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Theories of Social Movement Emergence as Realized by the Paris Commune

Alex Hanna

Introduction: History and Significance of the Commune


In the current world political climate, one that has claimed that we exist at the “end of history,” and that “there is no alternative” to the current system of capital accumulation, we look to the past for times when things were better, for a model that sets an example of what the future could be.  Liberals and reformists look towards the 1940s of Roosevelt's New Deal and the 1960s of Johnson's “Great Society,” expecting a nation-state that is growing ever more obsolete in the face of globalized capital to institute measures that will save society and humankind.  However, those with a more total weltanschauung (world view) are looking beyond the state, to a new type of organization.  This organization that radicals look to for methodology and inspiration is that of the Paris Commune.  The Commune is the result of a rich tradition of contention that the French people have cultivated over the last four centuries, through numerous rulers, empires, and republics.  Even today, French students and workers march to oppose laws that threaten to reduce wages and benefits for the nation's already impoverished youth.  In the tradition of those before them, some among these “contentious French”
 look to build a new society in the design of their predecessors.


The Paris Commune established a mass-controlled government from March 18 to May 28, 1871.
  The previous government of France, under the control of Louis Bonaparte (or “Napoleon the little” as addressed by Victor Hugo and Marx) launched an imperialist war against neighboring Prussia, in an attempt to reinstate France to its previous imperialist glory and save his crumbling Empire.  Bonaparte, self-exalted by a plebiscite that reaffirmed his rule, emphatically proclaimed his war on July 23rd.  However, after a series of defeats, the Bonapartist troops were defeated handily at the Battle of Sedan on September 1 and 2.  On the 4th, Parisian workers stormed L'Hôtel de Ville (City Hall) and forced the National Assembly to proclaim the fall of the Empire and the rise of the Third Republic.  The new provisional government, the Government of National Defense (GND), led by Jules Favre, blamed the war on the imperial Bonapartist government, but would not cede the disputed territories of Alsace and Lorraine to Prussia; thus, the war continued as Germany started to march on Paris.  On September 19th, the Germans began their siege on Paris, which Bismarck, the Chancellor of Prussia, proclaimed will be quick and sure, since the Parisian workers were “soft and decadent.”  The GND led the Paris population on, making them believe that it had a chance of holding Paris. But in fact, it was clever ruse used to pacify revolutionaries and hold on to power, after the demonstrations of September 4th demanded elections.  After the French army surrendered and the National Guard was defeated, the Government of National Defense began to negotiate with the Prussians.  Upon hearing this news, workers and revolutionary National Guard members, led by Louis-Auguste Blanqui, seized L'Hôtel de Ville and set up a revolutionary government.  The Government of National Defense violently recaptured L'Hôtel and arrested Blanqui for treason.


On January 22, 1871, revolutionary masses outside the Hôtel demanded the overthrow of the government and establishment of a people’s commune.  These masses were massacred by order of the Government of National Defense, which then made the preparations to surrender Paris to the Prussians.  The surrender was made official on January 28th, and the provisional government ordered the regular army to disarm, while the National Guard was allowed to keep their arms.  Elections were held on February 8th, unknown to the majority of the nation's population.  The new assembly gathered at Bordeaux and elected Adolphe Theirs as the chief executive.  While Thiers and Favre signed the preliminary peace treaty, guaranteeing the full capitulation of France with 400,000 able-bodied working class franc-tireurs (irregular soldiers) willing to fight, the French masses started to anger over the occupation by German troops, which had, however, slowly started leaving the city after the treaty's signing.  In the process, the National Guard defected and formed the Central Committee, which preliminarily served as the political entity of the Commune.  Sensing trouble, Thiers and the Provisional Government retreated to Versailles to establish the French government there.  On March 18th, as a condition of the armistice, Thiers ordered the disarmament of the National Guard, by withdrawing the cannons that the Guard possessed.  However, unknown to the standing army, these were placed at strategic locations around the city, as to disrupt the repossession of the cannons.  Before dawn that morning, the standing army was somewhat successful at gaining the cannons, but had forgotten to bring horses to pull them away.  The people saw what was the army was attempting, and women, children, and the rest of Paris rushed to hold the cannons.  The standing army, for the most part, defected to the cause of the people of Paris and did not fire upon any of them.  The combined force took over the cannons at Montmarte, and the Civil War began, as well as the Commune, which was formally declared after elections on March 26th. 

The emergence of this new state, one born of continual resistance and revolution, is important to study as a social movement, since it represents one of the few social movements in which the activity focuses on not only a revolution situation, but also a revolutionary success that established one of the most democratic governments the world has seen.  The Commune lends itself to investigation by many of the “emergence” theories of today.  In its fundamental composition are apparent the essential ingredients that social movement theorists look for in trying to explain the movement's initial emergence.  For the classicists, there exist the elements of the strain of society and the collective behavior and hysteria that characterize the activity of the crowds; that is, the stir of the Franco-Prussian war, the gatherings outside of the L'Hôtel de Ville, and the demagogues appealing to the masses and ordering for the proclamation of the republic.  The resource mobilization theorists can find abundant interests, organizations, and opportunity/threat structures that are mobilized in the events leading up to the Commune.  State-centered approaches look at the fall-out of the Bonapartist government, and the rise of Commune as a state structure in the face of the Government of National Defense, followed by its immediate suppression by that same Government.  The political process camp is able to cry “political opportunity” as the Prussians march on Paris and the Government of National Defense takes flight.  The identity politicians find that the identity gained from being part of the urban environment, and the contentious movement as a whole, is what spurs the unity of the Communards.  


The most significant analysis of the Commune, however, has historically been by Marx and subsequent post-Marx Marxists.  These thinkers praise it, not only for its revolutionary and class character, but for its establishment of a workers' state, one that integrated worker-controlled government and a non-capitalist mode of production.  For Marx and Engels, it was one of the most significant events occurring in the 19th century: not a bourgeois (and consequently failed) revolution, like that of 1848, but a successful revolution arising from class-consciousness and opposition to the bourgeoisie.  Post-Marx Marxists such as Rosa Luxemburg expanded on this idea, developing the concept that revolution arises from the spontaneity of mass movements, coming at times when intellectuals and scholars would never expect them.  The second part of the Commune's significance rests in the political order that replaced Thier's and Favre's government.  Marx states in his Civil War in France: “The great social measure of the Commune was its own working existence.  Its special measures could but betoken the tendency of a government of the people by the people” (Marx 1940).  The Commune was to serve as the prototype for thinkers to come, from Lenin to Luxemburg, from Russia to Germany.


Nonetheless, the interpretations for the Commune as a social movement range far and wide, since it possesses all the elements of which social movements are made.  Here we will consider four major camps that can provide explanations of how the Paris Commune came into existence.  First, the classical model will offer its explanation, that of collective behavior, the brethren of sociology hailing from social psychology.  The representative of collective behavior, Gustave Le Bon, offers his examination as a direct response to the Commune, writing his work on crowd psychology in 1895, a short 24 years after the Commune's fall.  He sees the crowds of the Commune and their revolutionary actions concomitant with the desperate situation created as the Prussian troops occupied Paris and the government failed to provide an adequate defense of the French capital.  This angered the crowd to the point in which they destroyed the previous state, as the people gathered in front of City Hall and established their mob rule, represented by tearing down the Victory Column on the Place Vendôme
 and murdering the Generals Lecomte and Clément-Thomas.  This situation could also be exploited by the many demagogues of ulterior motives, such as Blanqui and those of the Central Committee of the National Guard.  This conservative viewpoint argues that the action of the Communards was one of irrational action, reactionary nature, and bending to the sway of the few.


Beyond the classic theory, we begin to explore theories that accept mobilization as a rational action, one in which the actors have weighed the costs versus the benefits, with the benefits coming out on top.  Starting with the resource mobilization model, the interests and the organizations that maintain the actors start to concretize, in the residue of June 1848 and the in talking shops of the abeyance period from 1850 to 1870.  However, these elements congeal mostly in reaction to the Bonaparte and Thiers governments.  As the pre-Commune events unfolded, we can see how these organizations gradually assumed more of a role in the Commune's eventual emergence.  This means that there are definite points before March 18th, 1871 where the opportunity level increased in Paris, as the threat and repression level decreased.  As the opportunity increased, organizations became more and more cohesive, and started to mobilize at a quicker rate than they could in the periods before the Franco-Prussian war.  Oberschall and Tilly’s organizational theory of communal, weak, and associational groups in relation to their ties to other groups presents a viable explanation of the forces at work in the genesis of the Commune.


Along the lines of organizational and resource mobilization theory is the theory of identity.  Traditionally associated with new social movements, one author, Roger V. Gould, expresses how identity politics can be applied specifically to the events from 1848 to 1871 in Paris and France.  However, instead of appealing to the identity of actors along the lines of race, sex, or some other independent variable, Gould considers two elements of identity to explain French contention: class identity and urban, community identity.  Fixated on relating class identity to the 1848 Revolution, he considers organizations developed on class lines, such as the National Workshops and the groups who demanded la droit au travail (“the right to work”), to be the main actors in this Revolution, and considers class identity to be the basis of their cohesion and action.  Similarly, he assigns the identity of community to the Communards, arguing that the battle for Paris was one based on a battle for the State, not one against the capitalist system.  He also creates a new identity in this debate, the identity of mobilization itself.  This “participation identity” transcends all previous identities and makes collective action its own driving force.  This is his justification of the action of the Commune, a united identity that went beyond class, and, is in fact, a theory directly opposing that of Marxian observation.  


In response to the other theories (mainly in response to Gould), we look at the Marxian interpretations of the Commune, in both more orthodox Marxist and Western Marxist theories.  The nature of the Commune presented itself, as Gould said, as a city-wide phenomenon in which the insurgents were in direct conflict with the state.  However, Marxists believe it is impossible to divorce the class struggle from the struggle against the state.  The state is, as Lenin says in State and Revolution, a tool of the bourgeoisie and facilitator of capital accumulation.  It is apparent that those who are fighting are those in the lower classes, who traditionally have been in conflict with the state.  What further makes this a class struggle is the defection of many of the National Guard and standing army to the ranks of the insurgents, something that was absent in the 1848 Revolution, where the regular army, National Guard, and the Mobile Guard ultimately slaughtered the June insurrection.  Explaining the nature of the revolt is also very different.  Whereas the resource mobilization and identity theories attempt to show where there will be an actual point of contention, the Marxian tradition holds that revolt comes spontaneously.  It is the inner mechanizations of the class struggles that will spark off the first revolt.  History allows us to draw this parallel with the 1905 Russia Revolution and the development of the “Soviet.”  Lastly, to affirm the class character of the revolt, we turn to the actual organization and successes of the Commune, in its decrees and structure.  It was one that espoused equality, accountability, and a concern to the question of labor, the essential activity of man.


With all these contending theories, the only way we can truly develop our basis of discussion is to explore the movement of Paris historically, in researching its classes, organizations, leaders, governments, and revolutions.  Ideally, the 1789 French Revolution would be the starting point of discussion.  However, the topic of 1789 is one so huge in and of itself that we must assume some things to be true of its legacy and start from an era closer to the Commune.  Our story will start in the events leading up to 1848, the year of revolution on the Continent, and its February Revolution in France.
History from 1848 to 1871


The stage is set.  Paris in 1848 – after a tumultuous ride of the 1789 revolution, the proclamation of the First Republic, its digression into the First Empire of Napoleon Bonaparte, and the Restoration – now resides in the hands of betrayers of the July Revolution, the July Monarchy of Louis-Phillipe and the Orléanists.  Republican secret societies, the petty-bourgeoisie, and revolutionaries of Paris have been awaiting the death of the aging King to proclaim the Republic, but did not expect this to come in February 1848
.  Events unfurled at a mad pace, starting off with the moving and postponement of a banquet that was to address labor reform.  It was moved to the right bank of the Seine, as opposed to the left, since walls surrounded the right, such that the working class could not watch.  The February 20th banquet was moved to February 29th, which essentially canceled the event all together.  Political activity swelled from this, accentuated by workers, students, and petty bourgeois protesters who cried for the resignation of Prime Minister Guizot.  Outside of his estate, a large crowd gathered to protest the unpopular Minister,
 but was met by the National Guard.  Although ordered not to shoot, the Guard fired and killed 50 protesters.  This triggered Guizot to resign on the 23rd, and the King shortly after him.  It was thought that the King's grandson would take the throne, but upon the resignation of the Orléans king, there was little chance that this was going to happen.  The Second Republic was eagerly proclaimed on February 24th from L'Hôtel de Ville and celebrated by virtually all classes, as Marx said, it was “the revolution of universal sympathies” (Marx 1848).  The working class was to be sure that this revolution would not be a repeat of 1830, in which the July Revolution was co-opted by the Orléanist monarchy.  On February 25th, a group of workers forced their way into L'Hôtel and made the public demand for the right to work (le droit au travail).  Only Louis Blanc and the worker named Albert, out of the Provisional Government’s eleven members, met this demand with sympathy.  By making this declaration, along with the revolution, a mass influx of workers came to Paris seeking this right.  Their demands were heard by the Minister of Public Works, Pierre Marie, who created the National Workshops.  However, Marie and the Provisional Government had ulterior motives in creating these workshops: to reduce unemployment and to increase production in Paris, plus accommodate all the new labor coming into the city.  The working class, however, believed that the government, which was leaning ever so more the right, was implementing le droit au travail.  After the general declaration for the right to work, Louis Blanc appealed to the Assembly again to create a Ministry of Labor.  As a concession, the Provisional Government created the Luxembourg Commission to be a standing committee to investigate the “organization of work” with Blanc at its head.  The Commission embodied the struggle of the proletariat in February.  The final reform of the Provisional Government that aided the working class was to decree that the National Guard be open to any male willing and able to fight.  The National Guard had traditionally been a landed militia, but after the Revolution, this fighting force was open to any male.


However, the reforms that the Provisional Government had made began to have adverse effects on their own interests.  The government, unorganized and growing more conservative, was having trouble maintaining order in Paris.  Its coffers were empty, and therefore they taxed the agricultural peasants heavily, making them turn against the Hôtel de Ville government.  With this disorder, the elections of April 23 yielded bourgeois and monarchist results, with only 80 of 900 seats claimed by leftist republicans, and only one by the Central Committee of Workers of the Seine.  Seeing that the republic was going down an undesirable road, Blanqui, the professional revolutionary, incited a small insurrection on May 15.  However, he was quickly arrested with his counterparts.  Blanqui was too late: the Assembly called for the dissolution of the National Workshops, which they did not see to serve any productive purpose as they stood.  The projects they put into work consisted mostly of worthless excavations, and the payment to the workers was bankrupting the government.  However, the destruction of the workshops prompted the Paris proletariat to take up arms and revolt against the newly formed Assembly.  The “June Days” insurrection, unlike the February Revolution, was one in which only the working class fought against the National Guard, Mobile Guard, and regular army.  In the four bloody days of June 23rd through 26th, 10 to 20 thousand insurgent workers faced 37 thousand regular troops and 15 thousand Mobile Guard members.  Between one to two thousand insurgents were killed, with those captured either forced to enlist or shipped off to French colonies to work.  This, Marx says, “is the ugly revolution, the nasty revolution, because the phrases have given place to the real thing, because the republic has bared the head of the monster by knocking off the crown which shielded and concealed it” (Marx 1848).  This was indeed the working class uprising that revealed the bourgeois nature of February, and its hatred for the proletarian forces of revolution.  Their revolution, like that of 1830, had once again been co-opted.  


The period afterwards did not fare well for their bourgeois expropriators either.  November 4th brought the drafting of the new constitution, a work which was merely the “republicanized edition of the constitutional Charter of 1830” (Marx 1852).  It was the same type of law established by the July Monarchy, only with republican elements.  It granted universal suffrage, one of the elements of February that this bourgeois assembly could not manage to exclude once again.  However, the rights of all other classes were restricted, especially that of the working class.  The constitution also granted supreme powers to the President, who could essentially dissolve the Assembly at will.  In the presidential election, the three candidates were that of Ledru-Rollin, the socialist, Cavaignac, the bourgeois republican and instigator of the June massacre, and Prince Napoleon Bonaparte, the candidate for the recently reorganized Imperialist Party.  The nephew of Napoleon the First, he had been in hiding since 1830, at one point in a Swedish Commune.  Eventually, as the disorder left over from February continued to frighten the wealthy and bourgeoisie, Bonaparte moved in to reclaim a part of French power, riding on the coattails of his uncle's name.  On December 10th, the day of the election, with the name that Frenchmen saw as a beacon of order in these disorderly times, Napoleon carried the election with five million votes, with Cavaignac coming in second with only a million and a half.  The peasants carried his election, distraught with the heavy taxing of the bourgeois republicans and utterly disenchanted with the socialists (as most classes were at the time).  Napoleon aligned with the Legitimists
 and Orléanists to form the “party of order” that would bring France back to its former glory and reorganize Europe as it deemed fit.  The bourgeois republicans and the socialists formed a weak coalition at best under the heading of the démocrate-socialiste (social-democracy).  With his “party of order”, Bonaparte and the monarchists, who controlled the majority of the Assembly, gradually passed Draconian laws, including the “broad campaign of harassment and repression against republican societies, the radical press, and workers' associates suspected of a too active interest in politics”, under the banner of “order” and imperialism (Gould 1995: 65).  Bonaparte’s presidency was shaping up to be what his uncle's turned the 1789 Revolution into: a modern state bureaucracy, bent on imperialism and restoration of France as an empire.


And empire is what Napoleon Bonaparte received.  His campaign for conquest included Austria and Italy; his rule was draconic and oppressive, not allowing the basic liberties of speech, press, and assembly.  In his tenure as head of the state, the “prince-president” was also able to help bourgeois businessmen cash in on ventures for building up Paris, with civil projects ranging from extending the city limits to include the faubourgs
, and the renovation of major roads, including the circle around the Arc de Triomphe.  These ventures were headed by a civil servant from a family with ties to Napoleon I, Georges Haussmann.  His subsequent “haussamannisation”, that is, renovation of Paris to extend municipal projects, was notorious for forcing the working class from their homes in the inner city to the faubourgs, which would later serve as later hotbeds of support for the Commune.  With the support of the bourgeoisie and monarchists, Bonaparte seized the opportunity to stage a coup d'état on December 2, 1851, on the anniversary of the original Napoleon's coronation.  He dissolved the Assembly, had all party leaders arrested, and summoned a new assembly to extend his term in office for ten years.  Any resistance to the coup was hastily and easily put down by the army, whose support was unquestionably dedicated to the prince-president.  The next ten years spelled repression of the proletariat, Napoleonic imperialism, and accumulation of wealth for the Parisian bourgeoisie.

For the first seven years of the Empire, France had no political life.  The assembly was reduced to self-affirming institutions for the Emperor, as it was not allowed to regulate its own procedure or elect its own president, propose laws or amendments, vote on the budget, or make its discussions public.  Universal suffrage was subverted in such a way that forbade free speech and action in elections, since the candidates were not chosen by the people. Districts were redistributed in a way that the liberal vote would be overwhelmed by the reactionary rural population.  Dissidents were either thrown in prison or exiled without trial.  Only in 1857 was there allowed to be a leftist Opposition and, even then, in 1860 it only consisted of five members.  


Bonapartism, then, was the rule of the time, which drove the working class movement into abeyance
.  Collectivities of workers were driven underground, and the appearance of démocrate-socialiste as a party or idea dwindled to a select few, a part which was in prison (including Blanqui).  The form of workers' resistance took the form of craft organizations, since an overt method of resistance to the Empire's power and capital would be quickly repressed.  These organizations were strictly inclusive: they were focused on containing members of the same craft, and formed tightly knit and militant in their structure.  On May 25, 1864, a law was passed which allowed French workers a restricted “right to strike” to give them an outlet for the grievances, while at the same time integrating them into a “workers' movement” to be paternalistically supervised by the Empire.  However, this law triggered nationwide strikes on such a scale that it scared observers into believing there would be a major economic effect, not to mention a serious disruption of the normal social order.  Workers requested the elimination of piece-wages and the reduction of the working day.  The structure of the workers' organizations also took a different form, that of the informal craft group, as opposed to that of the formal workers organization.  As Gould states, “Nearly every occupational group in Paris had a trade union of some kind by 1865, and many had organized producers' cooperatives and mutual-aid societies as well” (1995: 114).  There also existed a network of different workers' groups, such as a number of groups under the First International Workingmen's Association, but the bond that was more favored during the time of Bonapartism was that of the union by trade.  This is important in defining the kind of organization that prevailed immediately before and during the Commune.


With the emergence of strike laws and various international events, the Empire was on the decline.  In 1860, the Emperor had given the Legislative Assembly the right to report on parliamentary debates and, in 1861, the right of voting on the budget, which was a great growth of power for the Opposition.  A number of international policies and uneasiness with other nations continued to plague Napoleon the Little, as the Assembly's control of the budget was leveraged as a way to discourage imperialist policies of the Empire.  In 1868, Bonaparte's attempts to liberalize the country to regain republican and bourgeois support spurred the authorization of electoral assemblies and public meetings of “a nonpolitical nature”, as well as the overall relaxing of restrictions of the press and trade unions, which were now informally tolerated by the government.  The rise of Prussia also played a prominent role.  As Prussia emerged victorious from the 1866 war with Austria, it became the dominant power in Germany.  Confidence in the imperialism of Napoleon's empire started to wane.  


Public meetings became commonplace for Parisians after the government granted of the right to assembly.  Although initially manifesting itself in bourgeois affairs at the city’s center, the meeting fever spread to the faubourgs where working class men and women took part.  Gould counts 776 meetings that took place between June 1868 to April 1870, not including the electoral assemblies of May and June 1869 (1989: 123).  The Empire was taken aback at this outpour of public meeting and activity, thinking that the laws would be meekly accepted and gratuitously used for minor grievances, not as a loud outcry against the Empire.  In the elections of May 1869, the Empire was again shocked to find that a large number of the seats had gone to the Opposition and other leftists, as opposed to the monarchists that had so formerly populated the toothless legislative body.  In response, Napoleon III engaged in a mad scramble to rally support for the Empire once more.  There was a major set of constitutional reforms that included granting real political power to the legislature, in September 1869.  However, the power of the Parisian masses flexed itself, when, in January 1870, 200 thousand people mourned the death of Victor Noir, a journalist murdered by a member of the Bonaparte family.   In the attempt to regain glory for France, the imperialist Bonaparte looked to the recently victorious Prussia for its next victim of attack, in an attempt to land-grab and to consolidate the Empire in the eyes of the Opposition and working people.  In the plebiscite of May 1870, Napoleon III, to reaffirm the support for the Empire, called for the people to vote in favor or against the liberal reforms in a plebiscite.  However, this, by extension, was voting for or against the war with Prussia.  It is worthy to note that International called on its members not to vote in this election for this reason.  However, as the vote was a resounding yes (in favor of reforms), Napoleon took this as his mandate from the people to wage a haughty imperialist war against Prussia.

As recounted in the introduction, the war against Prussia was a miserable failure, with a major part of the French army capitulating, and Bonaparte himself captured at Sedan.  As the macroscopic view of this history has already been told, this section will focus more on the political and class dynamics in Paris in the building of the Commune.  The Parisian masses descended on Palais Bourbon demanding the proclamation of the Third Republic, then converging on L'Hôtel de Ville, as is the ritual when declaring popular government in France.  Lissagaray recalls the event:

But on the morning of the 4th of September the people assemble, and amongst them National Guards armed with their muskets. The astonished gendarmes give way to them. Little by little the Corps Législatif is invaded. At ten o'clock notwithstanding the desperate efforts of the Left, the crowd fills the galleries. It is time. The Chamber, on the point of forming a Ministry, try to seize the government.... Happily a new crowd of invaders bursts its way through 
the doors, while the occupants of the galleries glide into the hall. The people expel the deputies. Gambetta, forced to the tribune, is obliged to announce the abolition of the Empire. The crowd, wanting more than this, asks for the Republic, and carries off the deputies to proclaim it at the Hôtel-de-Ville. (Prologue)

The members of the newly formed Government of National Defense (GND) are members of the Left Opposition, that of Jules Favre and Adolphe Thiers.  The meetings of September 1870 are not the same of 1868: members met in the open, exchanging and exploring ideas on politics, the Republic, and the newly formed GND.  The International and other groups of workingmen sent delegations to 

L'Hôtel in order to demand representation in the newly formed government.  The GND allowed the war to wage on, even after further defeats and the threat of the siege of Paris.  As mass materials were available to sustain a battle for Paris, the GND, however, disorganized and looking only to defend its own bourgeois interests, did not call for the mobilization of the Parisian masses.  Instead, it relied on far-fetched plans to stave off the Prussians, and trumped up fake victories of the Guard around the city.  On 19th of September, the Prussians began the long siege of Paris.


The siege worked to turn the working class against the government of Thiers and Favre.  The city was starved without adequate food and was suffering the bite of the cold winter without firewood.  The desperation of the situation was dire, as a citizen recounts: 


From hour to hour the sting of hunger was increasing, and horse-flesh had become a delicacy. 
Dogs, cats, and rats were eagerly devoured. The women waited for hours in the cold and mud 
for a starvation allowance. For bread they got black grout, that tortured the stomach. 
Children died on their mothers’ empty breasts. Wood was worth its weight in gold, and the 
poor had only 
to warm them the despatches [sic] of Gambetta, always announcing fantastic 
successes. At the end of December their privations began to open the eyes of the people. 
(Lissagaray: Prologue)

The rationing the GND had provided was insufficient for the working class population, however, there was an unequal rationing that favored the better off parts of the population.  With the desperation of the siege, the Parisian masses began talking and meeting once again, this time, not in opposition to the Empire, but to the Government of National Defense: 


People participated in an animated discussion concerning the bread rationing that had begun 
that morning in the [twentieth] arrondissement... In some groups it was said that people at the 
Hôtel de Ville are indulging themselves freely... They want us to die of hunger so they can be 
rid of Belleville
, which threatens them even more than the Prussians do. (Gould: 139).

People were beginning to sense the antagonisms of the new government.  The professional revolutionary, Auguste Blanqui, led a revolt of workers and National Guardsmen against the GND on October 31, taking over L'Hôtel de Ville and establishing the Committee for Public Safety
.  However, this revolt was temporary and was expelled from the Hôtel.  Blanqui consequently went back to jail.  The National Guard and those who supported the National Guard also began to resent the GND.  Through four months of fighting against the siege, those of the National Guard knew no support from the GND in attempting to mobilize the rest of the population to fight.  All of their efforts were for naught, and the Favre government capitulated on January 28th. 


The organizations of the siege took the forms of citywide committees of municipalities and local committees in each part of the city.  The International helped form the Committee of the Twenty Arrondissements, which, although incapable of action and obscured by larger bodies, denounced the Government of National Defense in its inability to provide necessities during the siege and allowing the siege to continue.  In a poster drafted by Delescluze (who would eventually become the commander of the Commune's National Guard) and supported by the Committee, he stated:  


Has the Government which charged itself with the national defence fulfilled its mission? No. By 
their procrastination, their indecision, their inertia, those who govern us have led us to the brink 
of the abyss. They have known neither how to administer nor how to fight. We die of cold, 
almost of hunger. Sorties without object, deadly struggles without results, repeated failures. The 
Government has given the measure of its capacity; it is killing us. The perpetuation of this 
regime means capitulation. The politics, the strategies, the administration of the Empire 
continued by the men of the 4th of September have been judged. Make way for the people! 
Make way for the Commune! (Lissagaray: Prologue)

Also, members of every arrondissement set up local “committees of vigilance” in order to make sure that the Republic would come into being and defend the city from the siege on a local level.  They also took measures to regulate the rationing in each arrondissement so that their people could survive.  


After the capitulation, the Government of National Defense began with the rebuilding of the state and the settling of the terms of armistice with the Prussians.  The National Assembly was organized at Bordeaux and consisted mostly of conservatives who wanted to end the war.  Adolphe Thiers
 was elected chief executive of this Assembly, and, along with Favre, signed the armistice at Versailles on February 26th.  As the siege ended, the Prussian army was to occupy the city on the 27th.  The people of Paris, however, also were hard at work building their own form of organization.  After the siege ended, the radical movement of the people congealed: the working class members of the National Guard began to hold elections for the creation of a Central Committee, “The National Guard represented all the manhood of Paris.  The clear, simple, essentially French idea of confederating the battalions had long been in every mind” (Lissagaray: I).  The members of the Central Committee were not the leaders of the revolution, such as the Socialists, Blanquists, or Internationalists.  They were virtually unknown: shopkeepers, employees, and mostly strangers to politics.  This is the turning point in which the National Guard was no longer responsive to the Government of Thiers, but to its own people.  The first public appearance of the Central Committee occurred when, Vinoy, the GND's commander of the National Guard, had ordered the Guard to wait on the Champs-Elysées to encounter the occupiers.  The National Guard, ready to fight against the capitulation, was to be disappointed on the 27th, since the occupation was to be postponed until the 1st.  On that night, the Central Committee made its appearance, and ordered the Guard to stand down to the Prussians; not only that, but to have the city contain them to one section of the town and not enter it.  The Guard and the Parisians obeyed, and when the Prussians marched in on the Champs-Elysées, they found no resistance.  This legitimized the Committee, and consequently made the government of Thiers furious.  Thiers believed, however, that Paris was to be his again, with one condition: that of the disarmament of the National Guard.  This, indeed, proved to be no easy task.


On the morning of March 18th, the regular army, led by Vinoy, were to seize 250
 cannons that belonged to the National Guard, thus disarm Paris and bring the capital back to “normalcy.”  The seizure began at 3 AM and was completed by 6 AM, except for one fatal flaw: Vinoy had forgotten to bring horses to pull the cannons.  This delayed the movement of the cannons until 8 AM, and allowed those in the faubourgs to realize what was happening.  Immediately, the women who saw the army carrying away the pieces began to oppose them, followed by the Guardsmen and children.  Everywhere, the army was commanded to fire on the defending men, women, and children, and everywhere, the army refused to, with a great mass of them defecting to the side of the people
.  Those generals who were captured in the battle, Lecomte and Clément-Thomas, were to be put on trial by the Committee, but the people and Guardsmen, angered by the orders to shoot at women and children, and from past grievances
, executed the generals of the GND.  Thiers, angered and frightened at this activity, left with the remnants of the regular army and flew to Versailles.  This left L'Hôtel de Ville wide open, and the Commune unofficially began.  The Central Committee quickly abdicated its power as the people of Paris called for elections, which were scheduled to take place on the 22nd.


Marx remarks that “[t]he great social measure of the Commune was its own working existence” (1940: 65), thus it is integral to dissect and examine the decrees, mechanics, and dynamics at work during its existence, instead of glossing over those radical developments as a string of simple events with no significance in relating to the Commune’s emergence
. After a number of postponements, elections took place on the 26th, to the joyous proclamations of Parisian workers and guardsmen.  The first decree of the newly elected municipal council was to abolish conscription and the standing army and, in its stead, to arm the Parisian masses as its own defensive organization.  The council was then to be a working body, acting as both an executive and legislative body.  Officials were paid at a workman's wages, and could be recalled at any time by popular vote.  The police were stripped of their political attributes and required to be paid the same wages and be as easily recalled as government officials, as were judges and magistrates.  The church was made separate from the state mechanism and made solely a private matter.  The Commune abolished night work for bakers and the reduction of wages under bogus pretexts.  The middle class, which had been burdened by creditors of the finance aristocracy, were given postponement of debt repayments for three years without interest.  The attributes of the racial nature of the Commune are notable as well.  There were a large number of foreigners in the Commune, taking high positions within the government, to signify the international nature of its existence, that is that “the flag of the Commune is the flag of the World Republic”
.  Also of significance was the absence of crime and violence in the Commune.  The only notable occurrences of violence during its existence were that of its creation, in which Lecomte and Clément-Thomas were angrily killed by crowds, which was explained earlier, and the Vendôme incident, an act of retaliation against the Versailles government. 


The Versailles government, meanwhile, was planning its own retaliation.  On April 2nd, Thiers appealed to Bismarck to release the French prisoners of war to populate his army.  Bismarck agreed in exchange for five billion francs as an indemnity.  With this, Thiers and the Versailles army marched to Paris to begin their siege.  The siege lasted almost two months, from April 2 till May 21, meaning that during most of its existence, the Commune lived with the “enemy at the gates”.  From the very start, the policy of Thiers was brutal: anyone found to be connected to the Commune was shot on sight, not taken prisoner.  This policy was even more brutal than that of 1848's June uprising, which killed five to ten thousand, but deported or imprisoned most others.  The army’s constant siege finally broke through the Parisian walls and entered the city on May 21.  The Commune’s forces on the Western and more luxurious part of the city were weak, but got stronger as the Versailles army worked its way towards the Eastern, proletarian side of the city.  As the Versailles army marched through Paris for a week straight, it shot Communards and civilians on sight.  Up to 30 thousand Communards were killed, with 38 thousand others imprisoned and 7 thousand deported.  The massacre was one of the worst the Western world had seen up to that time.

Theories of Emergence


As stated in the introduction, many theories of protest emergence can be used to analyze the activity that yielded the Commune.  It would be a worthwhile endeavor to consider many different theories against the Commune's history to determine which could work best to describe the Commune.  However, the four explanations this research chooses are done so for the following reasons.  

1) Collective behavior serves to explain any large gathering of people in a time of crisis.  With tumultuous 19th century France, large gatherings in times of crisis were the norm, with the notable years of 1789, 1830, 1848, and 1871.  This was such a concern in France that Le Bon, the collective behavior theorist, essentially wrote his work as a direct analysis of these years, with the last notable contentious movement of the Commune.  So in a sense, his work is a direct response to the Commune.

2) The resource mobilization model provides a wide framework in which to build the argument for the action of the Commune, including many different social movement organizations, interests of the Parisian masses with regards to political authority, and an opportunity/threat structure that presented itself in various forms, historically and actively oppressing the actors.  The organizations took on different dynamics as the movement continued, and their immediate interests were key in determining their next course of action.

3) Participation identity is a new spin on a new model.  Gould applies identity as a factor in the Commune's uprising, a response to the structural Marxian class-based model.  He uses the idea of a community identity, forged in the actions of pre-Commune Paris, which later matures into the identity of being associated with the movement.  The organizations within the Commune rally around the ties of community and mobilization.  He presents this as opposed to the class identity of 1848, and that of the Marxian model.  This theory posits that the mobilization was against the state and not capital.

4) The Marxian model presents the struggle along class lines.  In this case, it will be presented as a response to Gould, in that community as an identity is an element of class, and therefore its resistance to the state is the resistance to capital.  This can be extended to the National Guard's role in the establishment of the Commune.  The nature of the revolt considers Rosa Luxemburg's theory of spontaneity and draws parallels to future events.  Lastly, the research examines the class character of the organizations and decrees in the working existence of the Commune, in validating its class nature.

*
*
*


The crowd is an irrational body.  As they rushed to the Palais Bourbon and the Hôtel de Ville on September 4th, they cried for the Republic, which was, indeed, viewed as an irrational thought to have while the Empire was at war with a vicious enemy, with their ruler Bonaparte captured in the battle at Sedan.  Even Marx warned the working class that “[a]ny attempt at upsetting the new government in the present crisis, when the enemy is almost knocking at the doors of Paris, would be a desperate folly” (1940: 34).  What, then, is the drive that makes the crowd develop into this mass of people who, starting with the reforms of 1868 to assembly, speak of the republic and the abolition of the Empire, that which fixed the streets and provided for the general welfare of France?


One part of collective behavior theory points to the macro level strains in society, which causes micro level psychological effects, and ultimately causes of collective action.  The events preceding the Paris Commune, that of the Franco-Prussian war and all of its consequences, including the siege of Paris, could have been contributed to the strain in society and effected the public psychology in a very real and devastating way.  Lissagaray and Gould's accounts of the hard conditions in Paris during the siege reveal how damaging the siege could have been on the Parisians.  Once the siege was lifted, then, although people could nurse their bodies back to full health, their psyche was still in the disassembled state, where they remembered “Dogs, cats, and rats ... eagerly devoured.... Children [dying] on their mothers’ empty breasts.”  This was the cause of the flurry of activity after the siege.


However, another explanation from classical theory does not find the origin of the crowd in the ills of society, but finds the crowd in a futile attempt to change the system of government.  Le Bon remarks that government and political institution is a consequence of the one most suited to race, “A nation does not choose its institutions at will any more than it chooses the colour of its hair or its eyes.  Institutions and governments are the product of the race” (76).  The irrational crowd gathers in the hope that they can effect a change in the government.  This hope was widespread during the Empire, when the first strikes in 1864 caused immense alarm and commotion amongst the government in how much the strikers fervently wanted to change the system.  From then on, the continued agitations of 1868 through 1870 drew the crowds together and gained them more people.  This became so regular that marching on the Hôtel was a common occurrence, taking place once or twice a month.


The crowds of this time period could have also been established by the professional revolutionaries of the time.  The list of potential charismatic leaders to move the crowds to revolt was endless: Proudhon, Marx, Bakunin, and the most professional revolution of all, l'enfermé himself, Blanqui
.  Organizations as leaders were abundant as well, from the First International to the Central Committee.  The charismatic leader is key in the development of the crowd, since he determines the opinions and ideas of the crowd: “His will is the nucleus around which the opinions of the crowd are grouped and attain to identity” (113).  Crowds are easily impressionable: they take simple images and stretch them greatly out of proportion using their collective imagination.  This is how, in September 1870, a select few could agitate enough support to march on Palais Bourbon, demanding the dismantling of the Empire with the war still waging; this is also how a Central Committee of 29 men could convince the whole of Paris to take back the cannons that had belonged to the Versailles government.


With the crowd of 1870 and 1871 established in the talking shops of Paris, the sentiments it espoused were both destructive and extreme.  Crowds do not have the capacity for building a constructive society, but only the destruction of one that has lost its strength, “Crowds are only powerful for destruction.  Their rule is always tantamount to a barbarian phase” (xviii).  This destruction also presses for the most extreme form, since crowds can only think in terms of extremes.  They do not accept contradiction or exception: it is all or nothing, “Crowds are only cognisant of simple and extreme sentiments; the opinions, ideas, and beliefs suggested to them are accepted or rejected as a whole, and considered as absolute truths or as not less absolute errors” (37).  The Parisian masses called for the dismantling of the crumbling Empire, with its leader captured and its military wings clipped.  It did not call for the rebuilding of the Empire, or a new leader to replace the one that had been captured.  It did not call for the rallying of Parisians in defense of France's imperial ventures, but instead called for the imperialist government to end.  Some may argue that the crowd of 1870-71 called for the establishment of the Republic, so its aims were not purely destructive.  However, since we established earlier that the institution of government is determined by race and temperament thereof, not by popular demand or contention.  So the call “Viva la République” was a call for the destruction of the Empire, which was to be replaced with an abstract demand that would not be realized by the mass action of people. 


Although elements of collective behaviorism are still valid today, there are some major issues with the now-considered-conservative version of this theory.  Besides the obvious racist and sexist discriminations, emergence either depends on structural strain, a charismatic leader, or a “futile” belief that the crowd can affect change, taking that all of these things exist in the domain of irrational activity.  This is troublesome, since social movements often take place in times of political calm and structural stability.  They also can take the form of a decentralized movement, as witnessed in the nonviolent direct action movements in era of “New Social Movements”.  Lastly, the actuality of effecting change with agitation is very real: it is, in fact, historically, the most likely way change can be effected, that is, when a small group of concerned members of society mobilize. 


As a remedy and response to collective behavior, resource mobilization views social movement activity as a rational action.  It addresses a network of interactive relationships that essentially embody the resources necessary for mobilization and collective action to come into being.  Tilly's model of mobilization focuses on the need for five major resources for collective action to be realized: interests, organizations, repression/facilitation, opportunity/threat, and power.  In this study, only interests, organizations, and opportunity/threat will be examined with relation to the Commune.  The repression/facilitation and power schema are not integral to this study because the movement is actually the actor responsible for state-building.  In this case, the opposing states (Second Empire, Thiers government) are integrated into the opportunity/threat structure as actors at the same level as the Commune movement.  
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Figure 1: Commune model of resource mobilization





Interests are the starting point for any movement in the resource mobilization model.  It is the base of resources, one that spurs organization and mobilization, and also opportunity and threat.  The interests of the Communards was one of building a state to replace that of the crumbling Empire, and later, after the siege, that of the Government of National Defense.  These interests state a clear counter to the collective behavior model, which posits that the interests of all social movements are destructive and conservative.  In fact, the interests of the Commune were very constructive and radical.  Its desire was to repeat the revolutions of 1789 and 1848, however, without co-optation by the bourgeoisie or the monarchists.  The basis of the revolution was not based in the “right to work”, as it had been in 1848.  This revolution would be for the establishment of the Commune, on the basis of public safety, survival, and Paris's defense.  These are the pillars in which the Central Republican Committee of the Twenty Arrondissements presented on the “red poster” of 1870.  The poster read as follows:

I. Measures concerning public safety

· Suppression of the police as it has been constituted under all monarchical governments, as a means to subjugate the citizens rather than defend them.
· Placement of police functions under the control of elected municipal councils.

· Nomination by quartier, in large cities, of magistrates invested with the personal responsibility of overseeing public safety.

· Dissolution of all special corps of the former central police, such as sergents de ville, so-called agents of public security, gardes de Paris...

· Abrogation of all repressive, restrictive, or fiscal laws against freedom of the press, of speech, of public assembly, and of association.

II. Subsistence and lodging

· Expropriation in the public interest of all edible and other essential goods currently warehoused in Paris, guaranteeing their owners payment for said goods after the war.

· Election in each street or at least in each quartier of a commission to inventory all consumable goods and to declare their holders personally responsible to the municipal administration...

III. Defense of Paris

· Delivery to all citizens of long-range weapons with sufficient ammunition to defend against possible attack.

· Preparation through the activities of the twenty arrondissement committees of the material and organizational means necessary for the defense of each quartier... (Gould: Ch. 6)

Some of these interests were further developed during the Commune's existence, including the abolition of the standing army and rights provided for the polity.  Similar to the Committee that presented the “red poster” to the Government of National Defense, there existed other organizations that were critical to the Commune's genesis.


Organizations, in the resource mobilization model, serve to safeguard and channel the interests into a group structure.  The creation of the organizations of 1871 did just that, and was critical to the emergence of the Commune in two ways.  First, organizations aided in the establishment of the political structure for the Commune.  These were the groups commanded the policies and decrees of the Commune.  They also garnered the support of the people behind the Commune by including them in the political process.  Secondly, organizations were required in the defense against the Commune's opposition, including the Second Empire, the Government of National Defense, the internal bourgeoisie, and the Prussian army (these oppressors will be explored more in the next section, under “Threats”).


The talking shops and trade unions of 1869 helped to define the political organizations that would establish the Commune.  As mentioned earlier, the Committee of the Twenty Arrondissements presented their “red poster” all over the city, to present the demands of the Commune.  However, organizations existed that were closer to home, embodied in the collectives of people who were forming municipal councils and working bodies citywide.  Along with the Central Committee, these organizations guaranteed that the interests of the Commune would be upheld, even before its creation.  After the establishment of the Commune, the organizations that helped maintain its existence were the Central Committee and the state mechanism itself.  The Central Committee guarded the liberties of the Commune once it came into existence, including basic liberties, and the right to vote, which they helped establish by standing down exactly eight days after the 18th for municipal elections (and this would have been sooner had there not been other complications).  The state mechanism took the form of the municipal councils elected by universal suffrage.  This council and its successors established the decrees that executed the interests of the Commune.  


The support of the National Guard and its Central Committee militarily defended and policed the Commune, which was necessary for it to come into fruition.  The Guard maintained the defense of Paris when it was being sieged by the Prussians, as the GND was lackadaisical in mobilizing other Parisians to fight and itself living in luxury.  However, after the siege, when Thiers desired to disarm Paris, the Guard was now on the side of the Commune.  On March 18th, as the regular army of the GND maneuvered to disarm Paris of its cannons, the National Guard (along with women and children of Paris) rushed out to keep them from being successful.  Their presence kept the deaths on that day to a minimum, including those of the invading GND army.  They managed this by keeping order and fraternizing with the soldiers of that army.  Keeping order meant not killing anyone on the spot: this was exemplified by the manner in which the generals who were captured by the masses waited for the Central Committee to put them on trial, instead of executing them on the spot.  The two notable failures of this are accounted in the case of the Generals Clément-Thomas and Lecomte:

They arrived at about four o'clock, passing through a terribly irritated crowd, yet no one raised a hand against them... There the scenes of the Château-Rouge
 recommenced.  The exasperated 
soldiers asked for his death.  The officers of the National Guard made desperate efforts to quiet 
them, crying, 'Wait for the Committee.' .... Some officers of the National Guard, a Garibaldian 
captain, Herpin-Lacroix, and some franc-tireurs had tried to stop the deadly mass, repeating a thousand times, 'Wait for the Committee!  Constitute a court-martial!'  They were jostled, and Clément-Thomas was again seized and hurled into the little garden of the 
house. Twenty muskets levelled at him battered him down. During this execution the soldiers broke the windows of the room where General Lecomte was confined, threw themselves upon him, dragging him towards the garden. This man, who in the morning had three times 
given the order to fire upon the people, wept, begged for pity, and spoke of his family. He was forced against the wall and fell under the bullets. (Lissagaray: III, emphasis added).  

This, however, demonstrates the National Guard's command in keeping order in this situation and safeguarding the Commune from dissolution, since later, the deaths of the generals were used in Thiers's rhetoric against the Commune.  The Central Committee also stood as the Commune's defender.  The Central Committee safeguarded the population, when it was to actively oppose the entry of the Prussians.  The Committee ordered the Guard and people to stand down, as to not cause a massacre.  These military structures aided against the aggression of Thiers and the other threats from the outside.     


The structure of these organizations is also important to consider.  Tilly's analysis of Oberschall's organizational theory helps to explain how the structure of a group serves in explaining the group’s actions.  In 1871's context, the Communards presented a revolt organization that had mass ties to the community through trade unions and the National Guard.  However, it was segmented in that it was not to be co-opted into the GND or the Empire. “In a segmented context, the greater the number and variety of organizations in a collectivity, and the higher the participation of members in this network, the more rapidly and enduringly does mobilization into conflict groups occur, and the more likely it is that bloc recruitment, rather than individual recruitment, will take place” (Oberschall 1973: 125, in Tilly 1978: 83).   Due to the nature of communal ties and segmentation, the mobilization of the Communards was to be largely self-sustained, which it was, until the massacre of May 21.  


Finally, the third resource in the development of the 1871 action is opportunity and threat.  In the case of the Commune, the actor that represented the opportunity/threat structure was the state.  The state's progression went through a series of changes: the period of war, the provisional period of the Government of National Defense, that government's flight to Versailles, the Commune's existence, and finally the Versailles government regaining Paris.  As time progressed, so did opportunity.  However, opportunity peaked on March 18th, when the Commune was formed.  It plateaued for a short amount of time, as the Versailles army regrouped, but then declined and found its way into deep levels of threat as the “enemy was at the gates”.  


Tilly defines opportunity to be “the extent to which other actors, including governments, are vulnerable to new claims which would, if successful, enhance the contender's realization of its interests” (1978: 133, emphasis added).  This essentially says if there appears to be an opening in the opposition of the movement, then the interests of the movement would be furthered.  The opportunities, in this case, do not cease to be created in the case of the Commune's realization for a very long time.  The opening of opportunities can be traced back as far as 1860, when Napoleon had given the Legislative Assembly the right to report on their proceedings.  This slight opening for freedom, after a solid, stagnant decade with no political opportunity, started the snowball of events that would lead to the Commune.  The strike movements of 1864 and 1869 further weakened the Empire, along with the freedom of assembly granted in 1868, where organizations such as trade clubs began to congeal.


Despite all these events, the most important opportunities in the development of the Commune were the Franco-Prussian war and the expulsion of the Government of National Defense.  France needed to get rid of Bonaparte and the legacy of Napoleon if it was to ever have another successful revolution, a point that Marx picked up on in 1852, “The social revolution of the nineteenth century cannot draw its poetry from the past, but only from the future” (18).  The repression of the people for 18 long years turned them away from the Empire and even forced the National Guard to change its interests, from that of the June 1848 – massacring Parisians in the streets – to that of 1871 and taking over L'Hôtel de Ville.  Therefore, what was needed was an opening to express this anger, to gather.  Once the Second Empire was felled on September 4th, immediately, there were calls for the republic by the bourgeois Opposition and the working class.  However, it was not only the Empire that would determine the opportunity for the Commune; its demise meant the establishment of the bourgeois Republic, at best, an institution that was wide open for takeover, such as in 1848.  The Government of National Defense took over that September and chose to suffocate Paris rather than capitulate to the Germans.  The temperament of the people rose, and the call for a republic was replaced with the call for the Commune.  After the siege, the formation of organizations fueled the chances of taking advantage of the opportunities the GND made available.  On March 18th, the opportunity for the Communards peaked, and the GND was expelled from Paris.  However, with the peak came the beginning of the end, the start of the threat.


As with opportunity, threat is its negation, “the extent to which other groups are threatening to make claims which would, if successful, reduce the challenger's realization of its interests” (Tilly: 133).  That is, if there appears to be an opening in the movement. then the interests of the opposition would be furthered.  The threat level did not start to rise exactly on March 18th.  It took a period of time for the Versailles army to regroup to make their counterattack, including Thiers's plead for Bismarck to release some of the French prisoners of war to populate the GND's army.
  However, when the army was fully reconstructed, it marched back onto Paris, sieging it for weeks until the May 21.  There was also an internal threat to the Commune in the form of people sympathetic to either the Empire or the Versailles government.  These would be the people latching onto the “Party of Order” in 1848.  It was actually an engineer sympathetic to the GND who opened a gate to Paris for the army of Versailles.  The threat then consumed the Commune as the Versaillese overwhelmed the Communards.  


Resource mobilization presents a good theory for explaining the Commune, since it contains all the ingredients for collective action in concrete, modular examples.  However, it is lacking in many ways.  One way is that it does not include any sense of identity of the people within the movement, a common problem that theorists see with resource mobilization.  This concept of identity, then, is what Robert Gould uses to describe the advent of the Commune.  Rejecting the notion that identity can only be applied to “new social movements”, Gould develops a thesis for the emergence of the Commune based on identity, which he calls participation identity.  He defines this as “the social identification with respect to which an individual responds in a given instance of social protest to specific normative and instrumental appeals” (13).  That is, the actor in a social movement is driven to act for the express reason that they are part of something else that drives them to act.  This could be a formal organization, institution, or network.  In the Commune's case, however, Gould states that the “specific normative and instrument appeals” that form the participation identity are previous identities and informal organizations.  The previous identity of the Commune is that of community, not that of class, as structural Marxists believe.  He also associates the participation identity with informal organizations, such as trade unions, groups, and guilds.  In exploring these groups, it must follow that action for the Commune's development flows from these two “appeals”, further forming the realization of the participation identity.  Finally, as Gould is directly disputing the structural Marxist theory, this study will explore what issues he has with this theory and how the participation identity construct responds to it.


The method by which Gould develops his concept of community identity is by contrasting it with the class identity that marked February and June in the 1848 revolution.  The genesis of the 1848 revolution occurred when a banquet for labor reform was canceled.  The revolutionaries of 1848 were adamant in receiving le droit au travail (the right to work).  This resulted in the Republic forming the National Workshops, which was, more or less, the bourgeois republicans and conservatives reducing unemployment and receiving cheap labor.  The closing of these Workshops, due to no real work being done and financial inadequacy, then triggered the June insurrection.  The insurrection took such a class character, that at the time the terms “worker” and “insurgent” were used interchangeably.  The abolition of the right to work was, thus, aggression against the worker himself.  The parts of the city that were barricaded and used in resistance in June were the working class sections.  In contrast, the Commune's formation was triggered in the midst of the Franco-Prussian war, in which the Empire was being weakened.  The demands of the people regarded basic democratic rights, including freedom of assembly, speech, and press, in other words, “bourgeois” liberties.  The people's aggression was directed towards a government form, not towards the absence of some reform such as “the right to work.”  Lastly, the site of the battle as Versailles marched on the Commune was the whole of the city, not specifically the working class sections.  


In the same method of examination, Gould uses the development of organization as the yardstick against which to measure class identity versus community identity.  He posits that, in 1848, the organizations of the working class were formal and contained members of varied crafts, showing that members of these organizations acted in solidarity as workers.  The new National Assembly that replaced the Orléanist monarchy granted a formal commission, the Luxembourg Commission, especially for workers' issues.  Many workers went through this organization, drafting proposals and newspapers.  The workers also acted under the umbrella of the National Workshops, which contained masses of workers that would otherwise be unemployed.  It gave workers assignments that did not necessarily correspond to their trade, so workers were more cosmopolitan when they were centered in their specific fields
.  The period between 1848 and 1871, however, transformed the nature of the organization.  Organizations were no longer formal, since formal workers' organizations could not exist under Napoleon III's empire.  These groups took to more of the form of abeyance structures.  As Verta Taylor states in her research, abeyance structure organizations take on a centralized and exclusive character.  The trade groups that formed in the 1860s fit this description well, as they were grouped only by trade, not through the identity as workers.  The organization was formed from the people around the worker, those with whom he worked and consequently ate and drank.  The informal organization that appeared in informal atmospheres such as the bar or pub went further in fermenting these groups’ exclusivity and centralization.  Thus, when the opportunity emerged for the Commune's formation, the people rallied around their immediate community instead of maintaining the solidarity of the working class as a whole.


Through these previously engaged identities and organizations, the participation identity is realized through action.  Gould believes that the action of the Commune was spurred on community lines, and not that of a class identity.  His main point is that in the defense of each arrondissement fell into the hands of a community, not a unified class, per se.  The National Guard, flung open to all those who wanted to join, as opposed to the elite body that it was pre-1848, was an organization of the community.  Those who supported it were concerned with the power of their specific community, and not the whole Paris proletarian.  Although there were communities that were predominantly working class neighborhoods, such as those in the faubourgs, these areas did not necessarily see more arrests when the Versailles army came through the area during the fall of the Commune.


Gould's main critique of the traditional Marxist position is that 1871 was an insurrection of a community, not one of class.  He points to the mobilization of National Guard on a city-wide scale.  He also disagrees with the structural Marxist theory on two counts.  First, “patterns of informal association among Parisians in the annexed zone show no sign of class homogeneity in social networks” (198).  This means that the informal organizations, such as the drinking establishments, neighborhood areas, bore more of the mark of inter-class communication between the working class and the middle class.  Secondly, he observes that the number of arrests in putting down the Commune has a weak, if significant at all, correlation to the predominant class of the area.  This is in stark comparison to 1848, when the working class was forced against the barricades in the working class sections of the city.  Thus, in his community-based approach, he sees what the people of Paris were fighting against was the state, be it the Second Empire or the Government of National Defense, not the forces of capital, which would be the case in a movement with a class identity.


Gould wrote his work as a counter to the structural Marxist perspective, exemplified in writers such as David Harvey
.  He classifies their perspective as “reductionism”, that is, reducing the dynamics of the Parisian community to terms of class only.  In some sense, this is a valid criticism.  When one does not see the identities beyond class, he or she is limiting the perspective to only one independent variable.  However, when one realizes the bounds of capital and its dominance and pervasiveness in the actuality of daily life, then he or she can see the world in a new, critical light.  This is what Marx did when he analyzed the Commune, and this is why it is such an important perspective to take.  In the Commune's case, the fact of the matter is that struggle was one of community, but that the class nature of the community was how it expressed its opposition to the structure of the state.  Therefore, the community's struggle was one against the state.  Gould acknowledges this, but mentions it in a way that is supposed to deny the class struggle of the Communards.  This community nature does not deny the class struggle of the Communards, in fact, it exemplifies this struggle.  This is because the state is an agent of capital.  By extension, then, the organs of the state serve capital also.  This includes, most importantly, the organ of the military, which played a major role in the dynamics of the Commune.  


The state is the institutionalized lobbyist for capital.  Gould himself mentions that the Empire was “unquestionably good for business”, which is historically accurate.  Fascist, totalitarian regimes have always been good for business, as the liberties of the people are suppressed and laws that guarantee the rights of humans are not passed.  Marx states in The Civil War in France that “[a]t the same pace at which the progress of modern industry developed, widened, intensified the class antagonism between capital and labour, the state power assumed more and more the character of the nation power of capital over labour, of a public force organised for social enslavement, of an engine of class despotism” (54-55).   He follows with concrete examples of the 1830 and 1848 revolutions, and how the bourgeoisie was able to take advantage of the Empire's rule to make good on investments and production.  Lenin reaffirms the state’s role involving capital, saying that “the state is an organ of class rule, an organ for the oppression of one class by another; it is the creation of “order,” which legalises and perpetuates this oppression by moderating the conflict between the classes” (1975: 315).  The allusion to the creation of “order” is a reference to the “Party of Order”, that of the monarchists and Bonaparte's followers during the Second Empire.  It is the “order” that suppresses the lower classes in favor of the class interests of big bourgeoisie, the way it provided “order” to the tumultuous republicans of 1848, who, in fact, helped the eventual Emperor by ordering the massacre of the June insurrection.  This shows how community, in its struggle against the state, is really a struggle against capital.

Secondly, the military has traditionally been an antagonistic arm for the state apparatus, and therefore, an organ of capital's rule over the proletariat.  The military is the agent of the government that puts down insurrections, uprisings, and imposes its will (the interests of capital) on other countries.  Lenin relates this to be the “highest form” of capitalism, that is, imperialism.  This is why, during the Commune, it is so significant that not only was the National Guard was on the side of the Commune, but the regular army also fraternized with the Communards.  However, what does this mean?  Lenin quotes Engels in Origins of the Family, “This special, public power [armed force] is necessary because a self-acting armed organisation of the population has become impossible since the split into classes...” (1975: 316).  Engels is saying that the class structure of the modern state, the defender of capital, does not allow the “self-acting armed organisation of the population” to exist, since it would be, as Lenin puts it, “impossible because civilised society is split into antagonistic, and, moreover, irreconcilably antagonistic, classes, whose 'self-acting' arming would lead to an armed struggle between them” (1975: 317, emphasis added).  And this is exactly what happened in the Commune; the arming of the National Guard, as it realized itself as the proletarian class, spelled the expulsion of the GND from Paris and worked towards the establishment of the Commune.  Take this situation, as opposed to the 1848 June Days (which Gould posits as a “class-based struggle”), in which the National Guard, Mobile Guard, and the regular army all fought against the insurgent workers.


The dynamics of the uprising itself stem from the inherent antagonisms of the state and its servitude to capital; therefore, its development is not the product of a single, isolated action, but the summation of a number of actions which may accumulate into one event or a series of events in which revolt breaks out.  This is the basis of Rosa Luxemburg's theory of spontaneity.  Gould does make it a point to follow the progression from 1848 to 1871, since this progression is integral in setting up the stage for the Commune's emergence.  He does a reasonable job of keeping tabs on the activity of the Parisian people, including to what extent they have basic liberties, the organizations they form, and the state that oppresses them.  However, he does this to contrast and compare the identities in February-June 1848 to those of March-May 1871, not to historically track and develop the progress of the class antagonisms in Parisian society.  Marx does this in his Eighteenth Brumaire, and thus can see that the revolution of February was one of a bourgeois nature, the type that “storm swiftly from success to success; their dramatic effects outdo each other men and things seem set in sparkling brilliants; ecstasy is the everyday spirit; but they short-lived; soon they attained their zenith, and a long crapulent depression lays hold of society before it learns soberly to assimilate the result of its storm-and-stress period” (19).  Marx, writing in 1852, was able to predict the next 18 years in France’s history using this method: the method of historical materialism.  Rosa Luxemburg then picks up this method, and uses it to describe the outbreak of the 1905 Russian revolution
.  She then theorizes that the outbreak of the mass strike, which was the predominant revolutionary tool of 1905, began spontaneously, that the historical antagonisms underlying the surface of Tsarist Russia were the fuel, and, once the surface was punctured, the strike emerged.  This also means that the revolution cannot be “planned” or “decided at random” by some professional revolutionary.  As Luxemburg puts it, “revolutions do not allow anyone to play the schoolmaster with them” (198).  The spontaneity of workers' struggles is apparent everywhere in the Commune.  Not even Marx himself, the father of historical materialism, could predict the outbreak of the Commune, “No, not even the founder of Marxism – who stood for a new society and predicted its inevitable coming when all other saw only the solidity of the old, the status quo – did not, and could not have foreseen the spontaneous action of the French working class in ‘storming the heavens’ and creating the Paris Commune” (Dunayevskaya: 283).  The spontaneous actions of March 18th formed the Commune when the masses rushed to the defense of the National Guard's cannons, at a time when, even Gould says, not even the Central Committee had formed an opinion of what to do against the GND.  This was the trigger, the surface erupting in a rage of revolutionary activity.  The “schoolmasters”, Blanqui (who attempted this trick twice without success), Proudhon, and even Marx, did not trigger the advent of the uprising of the people of Paris.  It was the people themselves: “When reveille was sounded, all of Paris was in the streets” (Dunayevskaya: 95).  


As mentioned earlier, the Commune's greatest social measure was its own working existence.  Thus it is important not only to study the Commune's emergence, but the Commune's structure as a state and how it was essentially an extension of its movement in emergence.  This is the concept that Marx and Dunayevskaya call the “revolution in permanence”, that is, the continuation of the revolution after the overthrow of the existing state and capitalist society.  The Commune went farther as a state than only overthrowing the government of Thiers and putting their own parliamentarians in the Palais Bourbon.  It required that the workers get rid of the “ready-made state machinery” that could have been used.  Their challenge was much harder, and required them to establish new measures that would not vulgarize the essence of their movement.  “Its special measures could but betoken the tendency of a government of the people by the people,” remarks Marx, who then continues by listing the various social measures taken by the Commune to guarantee that there would not be a retrogression into bourgeois society once again (65).  Dunayevskaya recounts the activity of the Commune's workshops in relation to the mode of production established: 


The workers themselves appointed the directors, shop and bench foremen.  These were subject 
to dismissal by the workers if relations or conditions proved unsatisfactory.  Not only were 
wages, hours, and working conditions set, above all, a factory committee met every evening to 
discuss the next day's work. (97)

This is the thing of utmost importance that Gould, and indeed, every other social movement theory, misses and does not bother to consider in their study of the Commune: its social measures, its financial measures, its political measures; in short, its very existence.  Gould denies this specifically in his study, calling the actions of 1848 more of a proletarian revolution than that of 1871; the 1848 that established a bourgeois republic, unstable in its foundations, rife with corruption and repression, that would soon be succeeded by “Napoleon the little”, a shadow of a ruler riding on the coattails of his Emperor uncle.  The Commune is significant as a social movement, not only in its genesis, but in its material existence.

Conclusion


The Commune remains the subject of much scholarship in the academic world as well as a case-study of a uniquely proletarian society in radical theory.  Its historical development stems from the rich history of French contention.  It starts with the 1789 revolution, in which Paris was organized around a commune until 1792, to the July Revolution of 1830 and establishment of the July Monarchy.  In 1848, the bourgeois revolution of February stormed the Hôtel de Ville, demanding the republic.  The republic, with the “right to work”, was given, only to later exclude the working class and shoot them down in cold blood later that June.  The weak republic fell to a strong Second Empire with imperial dreams of the past, which were, in actually, the “farce” of a second iteration
.  This Empire's dreams were its downfall, leading to the Franco-Prussian war and the capitulation of the French government.  In its fall, however, found the first saplings rising from the seed of revolution.  All they needed was some sustenance and fertile ground.  As the ground was being replenished, the thirst for liberty was being resusitated. The incompetence of the bourgeois Government of National Defense fueled the passion for liberation.  The membrane covering these excitations finally burst through on March 18th, 1871, and the Commune was birthed.  It was a short-lived child, slaughtered almost two months later, but its existence was one of the most unique experiences of the human race.


In explaining the emergence of the Commune, we must evaluate the four theories that were studied here and decide, which one describes it most accurately?  Classical theory does a reasonable job of making the case for the Commune's emergence, if your name is Adolphe Thiers, or you are a member of the Versailles bourgeoisie, “These Communards are irrational barbarians, driven to illogical actions because of the tensions they feel without the support of a government or a reassurance of public safety.”  However, this view has been dispelled, since we know the Commune had concrete proceedings and was a rather sustained movement; these were rational actors.  We then look at resource mobilization, which qualifies the interaction of interests, organizations, and opportunity/threat to the creation of the movement.  There are ample instances of these resources in the Commune's emergence.  However, this theory is problematic since it is not a causal model, and therefore it does not proceed historically.  It also excludes important constructs such as identity and culture.  So, we turn to Gould's theory, which realizes the Commune as a product of a historical tradition of identity politics and informal organization.  These two concepts form the background for a new development he calls participation identity, which is a new identity realized from the previous identities and organizations of a movement's actors.  


However, there seems to be something missing in each of these theories that does not allow them to be fully complete.  Those elements can be found in Marxism.  This includes defining the struggle as one of class, through the extension of struggle against the state as an agent of capital, and the army as its executive arm.  However, this is not the structural Marxism which Gould characterizes as “reductionism” by grouping every movement together as a class struggle.  It is the Marxism that emphasizes method into the repertoire of explaining the Commune's emergence.  This means looking at the history of the emergence of the movement, establishing a deep, causal relationship: this is the methodology of Marx's historical materialism.  Along with this concept comes Luxemburg's theory of spontaneity, which pushes to the fore that the actors themselves, in our case, the masses of Paris, not the “professional revolutionaries” or “vanguard parties”, will lead the movement.  This will occur through the spontaneous outbreak of revolution, due to the antagonisms lurking under the surface of a seemingly quiet political atmosphere, which it did on March 18th, when the Thiers government was allowing the Prussian troops to hold the city.  The second important way that Marxism describes the advent of the Commune is by considering its working existence as part of the emergence itself.  That is, the Commune remained as a “revolution in permanence”, even when it had expelled the Government of National Defense from Paris.  It managed this through its very decrees and new form of state.  This is how and why the Marxist tradition remains the best method of explaining the Paris Commune.


The Commune also remains as a monumental example in the development of a social movement, and, in its “permanent revolutionary form” as a new kind of state.  As mentioned in the introduction, the Commune's emergence contains all the elements that social movement theorists love to explore and dissect.  However, it has a more important, non-academic role in world history, that of a essentially proletarian revolution, which is rare in the history of the world, on par only with events such as 1905 and 1917 in Russia, and France's earlier revolution in 1789.  This emergence of proletarian revolution remains one of the best cases studies of how a proletarian revolution would look.  Its importance, however, transcends that, in defining the proletarian state, which the world has possibly never seen aside from the Commune itself.  Since the Commune was a continual social movement in and of itself, it remains integral for social movement theories to continue to study it.  It also remains even more integral for those who wish to see the advent of a new society to replace the exploitive, alienating rule of capital over humanity.  The Paris Commune of 1871 allows us to “finally imagine, for a change, an association of free men” as Marx stated in Capital; it gives us a glimpse into the liberation of the human subject and the realization of the capacities of the human race.
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�	This is phrase is drawn from Charles Tilly's book of the same title: The Contentious French (1978)


�	Most of this history is drawn from “Timeline of The Civil War in France”, http://www.marxists.org/history/france/paris-commune/timeline.htm


�	The Victory Column on the Place Vendôme had been cast from guns captured by Napoleon after the war of 1809.  The Commune decided to destroy it as it was a symbol of national chauvinism and Napoleonic imperialism. 


�	But then, not many revolutions are expected by “professional” revolutionaries.  Marx himself warned the working class that it would be “hasty” to take Paris during the Prussian occupation of 1870.  This idea will be explored more in Luxemburg’s theory of spontaneity. 


� The petty-bourgeois that complained about the property qualifications to vote were met by the notorious saying of Guizot, “Get rich, then you can vote.”


�	A party that was in favor of the “legitimate” power of the Bourbon monarchy, that which had been overturned in the 1830 revolution.


� Suburbs surrounding Paris.


� See Verta Taylor. “Social Movement Continuity: The Women's Movement in Abeyance” (American Sociological Review, Vol. 54, No. 5. Oct., 1989, pp. 761-775.) for a further discussion of abeyance structures.


�	A working class faubourg incorporated by the Haussmann era of the Empire.  It was one of the most notorious arrondissements, known for strongly supporting revolutionary action.


�	This is an allusion to such a committee established during the 1789 revolution.


�	Of all the members of the Government of National Defense or the development of the Commune, Thiers is characterized as the supreme enemy of the Commune and the working class.  Marx says of him “Thiers, that monstrous gnome, has charmed the French bourgeois for almost half a century, because he is the most consummate intellectual expression of their own class corruption.” See Marx, The Civil War in France, pages 39-43, for his impressive denunciation from 1830 to the establishment of the Third Republic. 


�	This could have been anywhere from 250 to 400.  The numbers that Lissagaray and Gould provide do not agree.


�	Lissagaray and Marx approximate only 300 to 500 of 300,000 regular soldiers returned to the side of Thiers.


�	Clément-Thomas had been a commander in the massacre of the June Days insurrection. 


�	See Gould, pp. 160-164.  This includes two pages of pictures.


�	Quoted from the report of the election commission of the Commune, published in the organ of the Commune, Journal officiel de la République française, No. 90, March 31, 1871.


�	Blanqui, whose nickname means “the locked-up one,” was in jail for 33 of his 76 years.  He was involved, in part, in the revolutions of 1830, 1848, and 1871, in some way before or after the fact.


�	Earlier that day, in this arrondissement, crowds demanded the execution of Lecomte.


�	In fact, this is one of the things that scholars (among them Marx) count as one of the Commune's gravest mistakes: their failure to pursue the Versailles army.  


�	One could argue, however, that this non-attention to specific trade would reduce each of these workers into “abstract” workers, to one that does not make anything concrete.  For a further discussion, see Karl Marx, Capital, Ch. 1 and 7.


� See Consciousness and the Urban Experience (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1985).


�	The 1905 revolution has some startling parallels with the development of the Paris Commune, including the mutiny of army and navy, as compared to the defection of the National Guard and regular French army, and the development of the workers' soviet (council), compared to the trade unions and groups in the Commune.  For a detailed development of 1905, see The Rosa Luxemburg Reader (Peter Hudis, Kevin B. Anderson, eds., New York: Monthly Review Press, 2004), Ch. 6.


�	Marx's opening statement in the Eighteenth Brumaire: “Hegel remarks somewhere that all facts and personages of great importance in world history occur, as it were, twice.  He forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce” (15).





