanny Bergier to César Bertholon, 18 April to 16yM.825, Box 64.2 MG.

297 See Lyons, “Love Letters,” 233; LyorReading Culture168; Philippe Lejeuné)n
Diary, ed. Jeremy Popkin and Julie Rak, trans. Kathé&umain (Manoa: University of
Hawaii Press, 2009), 86.

298 Fanny Bergier, Travel Diary, 1830, Box 64.2 MG.
136



chronologically and thematically limited. Travabkpired writing because it lent itself to
a narrative format, and the contrast to ordindeydeemed to justify the effdit?

Fanny continued her diary in a small quarto volumeting from 1831 through
1833 up until Joseph began to keep his diary o\tfendas. This diary no longer exists
and the only explicit reference to it can be foumthe conclusion to Joseph’s
autobiography®® Fanny stopped keeping a diary at the point ths¢gh began.

In 1833 Joseph took over the documentation ofdhaly, dominating the record
until his death 1878. This transition of authopsivas a watershed moment, as control of
the marital narrative shifted decisively into Jdssphands. Never again would Fanny
have ascendancy in determining the nature of tb@rdeits contents or its composition.
Joseph decided to purchase an agenda with preegmiates and began to write daily
entries to write what “there will be of interestdnr life.”*°* The initial entries were
short, though as time went on they became moréleldtand more centered on the
principal writer. For the next forty-five yearsetle were scarcely any blank days in the
growing collection of annual agendas, with thelfeatry in Joseph’s hand coming a
month before his deaff{? Fanny occasionally contributed as an authorjtbwés not
her diary. With a few exceptions, all of thesewnes still exist in excellent condition in

the Musée Gadagne. For part of this period, F&kepy a parallel set of documents that

29 phjlippe Lejeune and Victoria Lodewick, “How Dodbies End?,Biography24
(2001): 101; Daniel Fabre, “Le Récit de Vie et Sdmdele. Mémoires D’'un
Languedocien Ordinaire, Pierre Prion (1687-1758hhales Du Midil22 (2010): 212.
300 30seph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” 161.

301 3oseph Bergier, diary, 17 February 1856, Box BerDiary, MG.

302 30seph Bergier, diary, 3 April 1878, MG.
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she titled Récoltes, which were primarily housetastdounts and records of harvest
yields at their summer estate.

Joseph completed his life record by indexing higids and creating an
autobiography, thereby producing a self-archivé sipanned from before his parents met
until shortly before his death. In the 1860s he ewmdindex for his personal diaries,
which he inserted in loose leafs at the back oheatume. The second, and more
substantial project of his later years was his wehime autobiography. A reader
approaching his archive would be tempted to seeathihis first work, because it begins
with an account of his antecedents and conclud&834, right before his diary takes up
the record. In actuality, the autobiography waslé#st literary effort in which he
engaged, and he worked on it concurrently withdlai$y diaries of the 1860s and 1870s.
In the preface, Joseph wrote that his one regrst‘teahave started it too late.” The
autobiography was designed to “compensate forlkerece of daily journals during the
first years of my life.?** It also functioned as a tool for image control aetf-
justification, as will be discussed more fully. €8 various writings, Fanny’s travel
journals, the Agendas and the autobiography, asasehe letters cited elsewhere, make

up the Bergier archive housed in the Musée Gadagne.

Composing Companionate Marriage: Fanny’s Record
Fanny initiated the project of diary writing asaufult, using it as a means to
strengthen relationships within her family, partaely with Joseph, and to delineate the

boundaries of her inner circle. Unlike many youimsgf her era, there is no evidence

303 3oseph Bergier, “Journal de la vie,” MG, 4.
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that she ever kept a diary growing up. As a resludtre is very little information about
her childhood or adolescence, and no contempoeanrd of it. She took the unusual
step of beginning a diary as a married woman, #rg goint at which most French
women abandoned the practi®é.Her first foray into ego writing came in 1825 whe
she and Joseph left on what could be termed adaeetneymoon through the Midi.
This was her first trip away from her family anddryand she had an epistolary pact with
her younger brother César to write lengthy missi@m fulfilled this obligation by
keeping a diary on loose sheets, which she peabidisent to him, bridging the line
between diaries and letters. The letter becamarg ftiom the point in which she
separated it with several dates, always writinthenimmediate present. This small
breach in narrative continuity was significantttie course of a few sentences the present
became the padt®

Fanny’s purpose in beginning the 1825 travel dveag to amuse her younger
brother and to have a record for herself. She@dsgar, “this will be my little journal
that | will send every two or three days” promisithgvill give you at the same time news
of our health.®® She contrasted her own style with Joseph'’s, agletging “I do not
know how to write in rhetoric and even less abaahiecture | will do neither one nor

the other but will simply attach myself to narratifacts as well as possible waiting to

304 Alain Corbin,L’avénement des loisirs: 1850-19@@aris: Aubier, 199559.

305 yons,Reading Culturel74. Lyons coined the term epistolary pact to $jgtfie
unspoken contract between correspondants thaigdétter should receive one of equal
or greater length. This practice was widespredéfamce in the time period discussed,
Lejeune,On Diary, 86.
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clarify them to you in persor’™ Her signature style, lacking punctuation asdt, &
best read aloud and would be made easier to uaddrgtthe reader were someone
familiar with her spoken cadences. In a way, Fanfamily would have in a sense heard
her voice when they shared her writing at familthgangs. Her writing style would
have created a moment of intimacy with her fanmigttloseph’s more polished prose
would not>®
Fanny rejected fame or enduring distinction as westfor writing.She wrote to
her father that, “I write for my parents for myends and for myself” adding somewhat
tartly that if it were otherwise she “would not puay letters in the post but of course in
the gazette3*® She fully expected that more readers than jusaéould have access
to her epistolary journal, as reading letters alattliin the family and to friends was
common practice. For all that, however, she didcoeosider it a public document. Her
travel diary was meant to amuse and comfort heirlyaas well as herself, but she did
not intend it as a record for posterity or as autieent to entertain a broad audieft.
Fanny used her epistolary diary to delineate thentaries of her family, limiting
its circulation as a means of defining who belonged who did not. She felt the need to

assert to her father that she wasn't writing f@& tiewspaper precisely because he was

violating her ideas of appropriate use of the jalirrAs was discussed in the second

307 Fanny Bergier to César Bertholon, 25 April 1826x864.2 MG.

308 Martha Hanna, “A Republic of Letters: The Epistgla@radition in France during
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319 Hanna, “Republic of Letters," 1343; LyorReading Culturel72. Hanna and Lyons
discuss the broad readership of family letters.
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chapter, her family had loaned the epistolary diarfgathe Reynaud and her sisters,
allowing it to pass out of their control physica#lgd to be used for purposes that Fanny
had never intended. She wrote that, “it angerecdnueabove all Bergier. We both found
this to be very bad of them to have asked for [gtters] and of you to have given them.”
She urged her father to recover the diary andeqat the mistake, adding that, “if you
do not send my journals wandering you will give pheasure.**

For Fanny, control of the diary as a physical obyegs linked to the boundaries
of who was family and who was not. At the time &grawas her close confidante,
though subsequent events destroyed that relatipngtanny sent her regards to Agathe
by way of her family in at least two letters duringr 1825 trip, asking, “if you
sometimes see the Dlles. Reynaud how are they dpiegthem news*? It was not
antipathy for Agathe or her sisters that promplegrtexclusion. Rather, it was Fanny’s
way of controlling the parameters of kinship. Reynaud sisters could have the
information within the diary-letters, but not thealiments themselves, marking a clear
boundary of familial belonging.

The epistolary journal was also useful to Fanngtiengthening her relationship
with Joseph. Her view of companionability centeoedbuilding a strong spousal
connection. When Fanny took the lead in the seifvg project, keeping a diary jointly
served the purpose admirably. She encourageddwmitie in her place, which he did
with good humor. Shared writing could be emotionaitimate, as perusing one

another’s entries provided an opportunity to read anderstand the other person’s

311 Fanny to Jean-Francois, 2 May 1825, MG.

312 Fanny and Joseph to César, 23 April 1825, MG atseFanny to Jean-Francois, 2
May 1825, MG.
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views. It was also a physically intimate act, las touple sat together, one reading as the
other wrote.

The following example illustrates the emotional gysical intimacy of joint
journal writing. Joseph wrote about visiting admtal garden where each plant had a
label, using the occasion to tease Fanny who wass$aionate lover of flora.” He wrote
“While putting [my] hand on a plaque | said: Whathat one? She sometimes took a
jasmine for a jonquil etc.; but | stop myself, besa she is watching me write & pretends
that it isn't true.®'® The story itself reveals a bantering easy retatiip between
husband and wife, with Joseph twitting his wife attioer knowledge of plants. He wrote
as much to tease her as to inform her brotherle&tefg on the natural beauties they
were enjoying spoke to another, deeply personpecaof their honeymoon. Many
people in the nineteenth century felt that natstafoundings would help cement
heterosexual relationships and improve fertilitgld such be necessary. As this was
the unspoken purpose of the trip, reflecting onrthalks among plants was another
layer of affectionate reflectiott?

The passage also conveys the intimacy of writingreaction. Even as Joseph
relived his jest, Fanny was by his side readinghusds and remonstrating with him. He
recorded not only the original anecdote, but algomoment of writing and the shared
remembrance of the event. They were physicallgeckven though only Joseph was

writing. In this earliest phase of keeping a jalrithey truly did so jointly. In order to

313 Joseph Bergier to César Bertholon, 24 April 1&% 64.2 MG.
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read over his shoulder she must have been standsiging quite close to her husband,
pairing physical closeness with the intimate aawvofing.

This involvement of Joseph in what was essentkadigny’s project contributed,
at an early stage in their marriage, to the cuitivaof their identity as a couple in the
face of a home environment less congenial, frormiFarperspective, to such. In Lyon,
Joseph was frequently distracted by work and pleaseeking, spending most of his free
time at a little café “kept by a Widow & her youggl that we [his male friends]
nicknamed la Chichone. At all hours we went therplay.” His games of choice were
cards and dominoes, but his prolonged and frecalesgnces left Fanny at the mercy of

her in-laws®*®

They lived with his parents, who were far fronagous to their childless
daughter-in law, “never approving of any of hersaét® These combined factors made
establishing an identity as a couple and buildimgffectionate relationship difficult in
everyday life.

Fanny intended to use the diary as a source ofatm@uhd marital strength in the
face of these challenges. In the short term tiet@ary diary functioned as a letter,
being sent to a third party. In the long term, sttended to reclaim it for her own use.
Fanny sent the second installment of the diary Ay of her father and charged him to

ask César “from me to not destroy it, seeing agjiBeis no longer writing his own

[diary] and it could amuse us again [after] weaiin Lyon.”'” The journal was a way

315 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 101.
318 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 98.

317 Fanny Bergier to Jean-Francois Bertholon, 22 A[8R25, Box 64.2 MG. Joseph
briefly kept a separate travel diary but abanddhedroject. It does not survive in the
archive.
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of reliving the happiness of their holiday, thesfiand only time in the first several years
of their marriage that they lived as a couple withive presence of his family. Journal
writing was a way of creating and preserving tlaatpte identity that was so precious to
Fanny in particular. More than a holiday diversibnyas an emotional investment.

The diary from 1825 is an example of how diary wgtfed into Fanny’s view of
companionate marriage. It was not an end in itaeldl there is no evidence that she saw
the journal as being of value to posterity or aewidublic. The act of writing was a tool
that could draw her closer to her husband andttjem a shared interest. The product of
their joint writing could forge bonds between Jdsepd his young brother-in-law and
could strengthen the affectionate ties that hetddn@er family. Withholding access to
the diary was a means of maintaining familial egulity and defining the boundaries of
the family. For her, family signified lived relatiships and close emotional ties.

Joseph appropriated the diary-writing project artbtire same time he gave up
hope of having children. Fanny had kept a persdiay in the early 1830s, but in 1833
Joseph began his diary and Fanny abandoned hersdidties from this period are lost,
so it is impossible to know her thoughts or moiwag for ceasing to keep an
independent diary. The time period also coincidi#hl the point at which the Bergiers
ceased to expect to have children, as evidencédebfiact that Fanny no longer sought

treatment for infertility**®

318 Joseph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 161.
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Writing for Posterity: Joseph’s Writing

Under Joseph’s hand, the purpose of the projeftedirom building
companionability to creating a legacy. The diany idnportant work for Joseph on two
levels: it alleviated feelings of anxiety aboutsdaand it provided a surrogate heir to
palliate his childlessness. Joseph felt profounfligalence about his worth as a
bourgeois, as his wealth allowed a life of leistin& stood in contrast to a cultural
expectation of industry. He frequently berateddethfor filling his time with frivolity
when he “had such need to study, to learn, to teadelf, without being lazy.” Yet
“like an incorrigible child, knowing my faults, lodnot know how to correct myselt*?
These feelings of self-loathing formed a consisteaeme through his diary and are
central to this portion of the chapter. The diaryvided a forum to address his social
anxieties, becoming a source of reassurance aahaitvalidation. It also functioned as
a surrogate heir by acting as a vehicle to carrizismame and memory after he died.
Neither of these functions of the diary fit wellttviFanny’s model of using ego writing to
build marital intimacy. As a writer, Joseph wasused on himself and how he would be
remembered rather than lived relationships.

For Joseph, diaries functioned as instruments tif personal and state
surveillance. In the preface to his autobiograp@yustified diary writing as a tool of
social control. He felt that daily entries shobklcompulsory, so that any who refused to
do so would show that “they had so many thingsmoich to reproach themselves that

they did not dare write the history of their lif¥* The act of writing was to Joseph an

319 Joseph Bergier, diary, 13 October 1842, MG.
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affirmation of innocence and a blameless life. ieg a diary was not simply a personal
diversion; it was a means of gauging moral charadtis own extreme diligence was, by
this standard, testament to his irreproachableopatdife.

Diary writing was both a manifestation of moralégd a means of producing
virtuous behavior. Knowing that each day mustdmorded, he was sure that most
“would avoid with care all shameful acts so astndtave a stain on the journal of their
existence ! Keeping a journal could act as an instrumenbefa control, preventing
criminal and dishonorable acts by appealing tocthescience through secular means. A
further benefit, in Joseph’s estimation, would demnsure honesty and consistency of
principle. A man could not “today serve an abslmbnarchy and tomorrow a
democratic power,” a serious source of annoyantieetdoyally republican Joseph, who
had lived through three revolutioffS.

Joseph imagined that critics of his system mighineithat criminals would
simply write their alibis and lie, keeping a fajsernal. To this he replied that it would
be harder than it sounds and that “when one muast @ay lie to oneself one gets tired of
it, & one prefers to abandon this tiring job” whialould, of course, be a sign of guilt in
itself.3** Diligence in journal writing was proof of the genal integrity and virtue of the
author to any who read the work. It was also tast# to the truthfulness of the record

as, in his view, no one could be bothered to vtz for long. Given Joseph’s near
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perfect record of daily writing, by this standam$dph’s moral rectitude and
trustworthiness as a narrator was unimpeachable.

Diaries were a means of making the inner life |egikloseph was not alone in
seeing diaries as a useful mechanism for scrutiat/functioned along similar lines as
Jeremy Bentham’s panopticdfi.Marc-Antoine Jullien, a man of letters who was
Joseph’s contemporary, developed a program in wiigis from the age of seven to
fourteen would have a diary kept on their behalalyovernor, which the child was to
read every other day. After the age of fourteenttby was to take on the governor’s
role, keeping not only his own diary but also diaron the activities of his classmat&s.
Jullien intended diaries to be used to make theritife visible at all times. Joseph’s
own approach to diary writing served a similar fume. While writing and rereading the
diaries were certainly leisure activities that jtsenjoyed, like Jullien he believed that
diary writing was not simply a private practice fmrsonal pleasure. Rather, it was a
regulatory tool that created the possibility of swyising the inner thoughts as well as the
outward behavior?®

Implicit in Joseph’s framing of diaries as instrurtgeof scrutiny was the

satisfying thought that he held up well to suchneixetion. His dogged determination to
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write every day for over forty-five years enablaohho pass the test of diligence easily.
If writing every day meant you had nothing of whigbu were ashamed, he certainly
achieved that. The fact that he needed to prawsdif at all, however, betrayed a deep
anxiety about the life that he led, his utility amd legacy in the absence of children.

Joseph’s uneasiness about his value to societyitedo frame his combined
writings as a story of bourgeois success and sas@@nt. In his testament he explained
what a reader would find in his collected manugsrifif one takes the trouble of
perusing them, they will make known all the exisenf [Joseph]; they will demonstrate
that his father, Joseph Bergier, sole artisan ®fdmntune conquered it by his assiduous
and persistent work and that it did not have osleerrces.” Joseph claimed that that his
narrative was one of triumph. He wanted his joutodkll a bourgeois story of social
success, chronicling the family’s rise from compiaedy humble circumstances to social
and political prominence.

Despite Joseph’s claim in his testament that l@sydold a story of social ascent
and the embodiment of bourgeois values, his owrdgvandercut this assertion. After
claiming the diary was the story of a self-madeifgnhe admitted to personal failure
and substantial financial losses. He wrote thateélaeler would see, “the care that | took
to conserve [the fortune], and if | did not complgtsucceed” it was due to a poor
business venture in which he lost 200,000 fréAtas a result of this bad investment,

Joseph had to sell the estate in Collonges, undosfather’s work both as a landowner

327 Joseph Bergier, will dated July 11, 1873, ADR.
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and tarnishing his legacy municipal counselor timayor of the villagé?® This
contradiction between Joseph seeing his storysas@ess and anxiety that he was in
reality a failure played out again and again inch&ies.

Throughout his diary, Joseph addressed an imagreader who was, in his
mind’s eye, critical of the author’s inadequate kvethic. Although there are
comparatively few direct references to this readecher lecteuras Joseph put it, the
device appeared throughout his writings. He paig mtermittent attention to his
reader, but the fact that one appeared at all atelica consistent awareness of audience
on his part?® In Joseph’s imagination, his reader was judgisgrdustry and work
ethic. This concern appeared in entries whereabgated himself for idleness. He
wrote “I tell my self every day, let's work, letigork, why am | never able to realize this
project [that is] so suitable. | don’'t know; theader can judge in seeing the journal of
my life.”**° Joseph imagined his lectors to be something likesélf, from Lyon and
likely members of the bourgeoisie, possessing titteiral values of that place and social
class. In this context it is scarcely surprisingtthe imagined his audience would be

highly critical of his admissions of a leisured angroductive life**!
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Joseph’s ambivalence about living a life of pleasamd diversion makes sense in
the larger context of Lyonnais industrin 1909 Justin Godart, the politician who gained
possession of Joseph’s diaries, affirmed that, H_igpothe town of work.” It was a source
of municipal pride that the inhabitants were kndamntireless engagement and hard
work, across all social strat? The masculine ideal for the bourgeoisie is well
encapsulated in this funerary panegyric fromRie®ue du LyonnaisThe deceased was
“the perfect example of the Lyonnais merchant sftime, active and hard working
instrument of his fortune” whose virtues includguudence, application and
intelligence” and who limited his ambition to pub$iervice and care for the pobdt.
Paradoxically, leisure was also a defining charétte of bourgeois respectability and
notability as it afforded the possibility of assatadbnal activity, civic engagement and
pastoral retreat* Joseph’s father had been so successful in metiimideal that Joseph
was able to retire to live on his private incomdis mid-thirties. Leisure in itself was not
culpable, but perpetual vacation was hardly consowéh Lyonnais values, particularly
for a man in the prime of his life.

Joseph diverted potential criticism of a life tbatild be characterized as
repetitious and unimportant by being the firsténgure himself. The above example
illustrates his tendency to preempt condemnatiofirfayng fault with his own behavior.
In other instances the judging eye of the readerivplicit rather than explicit: “It is

shameful to repeat it too often, & and to be unableorrect oneself, but not more today

332 saunier)"esprit lyonnais 19, 36.
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than yesterday, not more yesterday than previoasiying of use, nothing of worth
reports my existence* The process of keeping a diary, forcing him fte on how
he spent each day, drove home the point that henlfadt very little about which to
write.

Acknowledging the repetition, and the shame heifeledundant entries, were
additional means of seeking validation from thedezaBy showing that he was not
oblivious to his own faults he encouraged his resmléorgive them. At one point he
wrote, “dear reader, you will find much uniformitythe recital of my life, & what you
would be better off doing, it is to not read myteeation every evening® By
acknowledging that his record was not really aystdrbourgeois ascent, nor was it a
riveting read, Joseph appropriated the prerogatiyedge his own life even as he
apparently deferred to his imaginary interlocuiidre criticism was in fact a means of
ingratiating himself to a potential reader, ratthem the expression of an actual hope that
his beloved record would be ignored and forgottén.

Diary writing was in itself a form of industry, &g as a further palliative to
Joseph’s feelings of inadequacy. Perhaps in diédylbseph was accomplishing little, but
he then wrote about accomplishing little and hadhe process, accomplished

something.This could be termed a sort of double failure, wita diary constituting the

3% jJoseph Bergier, diary, 15 June 1844, MG.
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oeuvre of one who has neither truly lived nor realtitten anything®*® Though Joseph
may have feared he was not living up to his poséntie very work of creating the diary
fulfilled in some measure the requirement thatgens his life profitably.

The diaries served a gratifying function to Josegassuring him that whatever
his faults he was improving and making valuabletigbations to society as time passed.
That he reread his journals with a certain degfgaeasure is clear — as this was an
action of a day, he dutifully recorded the timespent reading about himséff. On one
occasion he made a table comparing his actionsgivea day over time. The notation
after the slash indicates his actions of the piteday He wrote, “on the same day in
1833: I got up lates | got up early. Progress. | went to a sessiomefcom[mission] / |
went to the administrative council. Parity.” Hanénued the comparison through other
volumes of his diary. “On the same day 1836. Wikt find. Dear God, it is the
anniversary of my mother-in-law’s death. ----Nd comparison]. On the same day
1837 | worked almost all day on the elections /iagaublic utility.”**° Joseph used his
diary as a yardstick to measure his own improvertienugh the years.

Rereading his diaries for one day over five yeasdme to a satisfying
conclusion as to his own character. In some asems$) as arising early, he had
improved. In other praiseworthy respects he hathneed constant: “Decidedly | do not
have much to complain about myself, for in thisrakeation . . . | see that | have almost

always worked in the general interest.” He conetlithat he could say of himself “I did
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a little good. it is my most beautiful wotR** The diaries served a gratifying function to
Joseph, assuring him that whatever his faults leimproving and making valuable
contributions to society over tim&@hough he could not say he spent his days producing
anything or belonging to a profession, his paratign in associational activity and his
philanthropy constituted an adequate replacemertiusiness. A life spent in public
works was not a waste.

For Joseph, diary writing served to alleviate fegdi of anxiety about class. His
wealth and social position opened to him the mdaggurable activities membership in
the bourgeoisie affordef?> Decades of hard work on the part of his fathet firzally
enabled their family to reach the elite status@fanger needing to work to maintain an
elegant standard of living. Yet work was centeelite bourgeois ethos, and Joseph was
profoundly uncomfortable with the reality that heutd live the life of a bourgeois
without having to work like one. Journal writingth relieved some of his internal
tension and provided concrete proof to his anxiairgl that he had made a meaningful
and lasting contribution to society, both in thésdte recorded and in the creation of the
document itself.

Joseph saw his diary as a surrogate child thatdvoer his name and carry on
his existence after he died. In her writings, Bahad emphasized communication, using

diaries and letters interchangeably. By contrastepgh included Fanny as an author not
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in order to communicate with her, but so that slghbcorroborate his vision of his own
life in order to leave his mark as he wanted.

Joseph used self-documentation as a means foryresa legacy of himself and
his family. With this intent in mind he took grezre to organize his corpus into an
archive. The extensive collection of Bergier fanpbpers housed in the Musée Gadagne
exists because Joseph was himself an amateur thuisestic archivist. That he
cherished a passion for archiving himself shoulth€@s no surprise given his love of
keeping a diary. It is the diary that gives us e we know about his process of
organizing and classifying his library, and of ¢neg@ the archive of his personal papers.
He spent about a week in 1843 creating a catalofak his bound works: “First thing in
the morning, fairly early, | came to work industrgby in my office putting my library in
order and cataloguing it; this chore, to which laleeady actively devoted myself for
several days, is not yet done, and probably willoefor some time. After a work of
several hours, I've nevertheless finished catalpgihthe old books which | have; what
is left is to catalogue those which I've recentbught.*** In addition to creating his
reference library, Joseph organized his own pagansially for easy reference: “I worked
again for a little, & and started to arrange mygradrom 1842 in my cardboard boxes
and to put titles on then?™

The archive, which Joseph meticulously assemblddccatalogued over the
course of his life, provided readily organized seumaterial when in 1861 he decided to

write an autobiography. His notes in his diaryhat time illustrate how quickly he turned

343 Joseph Bergier, diary, 2 Map43, MG.
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to his archive when he decided to begin to wridm August 21 he wrote, “| worked a
little on the journal of my life, which | want take back to my birth.” This is the first
mention in his diary of his autobiography, and sheceeding entries show the
importance of his archive in the project. On tB¥ Be wrote “I amused myself by
reading a great number of old family papers, wipetmit me to establish my
genealogy.” On the J4he added, “I continued to work, or rather to reaelold archives
which will allow me to write, according to my intetthe journal of my life. > The
process of creating the archive began long befaseph ever considered putting it to
personal use, but once he conceived of writinguokaography, he had a wealth of
primary sources ready to hand. Joseph’s passiqoréserving his legacy and that of his
family through collected papers demonstrates thatés in a sense an archivist of
himself.

In addition to providing primary material for thatabiography, Joseph’s archive
served as a surrogate family when he was a loniglgwer. In Joseph’s later years his
library was often his only company, and the lovéhhd of his own records served as an
impetus to create a document that would be appaddethio a wider audience. He wrote
in 1871 of his daily life and the role his recopdayed in it: “Alone, always alone. Alone
to breakfast, alone to dinner, having no other dampn] than my books & my old
archives that | always consult with pleasut®.His archive had been the creation of his
youth, consisting of letters and papers that werdem while Joseph was in his prime,

and he had organized them annually. Like a chilel archive had grown over the course
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of many years as he invested more and more tirselirdocumentation. As an old man,
the preserved papers were the sole surviving egaehhis family and the convivial life
he enjoyed with them in his youth. It is scarcglyprising that he would treasure his
papers as the companions of his old age and theriaddtom which he created his
intellectual child, his autobiography.

Joseph was not writing for children and grandckeitgirather he was writing to
create something akin to a child that would corgitmexist and remind the reader of the
author. Joseph’s case is unusual in that he sawriting as his posterity. In rereading
his own writing, he saw to his regret that the szgllt did not contain enough of himself.
In the preface to his autobiography he expressgetréhat he had “developed too much
material facts and a life that was too often umifpinstead of having retraced my moral
impressions, my pains & my sorrows; the strong tiexa that | experienced, the
pleasures & the joys that | felf* The great flaw with his journal was that it prositian
incomplete portrait. Having begun to write as baned middle age, his childhood and
youth were not preserved. Furthermore, while lefadhfully documented what he did,
he had largely failed to record what he felt, thougy said. He wrote his autobiography
“to make up for the absence of daily journals dayitime first years of my life” with the
intent to complete the project with the aid of &gendas. In the event he concluded the
autobiography at about the point that his diaregan, but his goal was to create a full
picture of himself, inside and out, that would p&rfollowing his demise.

Joseph saw his diary as his heir, a fact thatrigscpdarly evident in the way in

which he provided for it after his death. He laf Hiaries to the Asile, tying the fate of

347 Joseph Bergier, “Journal de la vie,” MG, 4.
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his two surrogate children to one anotllerseph used his wealth and influence to try to
ensure the fate of his journal. In his testamentade specific provisions for the entire
archive. Having left virtually all of his forturte create the Asile Bergier, he stipulated
that his papers be given a home in that institutidie asked that his executors “reunite
with care THE JOURNAL OF MY LIFE (as yet unfinisheahd all the journals in the
form of agendas that | create daily, and wherevartioned all my daily acts, since
1821.” He helpfully told them where to find thed@cuments, and then asked that they
be placed in a locked case “in the front room, isgras a library, at the Bergier
institution.” He noted that “those of my familyathbear my name” could read them,
without removing them, at any tinfé>

At the time of Joseph’s death he still had seMeriag family members who
could have become the curators of the archiveJge¢ph chose instead to leave it to the
Asile. Brutus Bergier was a first cousin on higé&’s side, and Fanchette Dartige
Pignard was his first cousin once removed on hitherts side**® While these
relationships were not close enough to give thegallaghts of inheritance, Joseph had
left them legacies of remembrance. Furthermorsgplo had associated closely with both
of them during his lifetime and Brutus had namesidiilest son JosepH. Alternatively,
Joseph could have left the archive to César, Farmgther. After all, the collection
contained many documents written by Fanny includioigpe addressed to César. Having

had no children of his own, Joseph was relate@versl individuals who would have

348 Joseph Bergier, will dated July 11, 1873, ADR. Bagis original.
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cared for it and kept it in the family. Yet instikaf bequeathing this record to family
members, he left it to the strangers who would iliveis home. He did give permission
to his family to read it, but they could not keep'‘one could always communicate the
journals, without displacing them to those of mmity who bear my name®*

The Asile Bergier and the diary were the twin ngely which Joseph hoped to
memorialize his name after death. By generoustipeimg the institution he created, he
insured — or so he hoped -- that his archive wbeldared for and kept in one place. In
this respect he was like other donors who usectieg#o fight against anonymity by
creating institutions or libraries? The fact that Joseph left his diaries to the Asitose
charges were orphans lends credence to the suggésit he thought of those orphans
as surrogate children and heirs.

The Asile was an easy solution for the problemretprving his own diary, but
Joseph was also concerned about the fate of diaresher childless people. His diary
was his intellectual child and the companion ofdisage, as well as being the vehicle
that would preserve his good name. Other infedidgegists might not be so lucky in
having a tailor-made institution to care for theiecious documents. In the preface to his
autobiography he proposed a solution: “the diaz@sserved in archives would become
the property of the Member closest to the defufiathen a family would be
extinguished, [the diaries] would be depositechimgovernmental archived>® The

ideal would be to have a family member who wouleteare of the documents and
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preserve them, but when the family failed to hateocommitment the government
should step in. In Joseph’s view, the state hadbdigation to preserve private
documents if the family failed, providing a sortveélfare safety net for orphan diaries.
The proposal may seem peculiar, but it reflectesgb’s deep anxiety that diaries might
fail in their work of preserving the author for inontality for lack of a proper archivist to
care for them.

Diary writing was for Joseph far more than an pletime. It was a means of
confronting anxiety about how he fit into the boewgsie. His diaries were also a partial
solution to the problem of childlessness. Theyeaest, however, a means of
communicating with Fanny or building unity in themarriage. His view of family was
dynastic, in that he never fully reconciled himgelbeing childless. Rather than pour
that energy into the spousal relationship as Falihyhe continued to try to find ways of
meeting his need for an heir. To him, Fanny’s nrala in the diary project was to be
supportive of his goals for it, a view that she dad share. Their contested use of the

diary is visible in a series of entries during February days of the Revolution of 1848.

Keeping the Diary Jointly: Fanny and Joseph WrigeaaCouple

Joseph wrote his diary for himself and his own ends for Fanny or their
relationship, an attitude that was in direct canflvith Fanny’s approach. This section
shifts from a discussion of their writings takenttas work of individuals to an
examination of the diary as a joint endeavor. Themmon writings produced a diary

that was both a revelation of their relationshigitipg in written form conflicts that often
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went unexpressed and unrecorded, and a workingfdbeir relationship serving in itself
as a tool of negotiation and reconciliation.

A tension betweeaxclusion and inclusion and between confidencesaadecy
had always characterized Joseph’s attitude towanthy-as a reader. He relied on code
to convey intimacy through writing, a pattern thes first evident in their
correspondence. Like many of his contemporariessed symbols and cryptographs to
signify romantic actd>* Joseph used a sign resembling a slashed O tysigkiss: “my
good woman | kiss you g & kiss you again & and renas forever your faithful
husband.®** The slashed O was not a difficult sign to intetpegen to an outside reader,
but it was a semi-private way of expressing a @dsir physical intimacy between
spouses. When it suited him, Joseph used writiigster closeness with his wife; in this
case the code was designed to include her in tiretse

In contrast to the legible code of Joseph’s eatters, he employed a cryptic
system of underlining in his diaries that was idlesh to exclude Fanny even as she read
his most private thoughta/Vhen recording his assignations with his mistregathe, he

always used a variation on the phrase “I went toam errand underlining it each time

he used it as a stand-in for an adulterous encotiit&’he phrase was completely
innocuous, even banal. Its significance is cledy with the help of the letters from

Agathe that he saved, in which she frequently retespecifically to past or future

%4 yons, “Reading Culture,” 16%avier,Orgueil et narcissisme6; Cosnierl.e
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discuss the use of code words and language in rigindes.
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encounters. Because she dated her letters isslge to create a calendar of their
meetings, from which his coded pattern emerge® aqlatarly.

Not having access to Agathe’s letters, which Josepely hid, Fanny would have
had no means of working out Joseph’s cipher foftady if she had even recognized it
as a code in the first place. While she read iais/dbelieving herself to have access to
his internal world, he consciously and carefullgleded her from his most intimate
thoughts and acts. Sharing the task of diary wgibnilt closeness, but Joseph was
anxious to control the level of communication anggie knowledge between them. The
diary could be used to build intimacy, but was asoeans of securing control of the
marital narrative.

Joseph occasionally called upon Fanny to writeisrstead in his diary. Fanny’s
entries reaffirm the point that for her, diary wirg was about immediate communication
with those closest to her. One entry from earlthmrecord illustrates how Fanny used
the journal to speak to Joseph, and how her agharice undermined Joseph’s self-
justifying purpose in writing. When he first begdue project in 1833 he had not yet
acquired the self-discipline to write every dayt be still insisted on consistency.
Accordingly, he asked Fanny to write in his plaghich she did: “Bergier, being
overcome by laziness did not want to write his palifin] the evening he gave me power
of attorney and | will carry it out. My illustri@uhusband got up at 9 o’clock he stayed at
the counter until the dinner hour where | likehink he worked.®*’ Her acerbic tone

indicates that she saw this request as somethiag whposition. Significantly, it also

%7 Fanny Bergier in Joseph Bergier, diary, 17 May3,88G.
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points to her awareness of him as a reader. Famalguke was not intended for posterity
to read and judge; it was directed at her husband.

Fanny’s critique of her husband’s laziness undeeahithe vision of himself as an
industrious bourgeois that he wished to portragthBr than affirm that he was too busy
or too tired from work to write, she ascribed hedegjation of writing to his sloth both at
home and on the job. While it seems she couldebguaded to write on his behalf, he
could not guarantee that her prose would build innor bolster his image. She did not
create an idealized portrait for a fictional pogyershe conveyed her feelings in the
present to her husband.

Joseph'’s success in establishing his narrativeddeeiimeasured in part by the
degree to which he could successfully get Fanmgifg his account. Joseph’s
ambivalence about his success in embodying bowsgeeals had consistently
undermined his thesis for his diary. In 1848, whienrevolution broke out, his moment
to prove his value came. He had found justifigafiar his existence in public service;
now his commitment to the municipal government tredpublic was put to the test. He
valued his consistently republican principles emichl throughout his diary; now at last
the republic was to be born. This was his momamd, he needed Fanny to substantiate
his claims and record his deeds.

On February twenty-fifth the political crisis tHadd been building for some time
came to a head. The social tensions of the 18d0wlfexpression in the banquet
campaign, both in Paris and the provinces, lechbgé who supported electoral and
parliamentary reform. The repression of these img®in Paris led to an uprising that

forced Louis-Philippe out of power, replacing themarchy with a republic. The news
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reached Lyon by telegraph almost immediately, priomga parallel declaration in a city
ripe for revolutionary actiof®

The revolutionary government in Lyon, composedtm#rals, republicans and
members of radical secret societies, gatheredeititel de Ville, forming a Central
Committee. On the night of February twenty-fifthowds continued to mill in the square
outside demanding arms to defend the Committeesiwdent emissaries, including
Joseph, to obtain arms for the people and the NatiGuard. This Committee worked
without relief, attempting to set up a functionavgrnment through various commissions
through the months of March and April. Josephegmas the head of the Finance
Commission, which dealt with problems attendanthenfinancial crash that
accompanied the revolution. Other commissionsdgeeblems of food riots and
destruction of property. The Central Committeersdras an interim government
between the collapse of monarchical institutionSebruary and the establishment of the
new Republican government in M&y.

Joseph was at the center of power in Lyon duriegrdébruary days due in large
measure to his relationship with Démophile Lafarest provisional mayor. They had

both served as members of the City Council andplokad actively campaigned on
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Laforest’s behalf in the 1846 electiotts. When the official mayor ceded office to
Laforest following the fall of the Orléanists, tfiest thing the latter did was appoint
Joseph and four other liberal councilors to a retiohary committe@®® Joseph further
benefitted from his relationship with César BerthglFanny’s brother. César had
founded and funded the newspaperCenseurone of the key factors in turning
republican sentiment into political action in theays preceding the Revolutidi. This
family tie reinforced Joseph’s credentials as ailbéipan and a leader, putting him at the
heart of events in Lyon from February through thd ef March when he left for Paris.

From the moment Laforest proclaimed the repubbsgph completely abandoned
the task of keeping his diary to Fanny. She wootdis behalf, recording what he told
her orally of his adventures. After the long fingght of the republic he had a “face
completely overwhelmed by fatigue, hunger . . . amubtion while we prepared a
bouillon for him this is what he told us.” He wemt to explain to her that he, Laforest,
and the four other counselors “spent the night@ti6tel de Ville and what a night. The
room, the Square and the roads were packed thethbaops retreat and there were
only people who yelled and demanded arms leftSepb played a key part in attempting
to resolve this crisis: “Bergier went to the Gehégada Perron] who promised him 500

guns for Ten o’clock and 500 others at dawn . hemvthe hour came the Arms did not
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come the cries recommenced with greater foréeJoseph again attempted to negotiate
de Perron who again delayed remission of arms,ipgstvseph to a breaking pofit.

To a degree, Fanny obliged Joseph by recordingdristive of public
engagement at personal sacrifice for the sakein€iptes. She acted as his scribe,
writing what he dictated in their rare moments tbgein order to preserve for posterity
his heroic role in the foundation of a new republioseph was dependent on her to lend
her voice in support of the story he was tryingetbabout himself and his family. Yet
even as Fanny acted as his amanuensis, she dibaadon her own priority of using the
diary to make a claim for a companionate relatigmsh

Fanny interrupted her transcription of Joseph’sativres at the Hoétel de Ville
with a narrative to her own experience of this moth@# crisis. She was on tenterhooks,
having “sent Denis [the servant] several time ®Terreaux | told him to try to enter in
the Hotel de Ville to penetrate to the room whéedommittee was meeting to know
what they were doing theré®® Finally at one thirty in the morning of the twgsstixth
she received a note from Joseph assuring hermtéd&epublic was proclaimed and he
was overseeing public safety. She noted “this Nentérom reassuring me troubled me
all the more | saw that he must not be tranquéreby recognized his handwriting®®

She was utterly unable to fall back asleep andawasumed with anxiety.
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This parallelism repeated itself throughout hexoamt of the dramatic events of
February and March 1848. The specific roles tHayen within the revolution were
different, but Fanny did not simply subsume her @xperience in favor of Joseph’s.
She was not merely his scribe, writing the jouashe would have written it if he had
more leisure or inclination. While she did summanvhat he told her of his political
dealings with the mayor, she balanced his viewpwittt her own firsthand witness of
events in the street.

Fanny’s perspective adlaneuseprovided a counterpoint to Joseph’s insider
view. She saw luddites in action while walkingwitoséphine Vachez: “the crowding
going toward the house of St. Olive where there alss a machine to cut out shawls that
they were going to sack, the crowd was going bthauit a noise without a cry without

any demonstration®®’

While Joseph’s gender, class and sympathiesipuirha
position to act in the halls of power, his situatadso kept him from actually witnessing
the events in the streets that made up much afrrea of the period. Fanny, by
contrast, was well poised to become the chronieleoje she took on enthusiastically as
she recorded her observations alongside Joseptnatioa.

In addition to recording working-class action, Faaiso observed the horror and
reaction of the bourgeoisie. On the first dayhaf Revolution she was returning to town

from Collonges, passing throngs of frightened pedigleing the city: “we saw a fiacre

full of women and children, weighted with parcetglgpackets. We began to joke about
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all these moonlight moves,” but the sheer numbgreoiple escaping led to worry about
fighting in the street3® A few weeks later she witnessed a run on the Bavirk does
not recommence, the workers are always paradin@gkhpeaceful men begin to grow
alarmed. Everyone hides his money, the demarnithie &aisse d’épargne are
appalling.®®® Joseph, as the chairman of the new Finance Casiumjsvas preoccupied
with the monetary crisis but had little to offerawitness to events in the stre&fs.

Fanny put herself forward as a chronicler of thedRéion in tandem with
Joseph’s political roleMany of the lines from the 1848 diary that madatéresting and
valuable to historians were in fact Fanny’s obsgowa, often misattributed to JoseBh.
She asserted her own value as a witness by plaeingecord alongside his. In order to
accomplish this she violated the textual bounddhatJoseph zealously respected,
adding in many extra sheets to accommodate her weob®se style, and to give enough
room for both stories.

In keeping the diary, Fanny’s claim for companiahgbwas implicit, rather than
explicit. Her earlier diaries had taken an obviepsstolary form. These entries lacked
the trappings of a letter but were neverthelesarlsientended for Joseph to read at some
point if not immediately. In previous journals dteed addressed Joseph directly, roasting
him about his laziness. In the journal for 1848 pht forward a marital narrative that

presented them as equals in terms of the importainiteir stories. She gave equal
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weight to both perspectives and placed her ownwvigeside his. She was not content
merely to take his dictation or record his hist@xploits. She was not the clerk of a
politician; she was a wife telling their story asauple.

Ironically it was Fanny’s contribution to the Rewtdn as a historian that had
greater long-term impact than Joseph’s actionspasi@ician. Joseph lost the election to
the Constituent Assembly, leaving him to play vtie role in the Second Republic
after the initial furor. By contrast the diary fb848 is the most cited volume of the
corpus and seemingly the only one of which mogbhisns are awar€? It is also the
only part that was ever published, under the dwaatf Justin Godart, who abridged and
annotated it before publishing under the titéejournal d’un bourgeois de Lyon en
1848°"® Fanny’s chronicle of February through April isasitical importance in this
work and is central to what makes it noteworthy anportant.

The value of Fanny’s writing to historians was destal to her own aims in
writing. She did not keep the diary for posteatyliterary immortality; she used it as a
tool to build her relationship with her husbaBthe was, at least in the short term,
successful. Her role as author ended abruptlyeaénd of April when Joseph left for

Paris, taking the diary with him. Fanny remainetibeé in Lyon for a few days,
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following him to the capital within a week. If hadh not had leisure to read her account
of the preceding months before, he did at thattpoin

Under ordinary circumstances, Joseph gave Fanmyiite space or attention in
his entries, but during their weeklong separatierused his diary to write what
amounted to love letters to her. Each day of heeate began with longing for her
presence. Though physically apart, in the dianynyavas very much present. He wrote
“In getting up, | ran to the post, & great was mgaghpointment in finding no letter from
Fanny; | admit that | counted on it . . . this side from my wife saddened m&*

Certain that the following day would bring the dediletter he rushed to the post office
only to find no communication. When no missive eaime third day he began to panic:
“I still did not find a single letter from Fannylhursday, | hoped, Friday, | counted on it,
Saturday | had the most intimate conviction thabuld have one, saving a serious or
unfortunate event, today | am seriously worriedained.®”

His impatience was testament to an epistolary hattshe would write to him at
least once despite the brevity of their separatids.soon as he arrived in Paris he wrote
her a letter, hoping that she would receive it beefter departure. He assured her that “I
await your news with the greatest impatience” degie fact that he had left her only
two days previous and she would have little newisnfmart. He added that, “l will give

you a good big kiss on Wednesday [when she arrivedil then, be prudent, take care
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of yourself . . . | am impatient to be at the dapor reunion & to tell you that which |
can only write today, that | love you with all mgdrt.*"®

Though absent in reality, Fanny was present inpfésemagination: “I see the
end of my widowhood arrive, & all day | could saymyself: Fanny is on her way. Now,
she is at la Polisse, then at Moulins, then at Kegt&.®’” Joseph’s imagination was
fulfilled and they were at last reunited: “At last,writing my journal this evening, | am
happy, | am no longer alone in my room, Fannyaselto me . . . Fanny is undressing
and will soon sleep because she is overwhelmedfaiitjue.”®’®

The week’s worth of entries show Joseph adoptimmniFa epistolary diary style
from earlier years. There was little purpose imdseg her paper letters that she would
not receive having set out only a few days aftedide Instead he used his diary to write
what he could not send so that when she arrivedaiid read his sentiments and know
how he missed her. Her entries in the diary altbiver to be present to him when they
were separated, and Joseph in turn adopted thisfiise diary, however briefly. In this
respect, the months of diary keeping for Fanny mduk victory for her vision of ego-
documents as a means toward companionate marriage.

Taking over the diary was simultaneously a soufaaftuence for Fanny and a
reaffirmation of her secondary role in their redaghip. She controlled the story of the

Revolution for the Bergiers, but she still occupild less important position in terms of

familial legacy. Though she gained control ovesejih’'s most prized possession and
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took the role of chronicler that Joseph had doneahdor years, her place was still
secondary to Joseph’s newfound glory. While writiing account of the Revolution gave
her control over their joint narrative, that poweas limited. When the crisis ended,
Fanny’s voice was once again silenced, never agaappear in their record with equal
strength.

The gendered structure of the Bergiers’ marriagd,its link to diary writing can
be better understood using the double-helix mofigeader relationships posited
Margaret and Patrice Higonnet on the subject otwiteworld wars.

For the Bergiers, the diary was a masculine endeawb was of central importance to
Joseph’s identity and daily life. Though in Frersctiety more broadly diaries might be
seen as a female occupation, for them the pralctiddboecome closely tied with
masculinity, surrogate fatherhood, and narrativestroiction of bourgeois identity. The
nature of the activity was not as critical as tlpsrception of its value in a gendered
structure of subordinatiot?

During the Revolution, Fanny took on a role wittie family that Joseph had
long since made his exclusive prerogative. Inespitthis, her action did not bring her
prestige or parity with her husband, because heabaddoned the diary only in order to
take on a still more important function. He wadase aide and confidante to the Mayor
of Lyon. He was under consideration to be therimérefect of the Rhone. He was a
candidate for the Constituent Assembly. All ofdbg¢obs were far more important

historically and politically than a mere diariSthough Fanny had taken on a hitherto

379 Margaret Higonnet and Patrice Higonnet, “The Deubélix,” in Behind the Lines:
Gender and the Two World Waesd. Margaret Higonnet et al. (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 198734.
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male-dominated role, the fundamental devaluatiomenfwork and position remained
unchanged® Her power was illusory and fleeting.

Maintaining control of the diary was most importémtloseph when he had no
other opportunities of advancement or power. Joseglaimed the diary when he left
for Paris to be closer to the nascent new Republieran for election as the
representative from Lyon in the new government,lasit From then on he returned to
his earlier pattern of dominating the diary andgieg it with obsessive exactitude. It
was his most important legacy only when he had onpenllustrious opportunities to

distinguish himself.

Conclusion

For the Bergiers, diaries became a contested spadeich Fanny and Joseph had
competing marital narratives. Fanny saw writing a@ading the diaries as an immediate
avenue of communication between spouses, buildithgpacy and strengthening the
couple relationship. It was the process, and meuttimate output that mattereshe
used the diaries as a means of supporting exi&imgdy bonds, particularly with her
husband but to a lesser extent with her parentbeoster. Conflating two genres, she
used letters like a diary and her diaries likeelestt For her, epistolary journals were a

means to build intimacy with living family membevghile their quasi-private nature

380 pemophile Laforest to Joseph Bergier, 14 Febra848,Correspondances Bergier
1839-1848, Box 49.2, MG; Fanny Bergier in Josepiykee, diary, 26 February 1848,
MG. Her extended entry can be found in loose sheserted at the back of the volume;
Fanny to Joseph, 28 April 1848, M@&seph Bergier (neveu) to Joseph Bergier, 1 June
1848, Correspondances Bergier 1839-1848, Box #M2,See also Higonnet and
Higonnet, “Double Helix,35.
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could be used as a tool of exclusion to delindseébundaries of the family. Controlling
the diary was a means for her to create her visi@mompanionate marriage.

In contrast, Joseph intended the diaries to abisaegacy, telling the story of his
success as a member of the bourgeoisie. He cotesdra personal narrative in which he
simultaneously expressed and confronted his aesia@fbout class. Including Fanny in
the writing process was not a way to build a splwationship, but an opportunity for
her to reify his vision of his own existence. He&nded the diaries to tell the story of a
bourgeois family on the make, who rose from notti;mg position of wealth and
prominence. He used the diaries to cope with fgslof inadequacy, and Fanny’s voice
was helpful primarily as a corroborating mouthpieéalditionally, the diary itself fit
within his dynastic view of family formation, seng as a surrogate heir that would help
to carry on his name and ensure a measure of imatitpiin the absence of biological
children.

The function of the written word as an instrumeatihbof control and intimacy
speaks to broader patterns in the national transibward companionate marriage. In
nineteenth century France, adults rarely kept esaand the creation of such as a joint
spousal project was still more unusual. Whilegpecifics of the Bergier example are
unique, their story speaks to the broader Frenaokegd Husbands and wives had
different ideas about what it would mean to haeemmpanionate marriage, and how that
ideal should be achieved. In the case of the Besgthese disagreements played out in
written format, making them legible in a way thatls conflicts were not for the majority
of French couples. The transition from arrangediages to marriages of affection, and

the move from large families to limited fertilityake not uncontested transformations of
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family life. The diaries provide a narrative fom@despread uneasiness about the

definition of family.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

This dissertation began with my encounter with xaegtionally rich and unusual
body of documents that enabled me to explore cetiti@mes in the intimate life of a
bourgeois couple of Lyon during the greater pathefnineteenth century. In my
treatment of each of these themes, the guidingtipmesas been exploring the sense or
meaning of “the couple” to the two individuals hretculture of that time and place. The
documents made available to me enabled not onthagding of the elements and
evolution of their relationship, but also a close@unter with various aspects of its
intimacy, as experienced by them emotionally anglpslogically as well as practically.
My interests and the sources led me to assessu#ligyopf that experience in terms of
both its mutuality and reciprocity — their life axouple — and its gendered aspect, as
experienced differently by each partner.

In addition to the insights and conclusions whidetived from the sources for
each theme, pertaining to the single example oB#rgiers, my exploration revealed
certain directions of possible future inquiry faher cases, when and where equivalent
kinds of sources exist. In this conclusion to ruds, | would like to suggest some of
these directions, by situating my study in the eghof a broader historical literature for
each of my major themes. | will then return tascdssion of the sources that made this
study possible, outlining ways in which they migbtve historiographical inquiries other

than those | have undertaken here. In so doirggpého show the extent to which the
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collection of Bergier papers in the Musée Gadadfer®a unique window on the culture
of the bourgeoisie in nineteenth-century Lyon.

The couple was, in many senses, an invention ofitieteenth century. In
previous eras there had been little privacy tovallloe formation of a marital relationship
that was distinct from family roles. Accompanyifgstcultural shift was an eroticization
of marriage, as men and women expected and devktpetionally and sexually
satisfying conjugal relationships. The couple wiatha more important in the French
context because, for the first time, many partmesse choosing to dramatically limit
their family size. The possibility of being a faymvith few or no children was novaf!

Studies of marriage in the nineteenth centurynofl@wing from notary archives,
have tended to emphasize that the French, andticydar the bourgeoisie, married for
interest. Those historians who acknowledge that lmegan to play a role still underline
the importance of strategic marriage practitésEven works that draw on the private
writings of families as sources offer less than ptate pictures of life as a couple.
Christine Adams’ authoritative study of family retanships in Bordeaux lacked direct
evidence to unpack the relationship between thbdndgand wife in the family, leaving

their life as a couple largely undeveloped, evesheswrote masterfully about the parent-

381 adler, Secrets d’alcovel 1-12; Philippe Ariés, preface k@ Mariage et les
hésitations de I'Occidenby Marie-Odile Métral (Paris: Aubier, 1977), 10-Hgley,
Women in Francet3.

382 5ee Laroche-Gisserot, “Pratiques de la dot,” 18442; Daumard, “Affaire, amour,”
45; Michelle Perrot and Anne Martin-Fugier, “Thetés,” in A History of Private Life,
ed. Michelle Perrot, trans. Arthur Goldhammer ¥iol-rom the Fires of Revolution to
the Great Wa(Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press, 199@6 AndAlain Corbin,
“Intimate Relations,” in Ibid., 593.

176



child and sibling relationship&® The value of a comprehensive collection of intienat
documents like those left by the Bergiers is thai/tilluminate the emotional and
personal sides of marriages in ways that many f@igechives as well as official records
cannot®*

The question of what it means to be a family, ahd whould be allowed to
consider themselves as such, has resonance in maeleates about gay marriage. The
model that pundits today refer to as traditionatnmage, consisting of a husband and wife
who wed for love, was, in the nineteenth centugyptutionary. Joseph and Fanny found
themselves in relatively uncharted territory, asytattempted to work out for themselves
the definition of modern marriage.

Joseph and Fanny both desired a marriage baseye®n Joseph articulated this
frequently in his letters, writing on one occastbhave but one fixed idea, which is to
tell you that | love you, that | love you & thatal. Love me too & | will be the happiest
of men.®® Fanny for her part wrote longingly during a sefiara“l will go to sleep
dreaming of you®?® Their mutual devotion, and their insistence anithportance of
love was testament to the growing value of affectromarriage. Yet even as they
shared the same ideal of family in this new vergibmarriage, what this ideal would
mean in concrete terms was poorly defined andhaadtual experience of their

relationship demonstrated, was a potential objecbotestation.

383 Adams,Comfort and Staty<8.
384 Angleraud Les dynasties lyonnaise3s5.
385 Joseph Bergier to Fanny Bergier, 17 June 1829,&a%, MG.

388 Fanny Bergier to Joseph Bergier, 4 October 1848;eS8pondances Bergier 1839-
1848, Box 49.2, MG.
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A significant contributing factor to the Bergiergicertainty over what modern
marriage should look like was their inability tovieechildren. In the context of
nineteenth-century France, conditions affectingdégre for offspring were strongly
influenced by the Napoleonic Code. The abolitibprimogeniture instituted by the
Code might theoretically have made reproductiogsa tentrally important function of
marriage, but in fact this provision had the opeosifect. When class and social
position was less a matter of birth and family naam& more a matter of economic
considerations, as was the case after the Revo|utaving children became all the more
important. A bourgeois family could maintain séatatus only as long as there were
sons to keep up the business and continue thetageéme social laddéf’ The
emphasis on inheritance was, in one sense, atiefieaf the ways in which many
bourgeois families of the Restoration mimickeddhstocracy of the past. Joseph’s
insistence on a dynastic view of family life retied the effect of the legal and social
structure of his time. Biological reproduction wadynastic imperative that was central
to his sense of masculinity and to his understandfrthe purpose of the family urif

The reality of the Bergiers’ family could not comnin to this imperative, because
of their infertility. Their case demonstrates btith extent to which infertility challenged
the normative expectation of bourgeois marriagethagotentially devastating effect it
could have on the companionate ideal of marriagettie Bergiers sought to incarnate.
Moreover, infertility complicated the contemporamyderstanding of gender roles and the

function of women within the family and society.Her history of the French couple in

387 Nye, Masculinity and Male Code$.

388 See Angleraud,es dynasties lyonnaise382.
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the nineteenth century, Laure Adler equated womadhlvath motherhood, claiming that
women were not truly considered wives, nor werd timarriages socially recognized,
until they had children. Catherine Pellissier likesvemphasized the importance of
motherhood to the bourgeoises of Lyon in partictiarJoseph’s claim that Fanny sought
treatment in order “to become a woman” seemed ltstauntiate Adler and Pellissier’s
position that to be a mother was to be a wofiavhile highlighting the significance of
motherhood to womanhood in the fullest sense, thisterians do not address the
implications of infertility for women'’s identity ithe broader culture of bourgeois
society. The Bergiers’ efforts to face their infiey demonstrated both the strength of
the ideal of womanhood in their culture and theeay of their response to their
particular situation. For Fanny was not curedd tis mean she was therefore not a
woman? Fanny’s determination to be seen as intaligivaluable required a head-on
confrontation with what it meant to be a woman andfe who was not also a mother.
Her story brought the elision of femininity and eatity to its logical conclusion, forcing
her to reexamine her identity and her personhodmbth a social and individual sense.
Her case also calls for a reexamination by histsrtaday of assumptions about
womanhood and motherhood in the nineteenth century.

In addition to infertility, adultery was a definiqggthology of the Bergiers’
marriage. In this respect they shared an experieammon to the relationships of
couples throughout nineteenth-century France. rEgetiations over the meaning of

companionate marriage between Joseph, Fanny aode gtoint, Agathe, resonated with

389 Adler, Secrets d’alcovel01; Pellissierla vie privée196; See also Sohn,
Chrysalides67; See also Smithadies of the Leisure Clask37.

390 30seph Bergier, “Histoire de ma famille,” MG, 117.
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larger social questions in France that were infarimg gender. In one sense,
companionability implied partnership and a leveeqtiality within marriage. Yet at the
same time, the Napoleonic Code defined women agjbbegally children, owing
obedience to their husbands and possessing nacablights. The letters between
Fanny, Joseph and Agathe were all written in tH#0%8long before the beginnings of the
feminist movement, much less the fight for suffrbggan in France. Neither Fanny nor
Agathe ever made a claim to legal rights or fraried private struggles in a national
picture. Yet both of them proceeded from the agdion that companionability should

be empowering, and that their respective partngsshith Joseph entitled them to make
certain demands on him.

In contrast, Joseph felt entitled to be the sekemniner of rights and boundaries
within his relationships. He was an ardent and/owed republican, fighting
consistently throughout his life against monarchgt despotism. Yet in his private life,
he strongly resisted any demands that interferél e own preferences, attempting to
rule benevolently but to rule nonetheless. Thistiaaliction was at the heart of the
dissonance produced by the rise of companionategagar For women,
companionability meant a partnership in which hudities could make equivalent
demands of exclusivity, attachment, proximity aatisfaction. For men like Joseph,
companionability meant being tied to a pleasamigent woman, freely chosen and
enjoyable to live with. Men did not intend, howeuireir new loveable wives to hold
any particular power of their own in relationshig2atriarchy and partnership were
incompatible both in the home and in the publicespha truth with which Joseph, his

wife and his mistress all grappled.
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The Bergiers’ attempts to navigate their compaaiemmarriage through the
emotional tumult of adultery, enabled and evenured, in masculine society, by the
existing norms of gendered culture, and also thndbg challenges presented by
infertility, at variance with those norms, led thé&mvalorize another readily available
element of their bourgeois milieu. This was boorgeociability. Sociability among the
nineteenth-century French bourgeoisie was clogakedl to the creation of family ties.
The formal organization of leisure, through thenfation of clubs, and the creation of
associations for a variety of purposes, was an itapbfeature of both civic culture and
political mobilization. Maurice Agulhon arguedyfiastance, that clubs were a step in
the democratization of French life, as communalea&ition shifted away from the salons,
which had dominated the old regime and the BoufRestoratiort"* Salons had had an
implicit patron-client, host-guest relationship,evbas clubs, though exclusive, elected
their own officers from amongst the members. kcpce, often the same people got
elected again and again, but they were freely aht’éeBuilding on this, other historians
have looked at what sociability could tell us abmntalités, for instance the role of
singing societies and the pleasure of the mediéradssociational activity also served
as a means of measuring social position, allownogipcial notables to generate social

capital and publicly signal status and wedfth.

391 Maurice Agulhonle cercle dans la France bourgeoise 1810-1@2&is: Librarie
Armand Colin, 1977), 52-54.

392 Angleraud Les dynasties lyonnaise$32.

393 Marie-Véronique Gauthie€hanson, sociabilité et grivoiserie au XIXe sig&aris:
Aubier, 1992)7.

394 pellissier Loisirs et sociabilités95; Angleraudles dynasties lyonnaise$34.
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Rather than looking at sociability as a performandke public sphere, this
dissertation shows how it was a tool in forming ilgrhonds and shaping private life.
Informal social interactions played a vital roletle establishment of companionate
relationships, both legally as in the case of Faanmy Joseph, or adulterously in the case
of Agathe. These gatherings among friends simetiasly fueled infidelity, an obstacle
to happy marriages, and provided an alternative fof companionability.

Formal sociability in the practice of philanthropyt the elite and the poor in
direct contact with one another, creating in th@cpss an opportunity for surrogacy and
informal adoption. Most studies that examine daitity do so as a form of leisure and
an expression of status, and not, as in this stuily,an eye to understanding the
creation of family. The case of the Bergiers ergdioin this dissertation thus invites a
reexamination of associations in terms of the impétheir activities on families.

The examination of infertility, adultery, and altative family creation through
the sociability of association and kin has bereditin this study, from an intimate
encounter with the relationship of the Bergiera@suple, thanks to the kinds of sources
that made this study possible. The results ofé¢k@&mination suggest that similar sources
for other couples, not only letters and diariesdlsb other private forms of writing,
might benefit equally from the kind of perspectiaken here. These intimate sources not
only tell us about private life, they are, in asgna form of family life in themselves.
Diaries were not merely a record; they were algga of heir. Given that private diaries
were rarely truly private and secret, we shouldnmmigate the ways in which they were
intended as a form of private familial communicatand used as a tool for creating and

deepening intimacy.
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The curators of the Musée Gadagne welcome used@érgier diaries as
historical sources by scholars. Given the focuhisfproject on the couple, much of my
research centered on the epistolary part of the\a@nd on the portions of the diary that
the Bergiers kept jointly. My study does not relymany of the volumes of the diary,
which therefore do not appear here at all, nor dstrof the letters. This dissertation
represents nonetheless the first systematic histioitye Bergiers making extensive use of
the collection, and in doing so provides an inijaide to anyone seeking to use these
documents for other types of research. These re@medso rich that historians informed
by other methodologies and interests would beasfihuch, or more, from their use for
subjects different than mine. | would now likestoggest some possible approaches of
such investigations.

One such line of inquiry is the material cultufe¢he nineteenth-century
bourgeoisie of Lyon. Many small details of clothimgnsumption and display, all
meticulously recorded in daily entries, give a geofshow the elite of Lyon sought to
project their prestige and read the status of sth&he bourgeoisie of Lyon was not a
monolithic entity possessing unified interests, Wwas rather a loosely identifiable group
in constant flux as individuals sought to commutgazon-verbally their standing relative
to their compatriots. The Bergiers did this inuerer of ways that appear only briefly
in my study. These include property ownershipregttirban and rural sociability,
membership in associations and travel, all of whiele means of establishing one’s
place in the subtle gradations of intra-class Ingma

The Bergier documents provide a rich source fayaas historian seeking a

guantifiable approach to bourgeois sociability.e Tharies tell the story not only of a
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couple, but also of a network of relationshipsscholar could compile a list of all the
names mentioned in terms of both frequency andezdngaining a sense of the
composition of bourgeois associations. Taken mjuwection with the notary records in
the departmental archives, the Bergier diaries npalssible a scientific approach to the
geographical, economic and social ties of the prcai bourgeoisie of nineteenth-
century France. The documents thus allow for amedyndifferent sort of investigation
than mine, a study of the implicit geography of lgmois existence, opening the door to a
project on the “where” of bourgeois life. For exae a historian could make good use
of Joseph’s careful detailing of his walks, hipsrio cafés and his sociable
peregrinations throughout the region.

Alternatively, historians of republicanism and thaditical history of the
nineteenth century would find the autobiography diadies useful from another kind of
reading. Fanny’s brother César foundedCenseura staunchly republican newspaper
that played a role in politicizing the denizend.gbn prior to the Revolution of 1848.
He served in national offices both during the Selcamd Third Republics. Joseph
participated actively in the banquet campaign$1eft840s and in political clubs, and he
stood for office himself. Fanny kept a minute-byaote record of the uprising of the
canuts(silk workers) in 1834, recording her observatiohghe street fighting from her
window and the rooftops. These first-hand accoahtaajor events in French history
are likely to command significant interest on tlaetwf historians of political and social
developments.

The Bergier diaries also have considerable lijevatue. In themselves, they

provide an unusual example of adults keeping peideries over a long period of time, a
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subject that is treated but by no means exhausted Hn addition to the intrinsic literary
interest of the diaries, the Bergiers themselve®wagid readers and loved the theater.
As part of this project | began to keep a listlbttee books they read but ultimately did
not incorporate my findings into this work. Thdiaries provide a clear answer to the
problem historians of the book face; what were peogading? While it is easy enough
to track what people purchased or owned and wiegtridad, it is more difficult to
determine how long it took to read a work and what/ thought about their reading
material. The diary entries of the Bergiers castesdight on these knottier questions.

The Bergiers were also devoted fans of the thealeseph recorded and reviewed
every play he saw, helpfully underlining these iestto make locating them easier. He
detailed the atmosphere of the theater, the qualditige lighting and sets, his impressions
of the actors and whether he enjoyed himself. myusome parts of his life he attended
the theater several times a week, creating a aahce for both historians and scholars of
French literature for exploring drama from the pergive of the audience.

The potential usefulness of the Bergiers’ archias therefore by no means been
exhausted by the present study. The source tedidth made this study possible and so
enriched my encounter with the Bergiers as a coaiptkas feeling and thinking
individuals has numerous and intriguing possileitior avenues of research. Recalling
my own excitement in my encounter with these sajriteés my hope that other
historians and scholars will discover in the cdll@t new material for their own research.

Fanny died of a pulmonary iliness on November sik862°°> Without Fanny,

Joseph became morose. He wrote frequently ofdesealto die and be with her again: “I

39 Joseph Bergier, diary, 6 November 1862, Box Bemjiary, MG.
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have lost my beloved companion, the half of myssetistence is without charms for me.
| call for death with all my strength. | live witht hope of the future®®® In spite of his
conviction that he would soon follow his companiorthe grave, he lived on for another
sixteen years. In that time he laid the foundatmrthe Asile Bergier, wrote his
autobiography and catalogued his personal papemdservation. He kept his entry
faithfully through his prolonged final iliness, latling his last on the tenth of May 1878.
The story of his life and his achievement for postes in fact the narrative of their life
and achievement. Together they left an intimatéraid of a marriage troubled by pain

and scandal, but ultimately a companionship thdtiesd.

39 joseph Bergier, diary, 31 December 1862, Box Beidjiary, MG.
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Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 14 November.X888espondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834.

Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 17 October 188&espondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834.

Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 25 October 188&espondence addressée a
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Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 28 October 188&espondance addressée a
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Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 4 November 1888espondance addressée a
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Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 22 November.1888espondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834.

Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 12 February.1886espondance addressée a
Bergier en 1834.

191
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Reynaud, Agathe to Joseph Bergier. 2 February 188ifespondance adressée a
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